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ABSTRACT

- The study was designéd to evaluate fhe'importance of a
qumber.of variables, outlined in the literature, to the develop--
ment of effective verbal communication'§kills. Sixty preschool
children were evaluated on a number of differént variables,
including language tasks, visual tasks, roletaking tasks and
a varjeiy of other tasks. Demographic variables were taken
into consideration when the children were screeped for the study.
The results indicated two separate aspects of verbal ;ommunication
performance were related to similar, yet different predictor
variables. The estimate of length or quantity of response
was influenced more by both verbal and visual processes. In
contrast, the dqualitative component of the response was related
to verbal and social deveiopment—popu]arity procegses.‘ Clear
%¥f$erences were found between what is sig&ificant for preschool
verbal communication performance, and what would be expected

on the basis of the literature. The résults are discussed in

relation to the work of the existing research in the area.
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CHAPTER I

. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the present study was to evaluate several

processes which mlght influence the communlcatron performance
of preschool'ﬁﬁlldren. ‘More specifically, an attempt was
made . to demonstrate that effective commuaication is
- dependent upon nore than‘strictly'linguiscic processes, such-
as pocabulary and grammatical acquisition. The effect of
severa%hrelarively independent processes was evalﬁated'-
in relatioe to rheir rndividual and combined effects on
lcomﬁunication performance. Although communlcatlon not
1nvoivzng a verbal response was‘con51dered to a lesser
extent, the primary focus was.upon ‘verbal communication
performance.

While there has been a marked increase in the literature
related to the psychology of langaage} a large number of
- studies have focused on how children acqurre language,

rather than on how they learn to use language for effectlve

. e
communication (Glucksberg, Krauss & Higgins, 1975). Within -

the present study,'it was assumed that effective verbal
co;munication was dependent hpon both linguistiC'competence_‘
and communicative compet ence (Flavell, Botkln, Fry, erght

& Jarvxs, 1968; Glucksberg, et al., 1975- Mehrablan &

Reed, ;968; P;aget, 1951; 1959; 1969 Rosenberg, 1972)

while linguistic competence’is undeniably necessary, it
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was the question of how children become able to use language d X
effectively in a cbmmunication_situation that was the primary
’ concern of this study. - . .. : . T

In addition to the purpose described abdve, several
secondary questions were also considered. These will be

outlined.briq below, and considered in more detai[ Tater. -
Fa: : The first aspeét to be consideredlwag whether each of the ]
ﬁtasks used.within the présent stﬁdy provided an accurate estimate
of the particular ébi]?ty or skill which it was designed to
assess. - Secondly, a task te measure cognitive-perceptual

ability was included in order to help determine if the tasks

s, .
used were evaluating variables which were specific to communica-
tion perforﬁénce, or whether they were related to 2 cognitive-‘
— ' N ' .
perceptua? ability factor. A third component of the study ¢
‘inc1uded a combarison of preschool chi]qren’s abitity io communiéate
usiné Qerbal messages or references, as opposed to their ability
to use nonverbal references, 'such as pfctures. FinaiIQ, two'
diffgrent explanations which attempt to exp?ainfwhy preschool
children appear limited in their gbility to SUQ;essfully
per?orm a communication task were coﬁsidered.‘ Each of the

secondary questions and their relationship tJﬁ;he central

purpose of the study ' will be eprained-In-Eéfe detai] later.

Communication Research I
{

The research related to the deve]opmént of childrents‘

ability to communicate effectively is found.under a variety.of
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terms‘and labels. _As'a'result -certain-words have come to have

[

.a variety.of mean:ngs or implications due ‘to a var:ety of

*

reasons, such as the way in which they are used, the type of
process being described, the task being used; anq/or the pa;tiéular
theoretical orientation of the person conducting tﬁe research.
In an a;fegpt to decrease such confusion, terms which were paf-
ticu]ariy relevant to developing an understanding of the present
study Qére operationally de;ined whenever possibie. For example,
the term communrcatlon for the purposes of tJ;s study, referred
tox the exchange of lnformatuon from one person to another
person. _Effectlve communication was Further defined as the success-
ful exchange of information which allowed some predetermined
task requirement to"bé achieved. ‘

It should bgiﬁﬁied that a wide variety of definitiqns

- . .

for effective communication have been used fhroughout the litera-
ture. They have rénged from very general, rather vague explané-
tions, to more sophisticated, pfecise definitions. The work of

Higgins (1976; 1977) is ;exemélatory of the latter, and will be

presented as a contrast. Higgins defined communication accuracy

. @s being the degree of correspondence or agreement between the

reference stimulus which the speaker must encode, and the

reference stimulus which the listener actually chooses based on

the Tnformation presented by the speake%. He argued that

effective communication was the result of a number of skills, and

X

‘processes, each of which contrlbuted to ef.ectlve or accurate,

communicatnon.



- o "

- .

¢ .
One furfﬁ;{'distfnction which was made by Higgins was the

-

difference begweén the needs related to the listener within the
context of the task, énd the neeas wEikE were mére clearly task
related. Thé_First requires the speaker to take into account
information related to the Iisteﬁér‘s situation. The secend reguires
the spegker to try and usé a high number of discriminating verball

-
a .

units, as compared to nondiscriminating verbal units, in relation

*

to the refere timulus. In the present study, a wide variety

of variables wexg inclu , some of which were relevant to both

of the needs deséribed by Higgins (1977). The major focus,
however, was on the abiiity of the speakef to meet those needs within.
the context of the task. |

Many ‘of thg tasks commoniy u;ed in communication studies are

based on relatively simpie situations. A basic task generally

_consists of two people, 2 ;peaker and a 1is£ener, who are participa-
ting in 2 joint task, such as matching two sets of identical
pictures (Glucksbérg, Krauss & Weisberg, 1966). The task of the
speaker in'spch a situation is to provide inforhat?on to the
listener which allows that person to choose the correct picture,
from several aiternatives, which corresponds to the one being
described by the speaker. By using.such a limited task and

varying different components within the task situation, investiga-

tors have attempted to determine particular component processes
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-which are necﬁssary'for éffeg;iye communicétion pgrformance
(Glucksberg;_et al., Téié}. thle"soﬁe success has béen.
obtained using this methoa with school-aged chnIdren the
re;ulfs based on the perFormance 6?_Breschool cht]dren have been
less clearly defined. Despite the variety of processes
which have been considered, the specific factors or component
processes which are responsible for; or at ieast contribute to,
effecrive eaf]y communicative performgnce have not vet been
defined. One of the only consisteat results which has been
found to date is that cﬁf}dren's cemmunicative performance
improves with age. Before considering some of the other
processes which have been examined, two theoretical explanations
for tge age-related improvement reported in children's communica-
tive performances will be examined.

One of the major influences in research related to
children's communication performance is derived from the
theories of cognitive development of Piaget (1951 1859,
1970}, and to a lesser extent, Werner (1948, 1957). The
central focqs of these theoretical explanations has

revolved around the concept of egocentrism (ETkind, 1967;

Flavell, 1563; 1967; 1974; Flavell, et al., 1968; Glucksberg,

P
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‘et al., 1966; Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967; Glucksberg, et.
ral., 1975; Loofé, 1972; Piaget, 1926; 1951; 1969; 3976;
" Rubin, 1973; 19'74).' The term egocentrism refers to an
inability to realize that there is.any other viewpoint
othef than one's OoWnl. The completely egocentfic‘child
is described as‘being fotally embedded in his/he;.own
point of view. As a resuit; the only reality for the
egocentric chiéé’is that which is being immediately
experienced by that,child, whether it be a particular
perspective, a particular role, or a particular affective
state. It should be clarified that the egocentric stage
of development is not due to selfishness or any othér kind
of conscidéﬁ_process. Rather, such children are simply
unaware that any reality other than.their own exists, due
to their particular level of cognitive development
‘(Flévell, 1963; iooft, 1972; Piaget, 1959).

Duriné the egocentric perioa, the child's attention.
is described as being centered.‘.fhe concept of centration
is particqlérly important in understanding how
children become less egocentric,and more socialized,in
their outlook. The social child is described a; being
able to decenter from a particular poinf of view and to
realizé that other aspects of reality or view?oints may
also exist and must be'coﬁsidered. The more c5gnitively
advanced child is capable of realizing that differeﬁt

" people may experience. different viewpoints, as well as

(AN
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understanding how those viewpoints differ, and how to act

upon that knowledge. L

The concept of centration-decentration can be found

*in a number of theories. For example, Werner (1948, 1957)

. relies heavily on such a concept in his orthogenetic

principle which he uses to éxplain chiidren‘s Eognitive
developmént. Accoraing to that theorv, childreﬁ are
initially unable to cogmitively differentiate ameong various
aspects of a particular situation ané the d;féerent view-
pointé; The fiﬁal'stage which is achieved is characterized
by the child being able to cognitively integrate both the
global perspective and several different partial perspec-
tives at the same time. Similaﬁly, Langer (1969) descrihed
Ehe child as being in;téglly unable to diffg;Entiate on a
cognitive basis. According to.that explanation, the child
learns‘how to differentiate and integrate the observed
differences into a personal theorv of how to Felaté'to
other situations as well as to'pebple.

It is generally accepted that one of the major
characteristics of the young preoperational child is the

egocentric quality of their interactions. Since such

children are unable to decenter, it is not surprising

that their verbal communication reflects this é§g£éntric

‘quality. As described by Piaget (1959), the young child

who participates in a verbal communication task seems to

believe that the person receiving the information is already



in possessioﬁ of all of tﬂeﬂinfoémation that the chi}d knows
who is communicating the message-':Since the young child\\

does not seem to take the needs of the person receiving

the message into accoun;;(Krauss'& Glucksbergr 1970;

Glucksberg, et al. 1975), the resulting verbal messages

are typicaliy meeningful oe}y to the child who sends the
message.- In contrast, adu}te tend to ‘construct verbal
ﬁzessages based on information which is commonly known or
shared,and which is relevant to the task. -Therefore, in-
stead of describing something as looking "like a hat"
(Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967), the adult speaker would use
more commonlv shared information such as "a tall black hat
with a green stripe dround the bottom." The latter message
:eflects the realization of the adult that the person '
receiving the,information needs specifie information in
‘order té understand and use the infofgation being commﬁnica—
ted. The &ifference Eetween the communication prerformance-
of children and adults is attributed %o a large extent,

bv the supporters of the cognitive developmental position,
as being due to the voung child's inability to decente;

due to the egocentric stage of development. This has had_a
number of implications for the kinds of necessary processes
which are posited to account for éffeceive communication.
These will be conagde:ed in detail in a later section-

A second theoretical explanation of young children's

~

poor communication is based on a two-stage stochastic, or
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probabalistic\ch01ce, process ‘model developed by Rosenberg
and Cohen (l96&\ 1966) ~ This model demonstrates the -

influence of psycholinguistic research more than has been

~evident in the cogn ive developmental theory-just described.

The major components o he speaker brocess within-the

model are a sampling stdge and a.comparison process stage.

In the sampling stage, gued'that the speakef

chooses a patticular piece of information, Suchlas a word,

phrase or sentence, from a pool of possible alternatives.

After making a choice, the speaker tnen moves to the tom—

parison process stage of the model. The chosen informa-

tion is compared to, the target or referent infarmation, and .

a decision is_made about the meaningfulness of the samples

infg;mation. If the samples information is judged to be

appropriate, it is transmitted to the listenexr. If it .

is judged to be inadequate, it is rejected and "the process

is repeated with another choioe from the sample pool. The

communication situation commonly used to demonstrate this

model is a word paifing task in which the speaker must

identify a tatget word by giving the listener a one woxrd

clue. For eaample, if the word payf/;;'“weter-ioe" with

ice being the target or referent word, a possible message

might be "cold" to differentiate between the two alternatives.
Rosenterg and Cohen (1866} argued that the probability

of a word being sampled is a function of the strength of

its association with the target or referent word. 1In
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,conprast,'the probability of the selected word being.-';
~ accepted in'the.éompariSOn stage is dependent upon the
Strepéth‘of its association to the second or ponreferent
word. iﬁ there.is,a large difference betwéeﬁ_the.closgness”
" of the choser asdociation to the target word, and the lack

of association to the nontarget word, there is a higher

orébability of the chosen word being used than if the differ-

ence.is_small.

The model outlined above has three possible implications
for-c0mmunication performance, esp%pially for yvoung children
(Glucksberg, et al. 1875). First, the yéung child may have
a limited pool of po#sible choices in the sampling stage.
In fact, if the referent word is too difficult, the child
may‘not have any choices available. Secondly, an ihadequate
message may be due to inadequate combatiséns'of thé chosen
word to'both the referent and the nonreferent words. Third,
an inadeguate message will occasionally be given even by
competent speakeis, since the‘model is probabilistic rather
than perfect. While there has been less research wiéh
preschool children based on this model, it is a viable
~alternative egpianation, and an attempt " was made within
ﬁhe ?resent study to obtain an estimate of its potential
validity. A review of the relevant research will be
.provided before the task which was used, based on the
abovefmodel, is déscriﬁed. |

To date, there have been few attempts to compare the

——
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-two theoreti;al positions outlined above. One noteable exception

] was a study by Robinson and Robinson (1978) which specifically
examined the applicability of each explanation in relation to
the way in which'chfldren explained communication task failures.

This study, as well as several others, will be examinéd in

more detail after earlier relevant research has been discussed.

. -

Higgins (1976; 1977) and Higginsf Fondacaro and McCann
(%n press) have also examined several of the t%eories presented
to éxplain why young chi]drenldo not perform more successfully
on verbal communicat}on tasks. Higgins (1977) has argued,
for example, that egocentrism may involve two very different

factors. One factor involves taking into consideration both

e

the individual-related needs and the task-related needs of the

-

" listener. Simi]érly,»Higgins and Akst (1975) argued that
children do in fact use coiparison processes on communication
tasks, but that these were related to feature comparisons
of the referents, rather than verbal comparisons, contrary
to tﬁe explanation of others (Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967; Flavell,
et al.l, 1968; Aldy, 1968). |
) Since the primary focus of the present study was ﬁHe

development of effective communicatEOnrperfqrmance in

children, tﬁe results of the relevant research conductgd

to date will be presented. The research will be outlined

within one of the two major theoretical orientations. For the sake of
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clarity, the cognitive~developmental position based'on the
work of Piaget and éthérs.was termed the "egocentric”
position.‘ Thé prébabiligtic position advocated by Rosenberg
and Coheﬁ and others was designated‘és the "sampling and
comparison” .position. ' Before beginning, however, there
ig one point wh}ch musﬁ be clarified. .

The research to’berdiscuséed was separated according
to the egocentrism, and the sampling and comparison
orientation of each study, for the sake of presentation
only. The two positions are not mutually.exclusive, but
simply reflect two different primaryv explanations for
limited preschool c0mmunieation performance. ‘Despite their
differences, adherents of boﬁh approéches readily ;gknowledge'
the importance of the other ppsiﬁion. For ékample, élucksberg
and Krauss (1967} clearly stated the importance of the
social editing process_which changes and'develops with age.
Similarly, Rosenberg (1972) openly acknowledged the
importance of role-éaking skills in effective Communication.
The most important point is that all of the resegrch to be
discussed is related to the process of communicaﬁion,_anq
therefore must bé presented if an understanding of the
research related to effective communication performance

is 0 be achieved.



Egocentrism Research

a number of studies conducted within'the.egocentrish.
framework have been based on. the paradigm described by
Glucksberg, Krauss and Weisberg CI966): ﬁsiné novel,
abstract, low-encodable-figures (Krauss &.Wein@eimer, 1964),
they have demonstrated that ﬁrescheol children are unable
to communicate effective verbal messages to a second person
which allow a matching task to be successfully pe;formed.
Eowever, when ol&er chilaren attempt the task, more effec—
tive verbal messages are obtained which allow the matching
task to be successfully completed kGlucksbergk et al. 1966;
Glucksberg & K;auss, 1967; Krauss & Glucksberg, 1969; 1970:
Glucksberg, et al..1975)._ On the basis of these reports,
yvoung children's communications have been described as
being egocentrlc, and as such, were con51dered to be of
little use to the listener attempting to complete the task :
since the messages were not based on, shared lnformae;on._

As the ages of the chlldren lncreased, their verbal messages
became more socially based, and the_aﬁount of .relevant and
specific information increased accordinglf.

As a result of these studies, a number of variables
have been shown to effect communicative performance. For
example, whether the message ;s provided for the use of a
second person, or for the use of the speaker at a later
tlme,was shcwn to result in 51gn1flcant lexlcal differences

(Glucksberg, et al. 1975). The effect of varv1ng the

%



found that young children were not as effective at adapting
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characteristics of the listener receiving the message has also
been shown ito have significant effect on the resuit[ng verbal -

message (Glucksberg, et al. 1375). Flavell et al. (1968) "

. their messages to meet particular listener needs-as were older

"children. in contrast, Maratsos (1973) ?ound preschool children

P

made very clear changes~based on specific listener characteristics.
The kind of feedback received by a speaker from a listener can
also affect the verbal message {Maclay & Newman, 1960; Krauss &

Weinheimer, 1964; Peté?gon, Danner & Flavell, 1972; Waterman &

Orr, 1978). However, not all such studies agree upon the

partfcular age at ;hich such effects can be observed, or even

if they exist at all (Glucksberg & Krauss, 1967; Higgins, 19773
Krauss & Rotter, 1968). Another variable found to significantly
affect communicative performance, especially by young children,
is the Familiarity of tﬁe_&hild with the material-used in

the communication task. If the material appears to be familiar,

© young children seem to.be able to provide less egocentric

information about it tham if the material appears to be new and/or

 abstract -(Glucksberg et al., 1975; Goldstein & Kose, 1978: Gruschcow

& Gauthier, 1972; Waterman & Orr, 1978). There is also some
evidence that the complexiﬁy of the task matefial, as well as

the complexity of the task itself, can result in greater egocentric
respdﬁses, especfa]]y'with young children (Higgins & Akst, 1975;

Higgiﬁs,‘1976; Hoy, 1975; Karabencik & Miller, 1977; Maratsos, 1973}
: , i
|

W
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‘particular interest will be presented

Waterman & Orr, 1978).

‘A number of other studies have also been conducted .

within the egocentrism framework which have used different

methodologies than the one descriﬁed earlier. While the

-

'ffacgs of the following studies may not be as purely con-

. . cerned with the development of effective communication as

the studies outlined above, they are stil, relevant to the

presentfstudy. Therefore, those'aspesﬁs ich are of

>~

A common theme throughout most of these studies is

‘i_‘ t-‘

the role of decentration ability in effei%ive communication

performapce. Feffer and Suchotliff (1966) used a word-"
matdﬁE;; task in which the speaker had ‘to supply aloné—word
association clue fof a second person. They found that
young aaults‘yho performed better on a role taking task were
able to combiéée the cpmmunication task more quickly,
acéurétely, and with fewer clues than those who scoféd o
lower on the role-taking task. Similarly, Piche, Michli;’,
Rubin and Johnson (1975) used fourth-grade éhildren to
investigate the relationship betwggn accuracyﬂon_COmmunica—

tion tasks and various role-taking tasks. The results ~

indicated that two principle factors were involved in

effective communication. The first factor was a visual-

recoding factor which will be discussed latex. The second

factor was a social role-taking factor. The rolé—taking

-

factor in particular appeared to be -composed of a combination
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of subskills which appeared to develop differéntia]]y.

The concept of roletaking has been examined by Higgins {1980)

who cautioned that’ previous perspectives may not have been

.explicit enough. He suggests that the ability to consider more

factors, and the ability to keep oneself separate when taking

another person's perspective may not be sufficient to explain the
~ : .

process. Such explanations result in explanations based on a-

series of levels in which each level differs from the previous one

along one or both of the dimensions described above. In doing so,

. . . " N . .
the dnstlpct and continuous nature of these two processes is
often lost or confused.

In contrast, Higgins argues for a clear distinction between

the abiltity to interrelate multiple factor§, and the ability to

~control the self. The first refers to the ability to cognitively

manipulate elements’ (pieces of  information) and the relations

between each of the. elements. The second dbility refers to

being able to maintain control over your own viewpoint at the

éame time as you are making judgements of others. Both of these
abilities iﬁprove with age and experience. Finally, Riggins
discriminates between ro]éfaking and the acquisjtion OF'social
cafegory kno%]edge'which_he calls information which is related

to cne's Incfeasing knowledge about the social world. It may

" be that much of the literature related to roletaking is in

fact confounded by social catégory knowledge.
A study by Rubin (1973) attempted to determine whether

egocentrism was a single construct. Rubin factor analyzed a

] ~
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variety of different tasks inyolving céﬁmunicétion, Foletakiqg,
sﬁatia] égocentrism, and other abilities.' He reported that two
factors emerged: a rélatively minor factor, papu]arity, and

a more robust Factof which he termed a dec;ntration factor.

A1l but one of the tasks which he used loaded gn'this one
particular factor. Based on those results, It.is difficﬁi; to

g determine if development in each of the aﬁilities or skills tapped
in that study results in impréﬁed_genera]'decentrat}oh,'or
whether an incréqse in the ability to decenter allows improved
performance in each of the areas assessed. However, there
definitely appears to be a significant éelationship between the
ability to decenter, based on vafious decentrétion tasks; and the
ab{lity to perform vérious kinds of cognftive tasks which are
‘related to communication performance.’

-The relevance of s;cialization shogld-also be noted be%ére
other kinds oFlQariables are considered. The popularfty tfactor
rgportéd‘by Rubin {(1973) is supported by other literature whi;h
suggests that the socializatibn processlméy be impo%tant not
only for .effective communication ability, but also more geheral
kinds ofﬂcognitive ﬂgvelopment. A study by Hoilos and Lowan

r——

(1973) démonstraté& that there was an inverse relationships
- . Y

|
between social isolatioph and various aspects of cognitive
i . Y. .

3

development. More specifically, the results suggested that’

“

a . -



more ‘isolated children tend to obtain lower scores ‘on roletaking
tasks Involv}ng perspective-taking and commun?cationrgkilis.

In a2 second study dealing with ghe importance of environmental
facéors on coghitive devgﬁopment, Bearison and CassgIIJ(1975) : -
evaluated the effect of two kinds of parental regulatory
techniques. They comparéd parents who‘regulated their '

children according to their position in the family (e.g.,

a parent-child authority model),.and'parents who regulated
according to more pefsonloriented aspects {(e.g., ﬁeeds, intents,
motives, etc.). .They reported that children from person-
oriented famIIfes demonstrated more accommodation to the
listener's perspective in their commdni;ation task performance
than did children obtained from more position-oriented families.
Such stqdies suggest that the environment can have a significant
effect on cognitive development, which sometimes tends to

be forgotten within the cogn?tive-developmentqi framework.

Other variables have been implicated in children's
communicatio; development. Siﬁce they will be conside}ed in
detail later, they will only be briefly mentioned here. One
such variable is related to visual perceptual performance.

In a comparison of children's egocentric and cooperative

communications, Alvy B1968) reported that good visual

scanning ability was related to more effective-communication
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perfofmance in primary grade-school children. This is
consistent with the results that Piche et al. (1975)‘reported
which showed that a vi5ua1;recoding factor was.sign%ficant

in the communication accuracy of fourth-grade children.

In a study by Rubin-(197§), spatial egocentrism, as measured
by a visual perspective-faking-task, was shéwn to be signi;
ficantly-related to the_éommunication perfprmance of grade
Six childrgn and college students, but not to the performance
of grade two children and elderly peop]e.A Garmiza and
Anisfeld (1976), also concluded on the basis of their results,
that concrete vISuaI cues may interfere with children's
abi]jty to perform‘perspective-taking tasks. They suggested
that children find it difficult to decenter from the immediate
concrete contextual perspective and consider an internal
representation which is not concretely supported. Finally,
Mueller (1972) found that the visual attention of the listener
was one of the best prgdictors of whether a reply wogld be
madé in verbal interactions between four vear old children.

A second variable which has been Imp]fcated in effective

commhnicatibn is an impulsivity variable. Alvy {1968)

noted that yOunéer children tended to respond impulsively
-on the communication task which was used. Instead of
scanning all of the alternati;es before making a choice,

the younger children apheared to be concerned only with.one
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alternative at a time. The'implicationsléf this kind of
conceptual style will also be conside;ed later in this :
section.

Two general cdnclusions can be drawn based on the
evidence ouélined‘abpve.- First, -there is‘little doubt
that there are a nu@Egr‘of concrete variables which can
be manipulated in order to increase children's communication
performance. These include such aspects as the familiari%} of
the task material, the kind of ieedback whiéh is given to
the speaker, and the age of the speaker, among others.
Second}y, there are a number of internal variables which
appear to also have an effect on effective communication,
and about which we have far less information. Some of the
moré_cognitive kindsrof variables will be considered in
detail further on. However, before focusing more specifi-
cally on some of the potentially relevant processes, the
research related to the sample and-comparigon)approach to

children’'s communication performance will be reviewed.

Sam?ie and Comparison Research

As was stated earlier, this apprcach tends not to
attribute voung children's limited communicative performances
to their egocentric cognitive stage of development. Rather,
it is argued that poor perférmance on verbal communication
tasks can be due to an inadequate pool of possible verbal
referents or méssages, a poor choice of a message due to

inadequate comparison processes, or a combination of both
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(Rosenberg & Cohen, 1964; 1966; RoSeﬁbegg, 1972). Using-
a word matching communication task in which the speaker
has to supply a clue word to a listener, Cohen and Klein
(1968) found communication accuracé increased with grade
level. They argued that the fbungeéﬁ;phildren, who were
from the third grade, had limited repgtoires of possible
clue words compared to the seventh grade children. However,
the voung children were able to choose the correct woré when
supplied with the clues given by the oidest children, which
indicated that theg could_recdgni;e associations even if
thev did not generate them during the task. These results
correspond to results reported by Gluéksberg et al. (1966},
which indicated that voung children could correctly identify
complex abstrac? figuré; ifrsupplied with adult descriptions,
rather than peer descriptions,of the stimulus materials.‘

The sampfgng and comparisop orientation to explaining
children's early communication performance has produced
three main pﬁoponents in addition to the original researchers
cited above. The work of each will be considered separately’
before the overall significance of the research for the
presen£ study is evaluated. Asher has conducted three
studles in which the role of sampling and comparison
processes have been evaluated. In the first (Asher &
Parke, 1976), an attempt was made to determine whethér it
was the sampling process or the comparison'process which

was most important for explaining voung children's apparent
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communication performance deficit. One task which was_uged
reéuireé the speaker to have an adequate vocabulary for
s&ccessful completion of the task, while a second task
required the speaker £o'éﬁgage in comparison activity 'in
ordexr to éelect the appropriate méssage.‘ The results
demonstraéed that second, fourth and sixth grade children
ware equally effectivé on the'task requiring vocabulary
alone, buf that second grade children were less successful
on the task reqguiring comparison activity. The authors
argued that the resuits indicated that the improvement

in communication éerformance which is found as children grow
older, is significantly related to their increased ability
to engage in compaiison activities.

In a second gtudy,.ésher {(1976) evaluated children's
ability to appraise both their own and another personfs
coﬁmunicative ability. He found that the second grade
Children‘wgre less accurate in their ability to judge
carrectly if a message was effective than older children.
Whether the message was their own or had been produced by
a peer did not significantfy effect the judgements. Asher
argued that younger children were less successful at making
the judgements because they did not compare the meSsage
being appraised to both the target and the non-target words.

Finaily, Asher and Oden (1976) attempted to determine
i1f children who tgpically provide egocentric messages on
communication tasks,do engage in private or idiosvicratic

-

.\'l\;;]\‘
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comparison acfivity which is meaningful for themselves! even
if-it is ﬁot for anyone else. If theyaid, it was argueg
that they should be able'to éuccessfully use their own
messages at a later time to select £he correct alternative,
since the meséagé will be meaningful toc them. To control
for the influeéce of memorynichildren were given their own
meséaées either immediately after ;esponding, or after a
two—weék waiting period. The results indicated that.children
who produced poor or egocentric communications were not

able to make correct choices, which was taken to indicate
that thev did not engage‘ih;comparison activity even for
ﬁheir own private message construction.

In a second series of sﬁuﬁies, the development of
effective communication has been investigated bf Whitehurst.
The effect of redundant and contrastive modeling on five,
seven and nine-vear old children's communication performance
was evaluated by Whitehurst and Merkur (1977). The results
demonstrated that any kind of modeling increased commuhica-'
tion in the five-vear-old group, but it was primarily of
a redundant type. -This was consistent ﬁith results obtained
bijhitehurst (1976). Older children were first able to
Préduceincomplete messages more effectively following the
redundant modeling only, but not ;fter-the contrastive
modeling. After additional exposure, either type of
modeling éroduced increased in communication of the type
modeled. The improved performance was credited to the
ability of older childrgn to analyze and compare the

ey

)



1

24

available information before deciding on what. was the most

- relevant information to communicate. In a similar study

of listener abilities, Ironsmith and Whitehurst' (1978)
found that kindergarten children responded to both infor-
mative and ambiguous information without attempting to clarify
the information being provided. Older children, ;ﬁ contrast,
began asking for more relevant information or clarification
by grade two, and very specific information by grades
four and six. These results were interpreted as indicating
that parallel processes are reguired by both listeners and
speakers on communication tasks. Once again, comparative
activity was argued as being necessarv for successful per-
formancé in.e%thef communication task position.

A fourthﬁétudy (Whitehurst & Sonnenschein,‘l978)
investigated how the complexi%? of the matérialg used in
the communication task effeéted.tasg performanée. TwoO
exéeriments were conduéted with five-yvear-olds. 'Théy-
were able to demonstrate that kindergarten children definit-
ely engage iﬁ a simple form of cémparative process on a
communication task which required single comparison activity.
However, any variation introduced igto the task itself
which increased its complexity, tended to negate the compara-
tive process. The results were interpreted as demonstrating

+

that young children communicate in a qualitatively different

- way than do adults. First, children gi& not seem to be

able to analyvze a stimulus array in order to Qifferentiate
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the distinguishing features except in very simple sitﬁétions.

'Secondiy, the yoﬁng child‘responded to any communicated

message with little or no regara for its usefulness, completed-

ness, 'or relevance to the task being performed. R
Robinson and Robinson (1976a; 1976b; 1977a; 1977b;

1978) have investigated children's perceptions of where

blame should be assigned for communicative failure. Thef-

have found ﬁhat blame Qﬁs primarily assigned by kindergarten

children to the lisﬁgner. In comparison, children who

were about eight vears old tended to reverse.the process

. and almost totally blame the speakerﬁ Thev concluded that

children focused on the message as a cause of task_failﬁre

more often when they were listeners than when they-were

speakers. They suggested that this might indi;ate/that

children learn first about communication through 1istenin§,

.rather thaﬁ thfough speaking. This is clearly contrary

to Piaget's view that chiidren learn about communication

through speaking messages which others dor't understand

(Piaget, 1959). Because of the repgated lack of comprehen-

sion, Ashe child gradually learns to modify the message to

fit the situ%;igf before verbalizing,vrather than afterwards

(Piaget, 1955).‘ They suggested that in order to successfully

communicate, the child must learn to engage in comparative

activity to determine the appropriateness of the message.

Further research also indicated that older children tended

to blame the speaker consistently for inadeguate messages,
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even when the communication was successful. This seemed

to indicété that they changed from a nonjudgemental phase, to:
a very critical judgemenpal phase, before finally adopting

a more moderate position similar to that of adults.

Robinson and Robinson\(l978} attemﬁted to compare the
roles of egocentrism and poor comparison activity in relation
to children's communicative faiiures. Based on the results,
they suggested that if communication meséagés were either too
general, or too ideosyncratic or specific, that the listener
would not be abie to complete .the task. They argued that
part of the confusion between the egocentrisﬁ position and
the comparitive activity pcéition might be due to the
assumption that the two processes_we:erinaependent, which
might not be true. They inﬁestigated the possibility that
young children did not realize that what was required for
effective coﬁmunication was a realization of the listener's
needs. As a result, such children did.not give any thought
to whether the ﬁessage produced was adequate, since the basic
understandiné of the need to ado?t the message to fit the
situation was not vet recognized. This poSition received
support in an initial experimen? in which kindergarten and
first grace children had to judge what was responsible for
a series of observed communication failures. In a second
experiment, evidence Was.obtained to support the position g
that an awareness of the need to ﬁake the listener’s

requirements into account preceededé the abilitv to engage
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in the necessary comparison process. As a result, they

27.

suggested that arguments suggesting that poor coﬁmunicatidﬁ‘p #L

performance wasdue to poor comparison activity might only .
[ ’

be valid when it wascertain that the child recognized the

need for such a process.

The evidence presented above would Seem to clearly

support the

lmportance of sampllng and comparlson act1v1tv

L]

in the communlcatlon process. However, there are certain

limitations which are alluded to by Robinson‘énd Rohinson

(1978) which should be made explicit. There has been a -

tendency in

communication research to obtain’empirical .

evidence from elementarv or prlmarv school chlldren, and

then apply the results to the communlcatlon processes of

preschool children. The lnvestlgatlons of Flavell, et al,

(1968) , and

are notable

2 handful of others to be considered later,

exceptions to this trend. Theoretical extra-

polatlons would seen, given our limited knowledge at thlS

po;nt in time, to be somewhat premature.

One of
are méde to

children to

_strate that

the younger

the basi¢ problems which occurs when attempts

apply results obtained from older school-aged

pPreschool children is the inabiiity to demon- .; ////

parallel processes are in fact taking place in (;-

Dopulation The results of the work of Elkzna

(1967; 1969, 1974}, Flavell (1963; 1967), Flavell, et al. g

(1968) , Kohlberg (1968), Piaget (1951; 1956; 1969%; 1970)

and others.

in the area of cognitive development clearly

argue against such an assumption. In fact, based on the

~~
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evidence to date, it would appear that ekactly the opposite.
assumption should be made until evidence to the cohtrary is -

‘demonstrated.

From the availabie'evidence on the ability of preschool-

children: to successfully perform communication tasks, it
would gppear that very few :assumptions can be made. The
only result which is consisten;ly reported is that preschool
‘children do not perform well on communication tasks while
older children are.more successful (Glucksberg, et al.
1975). Whether this is because the vounger children do not
understand the task, or do understand the task but are
unable to perform the requirements, or anyv vériation be;
‘tween -thesge two'possibilities, has not vet been clearly
demonstrated. Some recent attempts to clarify this situa-
tion have been made which will ‘be considered in detail-
later, but even those results are still more speculative

than conclusive.

Naturalistic Studies

A major difficulty in evaluating h&w preschool children
learn to cbmmunicate effectively, or the reasons undeflfing
their early limited capabilities, is that little is known
about fhgir cognitive development in £Qgﬂé'a:eas which ha&e
been shown to be important for successful performance in
older children. Theoretically, certain hypothesés can be
constructed, but there is not vet a body.of empirical data

. 4 .
against which the validity of such hypotheses can be
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<: measured. Hopefully; the present-stud& will add to the
" work of those who have begun to gather such a eet of data
(Flavell, 1968; Fishbein, Lewis & Xeiffer, 1972; Kurdek &
Ro;don, 1975 Piaget, 1951, 1959). b
In order for such a set of language data to be maxi-
mally useful, a comprehensive sample ot}normal, age- | -
appropriate speech is a necessity. Suoh data acts as a
crite:ipn control egainst which new information can be
;f_E?EIG;ted. Normatlve data in child development research
of the klnd gathered by Gessell ‘and Kmatruda (1852), 1is
analogous to the control groups used in more strictly
.-experimental paradigms. In studies of ohildren's

<

oommunication oerformance, such contrel data is difficult

o

to obtaln since any intervention lnto the Chlla S ongoing
actmvmt;es may have an effect on the communication data
obtained. Therefore,'the most reasconable method to obtain
a communlcatlon control group would seem to be to obtain
samples of the speech of voung children in neturally occurring
situations. By studving such samples, some practical
“conclusions and tentative hypotheses can be constructed
Aebout the extent of the communicative abilitiee of the
children evaluated. Despite the potential usefulness of
such data, few naturalistic observation studies have been
conducted of young children's communicative ability.

+
Cne possible explanation for the lack of such studies

- might be the original estimate made by Piaget of the
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prevalence of egocentric speech in preschool children.
Piaget (1959) estimated that children five to six years

of age used forty to seventy percent egocentric speechL

.productions. Despite the controversy which has surrounded

that estimate (Looft 1972), it mav have acted as a
deterrent to further 1nvestigations ofrthe natural language
capabilities of younger‘ehildren. |

'Deséite the limited evidence Ahidh is avallable,
several studies have em rge whlch have argqued that voung

chlldren are capabre_pé more effectlve communlcatlon than
-

“is tvplcallv reuorted based on the usual communication

J
s

tasks. For etample, Maratsos (1973), ué&ng a SllelfleQ

task format of two llsteners, one Wlth sight and one wmth-

out srght obtained srgnlrlcanu differences in communlcatron V-

-

effectiveness based on the_messages of preschool speakers.
The children were far more explicit with the apparently-
blind lisrener, than with the listener who could see. The
results of several naturalistic-observational studies tend
to support the existence of such communicative abilities
in preschool children. | _ |

Garvey and Hogan (1973) usedé videotaped pI&Y‘éEssions.
to get speech samples of eighteen pairs of prescheol
?hildren. Their results. indicated a high degree of social
interaction ability. Social speech, defined as speech

which was adapted to the speech or behaviour of the other

‘' child, was common. All &f the dyvads were able to sustain



were analyzed in relation to the situation in which theyv

D3
verbal interactions beyond simple one ‘or twb sentence

exchanges. The authors suggested_thaf such spontaneous

speech might be a reflectieh of the social understandings

. L Y : ‘
which start to emerge during the preschool period. In-a

similar study. us;ng two—vear—olds, Wellman and Lempers

(1977) analvzed the natural communlcatlons whlch occurred-

-

-y

,occurred, the communicative behaviours which were used,

_the response cobtained from the listener, and the reaction

to the response by the speaker. The data indicated that

the two—vear—olds entered freely into verbal interactions
elghtv percent of the tlme, adapted their messages accordlng tO
the situational needs and the needs of the tistenexr, and

were ;esponelve to feedpack lndlcatlng underetandlng,

attention but a lack of understanding, end a lack of

atte'n;tio;l and interest.. )
. : Despite the apparent coﬁmdnicative:abilities of voung
children outlined ‘above, certain.limitatiqhs_do exist,
such as those summarized by Wellman and Lempers (1977). s
fhey feund communication was best in eelation to concrete
objects or situations. -Communicative effectiveness decreased

e

rapidly when the focus of the message was not immediately

-y

.present, when internal states such as feelings were

described, and when jinterrelationships were discussed.

$imilarly, Spilton and Lee (1977) reported that when four-

Rl A

in response to specific situational material. The messages S
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yéar—dld.child;en had difficulty communicating, they -tended,

-

to adapt subsequent responses to. the feedback obtained from

the listener. EHowever, the potential for successfully

clarifying thé‘communicatébn.appgared to be direélly
related to how ;xplicitly the listener questioned the
speaker for more information. Whether the more explicit
guestions simply elicited more explicit answers, ox whether
they served to remlnd the speaker that the Sérspective of
another person EAlSted which was dlfferent could no£ be
determined.  However, the responsxvegess of the speakers

to feedback from the listener was clearly supported. This
result received further support from én intensive examina-
tion of how voung children modify their speech as a function
ofAlistener responses (Shatz & Gglman, 1973). Theyv found
that four-year-olds made significaq%ﬁchanges in their

communications to two-yvear-old children as compared to

their communications constructed for older listeners.

- I3

There seems to be little doubf,‘based on the studies
described above, that young children of preschool age
are capable of relatively effective communication within
rather specific- conditions. When provided with simple,
fémiliar; and/or nonthreatening situations, prescheool
children are capable of engaging in verbal interactions in
which they can demonstréte social responsivenéss to the
person with whom thev are interacting.‘ Even morelsurpris—

ingly, such social-cormunicative sXills are demonstrable,

~

. ,,‘_1.
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in at least'a simple fbrm, in children as voung as two yearé
of age. This wouid seem to indicate that there is a
diécrepancy between.the cémmunicat;on abilities of voung
children in natural situations, and (a) their theoretical
cap;bilities, and (b)- their measured capabilities in
_specific communication task situations.

Base&@ on the results of the naturaiistic observations
reviewed above,-igxappeérea that relatiyely voung T
children wére capable of more effective communication than
the-éxperimental literature indicated. Therefore, it seemed
reasonable to assume that the necessary éognitiveliré—
requisites for such an activity were present, at least in a
rudimentary form, at an early age. If this was true, then
the pafticular subset of cognitive skills which were
necessary for effective communication performance should
be measurable, giveh that thev can be separated, ldentified,
and an appropriate task designed to tap each of the
particular skills. It"was in the identification of each
of the particular skills which were required for effective
communication that the research results based on other
populations, and the theoreitical explanations which were
generated, provided some guidancé. An evaluation of both
groups of information gave scme indication of the particular
variagies which were potentially important, as well as
‘scme methods which could be used to evaluate each particular

variable.



34

o
€

Tﬁe remainder .of this section will be usea to sﬁmmarize
the relevant literature in each of the areas té be included
in the present study. Where poss@ble, a summary of the
research related to a particular variable will bg followed~
by a brief description of the particular task used to

determine an estimate of the development of that variable.

‘Role Taking Abilityv

One of the major areas of development which was
evaluated in relation to its importance to preschool
children's communication performance is known by a variety.
of labels in the literature, such as roietaking, perspec-

tive~taking, social cognition, empathy and others (Flavell,

et al. 1968; Glucksberg, et al. 1975; Higgins, 1980; Shantz, 1975).

basic definiticn of what was included in this section was
based oﬁ the original diécussion presented by Flaveil, et al.
‘(1968). While the term "roletaking™ was used in the
particular description being considered, the proéess was
defined as one in which ;L individual was somehow able to
recognize, apprehend, grasp, or somehow understand certain
attributes of anothér individual. Attributes were broadly
defined to include neeés, intentions, opinions and beliefs,
in'additién to emotional, perceptual and intellegtdal
capacities and limitations. ,Given such a definition, it
seemed likely that anvthing which one person coulﬁ know about

another person's state which was not directly communicated,

The
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wou!dlseem to be derived from what Flavell, et al. (1968)
have referred to as the roletaking process.
Given that the above description was ya]id, the role-
taking process according to Flavell, et al. (1968) depended
upon a combination of both a knowledge of people and behaviour,
which could be.either specific or general, and perceptuaf ) o
. information which was obtained from the overt behaviour of
others or from similarily obvious cuesl Such a de;cription
strdngly suggested that effective roletaking ability was
dependent upon twa‘aSpects: a.primar{Iy cognitive component,
- such as general information based primarily on past exper-
Tehce, and a more p;rely perceptual component which allowéd

the ongoing immediate information .to be o?tained. The
interaction process between each of these two aspects cqu]d

be deliberate and conscious, but did not necessarily need . -
to bhe.. In addition; the-process could either be brief or
extended in time. Flavell, ét al. (1968) providéa.a mnore
in-depth theoretical analysis of the total process, but
thed?ramework provided above seemed sufficient for the
purposes of this d%scussion.

Flavell, et al. (1968), pointed out that the extent to
.which the child successfully identified the attributes of the other
person which were relevant to the fulfiliment of the task

demands, then the more chance there was that the chiid would

be able to adequately fulfill the requirements which were
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necessary to compfete the task. This concépt is very similar
to Higg}ns‘ (1980} concept of the ability to {nterre]ate
multiple factors descriged eérlier, but is not as specif?cr
In addition, the necessity of controlling the influence

of one;s own perspective is not made as clearly.

The fmplications of the aBoveqdiscussion for evaluating
roleﬁaking performances by preschool children could be derived
from the research presenteé earlier, and what‘was known
about children's coghitive development. For example, pre-
school children have a very limited pool of general infor-
mation available ﬁo them due to such rga]istic aspects as
their limited life experience, and more subtle aspects
such as their limited cognitive déve]ppmeqt. The first
aspect limits their potential fund of available information,
while the second aspect limits the amount of informationr
obtained from the?experiences which have occurred. There-
fore, it seeﬁed.reasonable to concliude that any attempt to
measure roletaking ability should ensure that the method
uéed was apprepriate to the-capabi]ities'of the child. |If
this was not done, failure at a particular task could not be
successfuiiy arqued as being due to a lack o% adequate

"ability or the lack of the necessary prerequisite cogniﬁive
abilities, sin;e the charge could always be made that the

task was simply too advapced for-the child's present level

of déve]opment. If such a poésibiiity was reasonable, it coula _
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have an effect on.the credibi;ity of the results obtained
by using such a task. Therefore, it seemed to be
extremely important to be able to deméﬁstrate tﬁat the
children a;seséed could aéhieve some success at each of
the tasks administered, but that none' were able to complete
all of the demands within each of the. particular tasks.

Within the present.study, threé kinds of roletakin;
tasks were included which fit the general definition
and criteria provided above. However, each of the tasks
was chosen to represent a particﬁlar kind of roletaking.
Therefore, before describing each of Ehe tasks, a b:ief
description is provided as well as a review of some of
the .literature which is related to each of the three kinds

of roletaking tasks.

The first kind of task was designated as a general

cognitive rcletaking task. The child was asked to demon—-‘
strate that the'rqle of anotheéeperson could be assumed or
iﬁfefred to such a degree that }nformation based on that
role could be accﬁrately predicted. Q%uch a task differed
from the other two tasks to be described iﬁ that it attenpted
to assess a more general roletakﬁfﬁ_ability than the two
more specific tasks. Shantz‘(197§{<%for example, has
defined such a task as measuring what another knows about
something.

Secondly, an affective roletaking task was used which

assessed the child's ability to determine the affective
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response of someone in a;particular situation, based on
various kinds of cues or information.
| The third task was termed a visual roletaking (or
perspective roletaking) task. Such tasks focus_on a
specific kind of ioformation whioh could only be obtainedh
vrsually. Therefore, the child was asked to provide'specific
information from the vrsual perspective of another person.
A fourth task was also included which was based on the
‘ concept of decentration'as describedlbg Looft (1872) and
others. According tc that position, decentration abiiity
underlies all of the rolétaking skills being-assessed
Therefore, a measure of decentratron abllrtv was included
in the studv in order to demonstrate its DOSSlble relatlon—
'ship with communication performance and roletaking™ abllltv
To some extent, the division of the literature in
this section into each of the roletaking categories outlinedh
above was influenced by a similar division used by Shantz
(1975). Since any division is necessarily arbitraryv, a
division on the basis of cognitive, affective, and
visual'roletaking, and decentration ability sﬁsﬁed to be
reasonable.

Cognitive Roletaking

~

The concept oi a co§nitive roletaking variable which
represented a child's ability to know something that another
person knows, could by definition include all other aspects
of roletaking. However, for the ‘purposes of this discussion,

it was used to refer to the child's ability o infer

3
\\
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what another knoﬁs, rather than what the other might-see or
feel. A variety of tasks have been used to measure this
paﬁficular aspect of roletaking which ceould be dividéd“into
three different.égtegoaies based on the particular focus
~of the research (Sh&nfz, 1975). The first category includes

the communication studies and is based on the beli€f \at

the ability to take the role of the listener fadilit
effective communication (Flavell, 1968; Gluéksbéxgifdﬁ al.
'}%ﬁS}. Since this research was reviewed in detall earlierk\\
it wés. not included in this section.

The second categorvy is based on the use of game-like
tasks iﬁ whiéh successful completion of the task is depen-
.dent upon accurately assessing an‘qpponentns strategy, and
the construction of a counter-strategy based on the
inferred information. Several studies of this tyée have
suggestedbthat roletaking ability can be subdivided into
a number of levels. For example, DeVries (1870) used a
game situation with children between the ages of three and
seven years.' The game required the children to guess which
hand an opponent would use to hide a penny. His resuits
suggested that at the first level, children had no aware-
ness of individual pefspective, while at the fifth levelj.
children demonstrated tﬁat a strategy based on inferences
about the opponent's strategy, as well as a strategy of
theilr own, was‘being used.. In a similar study, Seiman (1971)

used a task which required the child to make inferences and
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predictionétzzaed on wvisual infoxmatiqnjabout what an
opponént.would guess if given a choice. His resulbs |
indicated a four level progreésion of roletaking abiliﬁy in
wlich the child gradually becomes able to sepérate his own
thoughts ana perceptions from those of another.

Both of the above studies indicated ;hat some  roletaking
ability developed much earlier'than.had been originally
suggested Ey Flavell, et al. (1968). The discrepancies are
difficult to explain since there. did not seem to be ' a great
deal of difference iﬁ thérdifficulty of the requirements
in each of’the_tasks. Flavell's task required the childrén
to guess\&éisg_éup ﬁould be chosen by an opponent. One
cup contained five ;ents, and the second cup; ten cents.

The lowést level of roletaking abilityrwas found at all age

levels, including thelsixteen-year—old children. It may

be that the introduction of a two level choice, five and

ten cents, had a multiplicative effect on the roletaking

process which'gggzéinot be‘foreséen. Whatever the reason,

there were some-unrééolved differences bhased on the.resuits

obtained using this'particular‘méthod. For that reason,

&5, was dec;dedito use the methodology of the third category,'

w Hch was based on the telling of a story by the child. |
- Three variatiops of the story téchnique have been

used aﬁd each will be described briefly before presenting

a description of the partigcular task use& in ‘the present

study. . The first variation involves having the child tell
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a story basea on seéeral stimuli supplied by the experi-
menter. The child is then asked to-retell the story from
the viewpoint of each of the story characters. Aas the
role of each qew“cheracter ie assumed, £hé perspective'of
that character within the context of the stories of the
preyious charaégsfs must ee differentiated as well as inte-
grated within the context of the story being presently
told (Feffer & Gourevitch, 1960; Feffer & Sucﬁetliff, 1966;
Shantz, 1975); A second method is based on presenting the
child with a story about a social situation which requires
a decision to be made by the child., The stories used
allow a variety Sf decisions depeﬁding upon the particularx
perspective chosen. The child is questioeed Aboﬁt the

various viewpoints in order to determine how well the.
different Qerspectives are unders£oqd. Based on such
methods}‘Selmen (197la; lQ?lb)tand‘others'have develeped
stage models of how children develop ineerpersonal inferen-—
- tial‘ab%lities which correspond well with the results of

| other studies (Feffer, 1970; Flavell, et al. 1968;

" Flavell, 1974). .The third method involves varying the
amount of information which.is available to either differ-
ent characters within the storv, or the perspectiyes of
. different people telling the story-(Chandler'& Greenspoon,
1872; Chandler, 1973; Flavell, et al. 1968). Since the
task used iﬁ the present study 1s of this fype, it will be
used to demonstrate the method involved.

\ . A
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Flavell, et al. (1968) developed a method based on a

seven part picture story which shows a boy who is chased

\Epaan apple tree by a fierce dog. By removing three of

the pictures, all references to the fierce dog are deleted.
The child is askeq to tell the sto:g using‘ﬁdfh the eeven
and the four picture persﬁeetives: and answer two questiohs
about the last story. In order td‘makefthe procedure for
each story even more alike, :two similarAqﬁeStions were
alSO'incluae§ after the first sterﬁ in.the.present study.
The child's-roietakiné‘éeveloément is,measqred:by‘the ext-
tent to which the child's first story besed‘on the seven

cards intrudes on the second four card storv.

This particular task was chosen rather than some of

. the others which have been described because of several .

reasons. Firsﬁ, it seemed to fulfill'the general require-

ments of a cognltlve roletaklng task as thev were outlined

- earlier. Secondlv, concrete plcture references to the = *

task demands were uﬁ?d and were always present. Other tasks

-seemed to depend more upon verbal references, or stories

Wthh required more of a memory comp0nent than dld the

'chosen task. While it is true that memory does play a role

in ehis kind of successful roletaking performance, the
purpose of the task within the present study was to demon-
strate that prescheol children were able to perform a
cognitiveﬂ;oleteking,tésk, and that thie was related to

communication performance. Therefore, level o6f performance
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was of secondarv interest in comparlson to demonstrating

that the Chlld was able to perform the task at all. A

flnal reason was based on the popularity of thlS particular
L

task. It has been shown to be appropriate for a wide

h

.variety of age groudps, including klndergarten children (Kurdek

& Rodgon, 19?5).' Therefore, there was a consxderable bedy

of literature with which the results obtained in the present

study could be compared.

Affective Roletaklng

Within the present studv, affective roletaklng _
referred.to a child'e ability to correctly ;dentify an .
appropriate emotional response when éiven_a particular set
of informetioﬁ. The literature related to this copcept'was
found under.tﬁo separate, but closely related labels,
empaﬁhy and social understanding (Shanti, 1975). The
basic differences which exist within the literaturelare

‘related to the kind of response which is obtained (Deutsch

& Madle, 1876). In some cases, a cegnitive response is

regquested, based on the child's understanding of what
“another person is feeling; In other cases, an effective
response is sought which assumes the child will be'experieﬁf
cing the same emotion as tﬁe person being breéented. It
is 5135 possibie to request both kinds of responses and

. -

compare the results. Various studies have attempted to

determine the conseguences of defining empathy as either
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"a cognitive, or an affective response.  These studies
E will be reviewed before discussing the revised task which
._wag used in the present study to obtain an estimate of
affective roletaking ability.
Borke (1971) developed an Interpersonal Perception
Teét which cohsisted_of twenty-three stories, each of wgich
was accompaﬂied by a picture. The face in each~picturev
was left?blank'and the child was askedlto maké a nonverbal
cognitive response Ey choosing the.facial expression which
best represehted how the.person in the-picture was feeling. .

Borke réportediphat children as yoﬁng‘as three vears of

age were able to ldentify thé kinds of affective responses
_that different situaéions eiicited. In partiéﬁiar, voung
children were able to idengify happiness and fear conéistent—
ly, but had more difficulty in“identifying when éadnéss

and anger were §pp£opriate. In 2 second;study;.Borke {(1973)
compared American and Chinese three-vear-olds. and found-
;hat'only héppiness could be consistently identified.
'Borké (1972).su§gested tﬁat.empathy developed in a series
of hierarchical‘stages kﬁich wéré closely related to cogni—
tive developmeﬁt. In a later study, Kurdek and_ﬁodgon
(lS?S),provide“fu;tﬁer support for thié-bo;itién by
reporting that the abiiity gb.know another's affective
-viewéoint improveq with- age up to grade‘three at which
time it was essentially perfect.l However, thev also

u

reported some results Yhich suggested that children tended to

e ‘ * Py
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focus more on verbaI information than on visual lnforma-

tion when bothnwereavallable, especially at oldér age
levels. . ¢ . \\\

A second approach to the study of affective roletaking
,(

ability is typified b¥ the work of Peshbach and Roe (1968).
Bu

In thelr studv,'storles and slides were comblned to measure’

socxal understandlng. The results suggested that cognltlv

empathy, or the abllltv to identify what another is feellng,

is a necessary but_pot a sufficient condition for affective

‘ empathy or soclal understandlng. The results of such _

,studles suggest that nreschool children can- ldentlfv s;mple

emotions when familiar 51tuatlons are used tO‘el;CLt the

response. However, an accurate understanding of these same
emotions 1s not usually found using situations and/or

people who vary widely from the child's experience, at

‘least up'until middle childhood. This conclusion is

supportlve of the.position of Chandler and Greenspoon/f1972),
Flavell et al. (1968) and others who -argue that a sucgessful
performance which is based on a familiar sifﬁatién is
basically simply self—description;rather-thaa affeceive ;
roletaking.

.Ahother'aspect related to affective foletaking per-
formance is the kind of information upen which the actual’
choice decision is based. As ghantz (%975) concluded, per-

formance .could be affected by the kinds of information

available, such as facial or situational cues, or whether
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verbal or visual cues were provided. Even the effect of
varying the lénguagé which was used tO‘QPeStion the chitd
could produce di}ferent fesults. Therefore, it éppearéd
that any attempt to decide whether preschool children were
actuélly able tg perform an affective roletaking.task
would be premature on the basis of the existing evidence.
Therefére, for the purposes of this study, it was assumed -
that children who can'correctiy identifv an aopronriate
affective expression on a task designed to measure such
an abllltV, are more advanced than childéren who Cannot
correctly identify the recessarv expression. It was also
hvoothesmzed that chl;dren who were successful would
perform better on communmcatlon tasks. The rahlonale for
such an assumption will be discussed in detail later and
was based on the theoretical arguments ‘of Flévell (1974).
The affective roletéking task used in this study was
based primarily on the Interpersonal Perception Te?t
desiéned by Borke (1971). However, soﬁe significant
changes were made in bothk the deéign and the methodology
which are worthwhile mentioning here. :First, the pictures
used by‘Borke.were very simple and had very little detail.
New pictures were constrﬁcted based on eight of the
stories described by Borke. Eight of fhe stories construc-
ted by Borke were expanded to provide slightly more explicit
detail than in the original versions. Four of the expanded_

stories were constricted to be used with. four of the redrawn
”
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pictures. The other four stories and the last four
piéturésﬁexe.designed to be used by themselves. Therefore,
three kinds of informatnxlﬂereavailabie in the affective

roletaking task. The first kind involved combined visual

and auditorﬁ information, while the second and third kinds

- werevisual alone or auditory alone. By using different

-

kinds .0f.sensory modalities, it washoped that it might Help
to clarify both the capabilities and the limitations of

prescﬁool children_on a task'involving the identification

o
of affective expression.

4

Visual-holetaking

The term, visual roletaking,-was used above largely
for the sake of continuity. While it is technically
correct, the process referred to is also referred -to as

taking the visual perspective of others, spatial relation-

ships, spatial perspective-taking, and other combinations

of similar ideas. The process referred to is that of
being able to identify how a particular stimulus array
would look from a perspective which-is different from that
which is immediately available to the child. In other
words, how would an object loock from thé side opposite to,

or at right angles to, the child's position, relative to

the stimulus.

The best known visual perspective task is the three-

mountain task used by Piaget and Inhelder (1956). Basicallyv,
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the child is presepted‘with three different-sized moqntains
which have a number of distinguishing characteristics. The
child is askedlto identify different perspectives by é
variety of methods: by cqnstructing from identical materials
what would be seen in different positions, by selecting a
photograph which corresponds to the view regquested, and/or

bv placing a doll in a position which matches a particular

perspective. Using this ﬁethod, Piaget developed a three-

stage model of wvisual perspecﬁive deveiopment. The' first.
stage, for children under six years of age, 1s represented
by an inability to take another person's pexrspective.
Tvpically, the child responds according to the viewpoint
which is identical to tha£ seen by the child. = In the

next two stages, the child becomes increasingly able to
take the perspective of another person consistently, which
is fully achieved by about nine years of age.

Despite +this rather bonglusive early evidence, other
studies have demonstrated that preschool children may have
more visual perspective-taking ability than originally
believed based on the results of the three-mountain task.
Flavell (1974) reviewed é number of studies concerned with
visual perspective-£aking aﬁility, and concluded at that
time that the evidénqe was not clear about what skills were
necessary and whe; they developed. However, he did hypotheQ
size a developmental model, based on a number o? construgts,

which has been mentioned either directly, or alluded to,



earlier in this section. One of the major di;tinctions
made by Flavell is the difference between the competence
of the child and the performance of the child. While
Flaﬁell uses the terms Existence and Inference ih his
model, he is‘differentiating between the presence of scme
skill or ability being present in the child, and the
child's ability to applyv what is present in a given situa-
tion. In other words, the child mav understand that some-
thing is required or even know what is reguired, but\be
unable to provide the solution that is negsed.

One significant difference between the.model proposed
by Flavell (1974) and others which are available in the
liﬁeratére, is that he récognizas that the development in
the child of an awareness that another viewpoint'exists.is
an importast cognitive-developmental achievement. This
recognition has implications similar to +hose assumed in
the affective roletaking section. The development of an
awareness that there is a difference between the ?resent
experience of oneself and that of ancther, is a si@nificant
achievemenf wﬁich could have an effect on other areas of
performanée. However, care ghould be taken when comparing"
the reéults of dif%grent studies to ensure that the distinc—
tion between competence. or knowing, and performancg"or
application, 1s not lost; This distinction is particularly

relevant when the results of tasks of varyihg levels of

difficulty are’ compared. SN
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One of the main differences between the three mountain
task and the tasks which result in differenﬁ results being:
obtained, appears to be thé 1é§éf“6£ complexity of the
tasks. A study.by Masangkay, McCluskey, Mcintyre, Sims-
Knights, Vaughn and Flavell (1974) is tvpical of étudiés
using less complex tasks. Using two- and three-year<old
children, they were able to démonstrate that'-the children
could infer what another person would see when locking at
a stimulus array from a position which differed from that
of the child being guestioned. However, in tﬁo further
experiments within the same study, a distinction was made
"between two levels of visual percentual abllltv Level
one was deflned an earller form of lnference in which the
child was capable of nonegocentrically inferring that another
person could see something that was not presently visible
to' the child. However, this required very specific conditions.
The.second level went bevond the first in that the child was
capable of inferring how an object would look from a speeific
perspecti{re. Therefore, the child -\..'-asgeen as méving from
an initially global inference-taking ability, to a more
specific} differentiated inference-taking ability. Level
one was characterized primarily by the recognition that a
difference'in_perspective éid exist, while ievel two was
charécterized by the ability to apply that information as a
guide to successful perspecti&e-taking task performance.

- Shantz (1975) definé& the difference between the two
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levels just described in the following way. Level one
performance demonstrates.that the child 'can fepresent what
another person seegﬂ_even if the child doesn't see the
object. EHowever, the child cannot represent how the object
will be‘§;en, or the visual perspective, until level two

is achieved. It would appear from ;hié differentiation that
the conditions of the task can have a major effect on the

results obtained. In particular, the materials used would

seem to be important since simple materials might'allow results

L]

whicﬂ‘might_appear'to indicate successful performance. In
contrast, more difficult materials might nct. allow a true
evaluation of the young child's capabilities. Such a conciﬁ—
sion ippéﬁb§ to bélsupported by the research which is
avai@é%le; . _ . e

Fishbein, Lewis and Keiffer (1972) varied the difficulty

-

of thé stimulus array'used in an'examination of voung
children's understanding of spatial relations. The children
were asked to respond bv two methods, either by pointing to
the correct photograph, or by turning a stimulus ‘array on

‘a round tray until specified visual perspectives could be
seen by the expérimenter from different positions. The’
results clearly indicated that as the stimulus difficulty
increased, suqcessful performance decreased. Similarly, it -
was found tha%sthe children found it more difficult to
choose the correct photograph than to construct the cérrect'

perspective using actual stimulus figures. The hypothesis

Wi
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was made that young children can perform moxe accurately
when the task demands ar ocncrete rather than when the task
. R o
requires representational abllltv These results were
! :

consistent with those reoorted by Hov (1974), who found that

chlldren s performance on perspective taking tasks was

dependent upon the tvpe and number of dimensions.whiéh had
to be considered simultaneogsly, and on the kind of response
required. _ Based 6n tho;e results, Hd? suggested”that an
egocentric response might be the youﬁg child's reaction to
more inforﬁétion than could be éffectively processed.

| Kurdek and Rodgon (;9?5} used a visual task similar to
that described by Fishbein et al (1972), to assess seven
age levels ranging from kindergarten:children up to sixth
graders. They reportéd-that successful visual perspecfiée—
taking increased with age and continued ‘to improve.up to
the sixth grade children; The authors suggested that task
difficulty and the c0gnitive—perceptual abilities invplvedia
in successfﬁlly completing a task, should be carefully
considered before conclusions were made, rather than-basing
them on task resﬁlts above. 1In a follow-up studv, Kurdek
(1977) found that perceptral pe%spective-taking was the
© best predlctor of cognltlve Derspectlve—uaklng one vear -
later.. Thls result, in addltlon to several others," led
. Xurdek to suggest that a multitrait-multimethod analyvsis
wbuld be helpful in assessing'tﬁe validity of the pérspective-

- taking construct and its importance in cognitive development.
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One fﬁrther-aépect needs to be clarified before
considerihg the particular aspects of the Qisual roletaking
task used in the present study. Shantz (1975) pointed out
that it was necessary to consider the impact of the childls
own viewpoint on the ability to éorrectly infer the viewpoint.
of another. The importance of this has been démonstrated iﬁ
several studies. For gxample, Brodzinsky, Jackson and

sOverton (1972) used both maskéd and unmasked conditions

with six-, eight—, and ten-year-olds on a perceptual task.
Based on this and other studies, Shanti (1975) concluded
that tMe effect of masking seemed to depend on.a variety of
vafiables such as the complexity of the stimulus, the age

of the subjects, and other variables, such as whether the
_child moved about aq;ing the task, or whether the array
itself was moved. The importance of perceptual dominance
was also noted in the results of a study by Garmiza and
Anisfeld  (1876). Althbugh they were assessing communicative
ability, they concluded that the voung child's ability to
successfully communicate might be negatively effected by an
inability to shift away from an existing perspeétive. Since
successful perférmaﬁce depended upon being able to take
the cther's perspective, successfulrcommunicatioh seeméd to
be blocked by the child's inability to bréak away from their
existing peiception.

As‘thé above review of the various visual roletaking

studies indicates, a number of potential tasks, and the



poésible consequences for the obtained results were con-

side;éd before choosing a particular task for use in this
study. Once again, as with the.affective roletaking_tagk,
a compromise task was constructed based on the tasks ﬁsed

"in several studies.. In particular,’ the mgthodologiesrdege
cribed by Fishbein et al. (1972), and by Xurdek and Rodgon
(1975), influenced the development of the task about to be
desc#ibed.

" The taSk itself wasessentially the same aé that'used
bv Xurdek and Rodgon (1975). Cartoon figureé'wéreplaced
on rotating travs in order to determine'thé child's
perceétual roletaking ability. The maih difference betweeq
the two methodologies was that XKurdek and Rodgon started with
three figures on the tray. ' In the present stﬁdy, the cartoon

. figures were added one at a time after a éeries of_fqur
successive orientations had been éssessed fof each of the
increased stimulus conditions. Therefore, four different.

.-perspectives were assessed for ea}ch of the one figure, two
figure, and three figﬁre conditions. The variation was
suggeéted by the.resulté obta;ned by Fishbein, et al. (1972)

‘ ané Hoy (1974). Concrete figurés were used in the pfesept
 study, rather than asking the children to imagine what the
perspective woﬁld be like from a particular position,since
youﬁg cﬁildren seem to perfoéﬁ better with concrete materials;féﬁ

-Haying the child rotate the stimulus trayhﬁm;considered‘td”f

be a compromise between having the child simply point to a

-
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photograph, and having. the child actively construct a

particular perspective from a second set of materials. It

was recogniigd that some. interference in perspective might

- occur since.the trav in front of the experimenter would

t

already be in position. However, 1f that occurred, it
was possible to obtain some measurement of the contributing
aspects of the task based on when such an interference

was noticed. In summary, the task was adapted in order

“to construct a task which was at least~partially within

the capabilities of each child, and which at its upper

limit, was beyvond the capability of any of the children.

Decentering Ability

The concept of aecentration wasAdi;cuﬁsed earlier in

the section which dealt with egocenérism. Brieflyv, decentra-
tion has been defined as the ability to disengaae one's
attention from one particﬁlér aspect of an object or an event
and become aﬁare of 2ll of the relevan£ infSrmatioﬁ,(Loqft,
1972). Therefore, & chiid wha cannot decenter will exhibit the .
phenomenon of centering, or centrztion. As Plaget (1951;
1956; 1959; 196%3) has emphasized, the egocentric chilé is
unable to decenter and therefore neglecis to take into

account all of the available information. Instead, the

egocentric child focuses on a central feature or one specific

aspect of the stimulus.. As a result, tHe child's reasoning

is based on the partial information gathered and he is unable

[
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to perform many of the tasks wh;ch.can_be successfullv~completed
at later stages of development when all of the relevant
information can be used to complete the task.
Because of its intrinsic relationship with the concept
g egocentrism;vand the resulting‘imprEatiOns for L
ognltive_development, decentration has been a major topic
of.interest.ln;deuelopmental literature for a number of"

years (Elkind & Scott, 1962; Elkind, Larsen & Van Doornick, X
1965; Feffer and Suchotliff, 1966; Kemler & Smith, 1966;
Looft,,1972: Lowe, 1973: Piagetr 1950). As was mentioned
in the section on roletaking ability, oecentratiOn has also
been an lmportant variable of interest in the research |
related to roletaklng development _§1nce roletaking requlres
that ‘the child actlvelv decenter from some information whlch
is immediatelv available, and attempt to determine the
 Dersoectiue‘of another person. whicn is not observable, it
is in many ways analogous to the process of decentratlon.
Both involve the processing of lnformatlon, some’ of whlch rskl
obvaous and some of whlch must be deduced in order to
accurately determ;ne aacorrect solution thhin a given
.situation. In both decentering and roletaking tasks, an
- inability to go beyond  the information which is supplied
will usually result in an incorrect answer.

Most of'the.literature already reviewed up to tHis
point has been related, either explicltly‘or implioitly,

- +o the process of deoentration; In addéition, most of the



taklng another person's perspective into account. Such a

" -V'
tasks described fit falrly consxstently into the general

paradigm of requlrlng that information be lnferred based on

;askwéannot be ‘performed unless the person aftempting it

is able to decenter from the information which is already--

available. Despite the similarities, there may be at least

one -difference between the rolétaking tasks already déséribed

and thé.deqentration task about to be described, which‘is 
— 1

particularly relevant to the present study.

The digference is to a large extent derived from- the

work of Flavell,‘et al. (1968), Flavell (1974}, and Masangkay

et. al. = (1974). It is based upon Flavell's formulations

(1§74) ané in particular on the "first level of his theoreti-
Fal model of how people develop the ability to make
infé;ences abput‘others. Flavell g%974i differentiated
betweep knowing something, and being able to apply and use
that information successfully.' The létter aspect was further
subdivided into a relativeiv'nrimitive or direct anpiication
of the lnformatlon, and a more advanced appllcatlon based
upon knowing all of the relevant information and being able
to make inferences based on that information.

| If the model outlined above is tfue, and there is conflicting
support for it in\fhé research (Higgins,1980; Shantz, 1975), then .
a similar model mayv. also be applicable to the more basic

underlying concept of decentration. If a stage theory



- 58
o
' approach is used " the followrng model can be hypothesrzed.

'.’It is assumed that the. centratlon decentratlon construct is

a basic cognltlve construct as is argued by Plaget
(Flavell, 1963). As 2 basic cognitive construct the
decentratlon process must progress through a number of
qualltatlve stages before the process is complete (Lerner,
. 1976). The lnltlal development of decentration abllltv wrll
take place as outllned by Plaget (1959 1969; Flavell 1963,
"1974) throughout the sensorv—motor perlod of cognltlve
-

development. Eowever, once the child achieves a realization
that the process of decentratlon is possible, a process
srmllar to that hvpotheszzed by Flavell (1974) for the
‘1n£errlng process may occur.-- In the srmolest terms, it

was hvpothe51zed that learnlng how to apply the 1nformatlon
obtalned £rom the decentering process mav be a'two stage
process rather than simply one cualitative stage. If-this
':was true,(then the process observed initially on decentratlon
.tasks 1s different from the more advanced process whlch
underlles the ability to oerform roletaking tasks. )

In order to determine i this process existed, z
methodology similar to those used by Fishbein et al.’ (1972),
Flavell et‘al. (1%68), ~and Masangkav et al. (1974) was
used. Essentmallv, the decentratlon task was constructec
in such a way that it began wrth verv .simple ‘tasks based )

on a limited number of ltems, and graduallv became more

complex throughout the task as addltlonal demancs were



59

added. _Aiso, the'questions were designedlto evaluate
several aspects of each subtask. Often such essessments
-rely on a sxngle questlon for each aspect of the task,
.‘such as is used in conservation assessment (Goldschmldt &
.Bentler, 1968) It was hvpothes;zed that by using the
approach descrlbed above that differences related to the
two stage process hypothesized above would be able to

be ideotified. It was-expected thet,when the gquestion

and the characteristics of‘the_stimulus materials were very
similar, the child would be able to succeesfully answer
therquestions. However, as the difference between the
questiops'ahd the characteristics of the stimuli increased,
.more difficultv'will be encountered by the ehild. If such
' results were obtalned ‘and a relatlonshlp could be demon-—
strated between the Chlld s level of functioning on the
fdecentration task, and the child's functlonlng on other‘

" tasks requiring decentration ability,.the results would
tend to lend support for a two stage, rather than a one
stage, decentration process. The actual task developed to
assess the hvpothesis outlined above will be 'described

in deteil later. |

Language Development P | -

At the beginning of the study, it was stated that

? . ) :
effective communication was dependent upon two components.

One was language. competence, .such -as an adegquate vocabulary,
and the other was communication competence, which invelved

using language to achieve communicative goals, such as-
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. ' ’ : / . . ' '
the sharing of information,in’a;;ay in‘whioh itwas
'comprehens;blefto the Qé;son receiving‘the information.
While the focus of thi; study was pr'imar;'.lyl on the latter,
_the';mportance‘ofzan adequate level of language competence could
not  be ignored. For example, it is theore;ically'gossible
for a chiid'fo have developed alllof the neeessary skillsigr
_ abilitiee required for communicative competence, but be ,§
unable to communioate due to being mute. While this ekample
is extreme, it does point out the necessity of ensuring
that the obvious is not overlooked.
In order to obtain an estimate of each child's ;evel
of language development, two tasks were used. Both tasks
were obtalned from the McCarthy Scales of Children's -
Abilities (McCarthy, 1872) . Thev were chosen because of
the relatively low lnvolvement compared to other poss;ble
tasks, of other areas of development which might have had an
-effect on the obtalned language estimates. For example,
one teet of recentlve language requlres the child to match
a Dleture, chosen from four alternatlves, w1th a stlmulus
word (Kirk, 1959) The results of -such a task could be
'effected by such a:eas as fhe cnild’e-vdsnal perception, which

is required tolidentify the pictures, and other areas not

L]

directly related to language competence, such as visual
‘ _ e

L . - >
scanning abilityv and cognitive stvle. ‘FinalI&,rthe tasks

chosen . focuse€d - on areas which have & good face validity

—

. . N &
.when compared to the language demands of a verbal communication

task. ) ) . . .\ s
2% ’ ~

s ! -
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T@g{ﬁirsé task assessed word knowledge andwas based
primaril; on vocabulary. It provided an estimate pased on.
the identification of pictures in thé first section, and o
fhe_défining of words in the second section. It was chosen
over an estimate bgsed simply on word definitions because
the pictures presented initiallg are relatively easy,and
children tgnd to respond to-them'readily in comparison to
some other tasks. They were desighed for usé with two-vear-
olds, égd therefore it is very unusual for a four-vear-old
child not to‘achieve scme measurable.success on-the task.

.One of the basic needs for success on a verbal communication

-

task is an adequate vocabulary, and this task ensured that
that aspect of languagewas taken intc consideration in the
estimate of the child's language competence whichnwasused
in the present study.

The second task_provi@ed a general estimate of
expressi&e language'a;ility. One of the reguirements for
successful communication is the ability to express ideas. Thé
task chosen to evaluate that ability“wasbased upon the child's
ability to generate~words in certain categories within a
speéified length of time. As would be expectéd, older
children typically generate more words within each category
than do younger children, but four-year-old children usually
generate several worxds within each category. Also, there was

a memory factor involved since no concrete stimuli were used.

- L
- However, since a verbal communication task reguires that

S~
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the child perform under somewhat similax conditioﬁs which
require the produétioﬁ of memory-based information, the task
was included.l Therefore, the estiﬁate of each child's +
language abllrbfwasbased on two tasks. The tasks provided
general estimates of each chlld s vocabularv development and

+

éxpressive ‘language ability, which were combined to provide

a single index of each child's level of lengﬁdge.competence.

-

~yisual Perception

While the various abilitigs which have been.consieerea
ﬁp +o the point have all been relatively directly related to
communicetion effectiveness, ﬁisual perqeptual ability
initially ‘appears to -be somewhat further removed. In.
actual fact, however, viSual'berception haé been showh +o
play a significant_role in several verbal communication studies
in which the effect of visual perceptual ability has been
taken into conSLderatlon {(allen, 1974; Longhurst & Turnure,
1971; Waterman and Orr, 1978; Waterman, 1979). While the
evidence is not consistent, there is some support for the
hypothesis_ﬁhae children who have good visual perceptual
skills perform better on verbal communication tasks than
do children with poor visual perceptual skills. It should
be noted that up to this time, the majority of verbal .commu-
nication.tasks which have been reported which have evaluated”
theiinfluence o% visual perceptual ability,.have used visually

based. stimuli. Therefore, it is not possible to determine
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whether the same relationship would exist if the
communication stimuli were to be presented by a different
sensory modality. In other words, the relationship may only
- exist when stimuli are used which are presented visually.

s Before considering the spﬁdies which have directly
investigated 'the relationship betﬁeen these ﬁwo areas o}
interest, it would be helpful to review‘briefly‘some of
the reéeafch related to-visﬁal perceptual development.
Tqié will provide some information about how the chilalcan
be éxpected to visually perceive the stimulus at an eariy

-~

age, which wiil haveaan effect upon-how it will be.verbally
encoded. For—example, if the voung child is not awgré-of
some of~EHe visual information which is available, that
information could not be communicated.’ If the chiid's
visual perceptual ability was not taken into consideration,
the failure to communicate might be attributed to poof
communicaéion ability,rather than a lack of visual percep-
tual:dgvelopment.‘ Two of the main influences in the ,(f’
visual perceptual literature have been the work of Piaget
{1969) and the thecretical concepts of Werner (1948, 1957).
The influence of the latter can be seen in a stud§ of
part-whole relationship in visual perception conducted by
Lowe (1973)."The study was an experimental invéstigation
of Werner's orthogenetic principle which Lowe applied

to perceptual development. As a result, perceptual

development was described as proceeding from an initial
4 %

"l
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state of whole-orientated, diffuse perceptual awareﬁééé,to

“an end state in which the séparate parts of a stimulus |

could be perceived and the reiationship between those

parts could be incorporated within the total structure of

>
-

the stimulus. The results indicated that visual perception
in ?Qunger children was influencéd.by the characteristics
of the whole stimuli to a greater extent than was the
visual percepticn of £he older children. This suggested
that the young childweuld be influenced more by the overall
general characteristics of a stimulus, than by the specific
details of the stimulus. ’ -

Similar characteristics of visual perception have

-

been investigated in a series of studies by Elkigd and

his students. These studies were based on -theoretical "

concepts of Piaget (196%) which are related to perceptuél

development.  Piaget conceives of perception as an active
developing system which becomes increasingly adaptive with
age, as opposed to a fixed perceptual mechanism. The

percertion of the voung child is seen as being initiplly

"passive, and dominated by the best organizational aspects

of the visua; field. Xor example, 1if the dominant visual
effects suggest gawhole or global percept, that is the way
the voung childé will perceive the stimulus. If the best
organization is in sevegal separate parts, that is an
egual poésibility.

In Piaget's theory, the child moves from the initial

S e e mmar —r—— = R i
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state of passive perceptual processin§ to a state of active.
perceptual processing by progressing through a series of
stages. The stages of developﬁent océur_as a result of

the constant interaction of the <¢hild with the énvironmeﬁt
(Fellows, 1968; Flavell, 1963). BAs a result of this
interaction, and the changes which occur in visual percep-
tgal ability, a variety of effécts have been able to be
demonstrated which are related to children's perceptual
development. ' - v

‘ Elkind and Scott (1962) studied the effect of age oﬁ
figure-ground revérséls.' This is directly relaﬁed to
_the ability to decenter considered earlier. The child was
asked torlook at stimuli which codld be idehtified’éorrectly
in two different wayvs, depending on how they weré-perceived.
" They foqnd th;t task perforﬁénce improved with ggé,with the
older children being increasingly able to identify both possi-
ble responses to the ambiguous figures. Young children, in
comparisqn, tended to focus on one possibility to the‘
exclusion of the other. -

In order to investigate part-whole visual pexception

’ asuweiir Elkind, Koégler and Go (l%64) constructed a set
of stimuli which were cénstructed of individual whole
fiéures, which were éombinedlto form a different figure.
For example, the figure of é person was constructed by
combining different kinds of fruit. The child could respond

either to the whole stimulus, or to the different separate
-
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‘parts. The results indicated that there was a regular
in;reaselwith age in the ability to-percei?e parts and
‘wholes,and that both could be integraﬁed into a complete.
‘response by about nine years of age.' These results tend to
complement the results of é similar studv reportéa by -
Meili-Dworetski {1956)-wh1ch also lndlcated an’ 1ncreased
abllltV to lncorporate both separate features and a whole
perception in one comblned-response. A third study was
conducted by“Elkind, Anagnostopoulou and Malone (1970) .
to determine if children who do no£ report part-whole
combi;ations nevertheless actually do sée them. The
- results indicatedthat ifxpart—ﬁhole relationshiﬁé were not
repbrted, then the child was probably not aware of them.
The results of thesevstuéiesrindicate that voung
children are initialiy limited in‘their ability to process
visual information as Ehoroughly as can older children.
Since it ig logical éhat only information which is available
to the child can be'communicate@,‘these results would seem
to éuggest that young children are at a'disadvantage whenr
assessed on communication tasks which are dependent upon
visual perceptual ability. However, it is alsc possible
that the same process whlch underlies successful visual
perceptual nght underlie successful communlcatlon per-
formance. In both tyées of tasks, the process of decentra-

tion appears to play an important role. Successful visual

perception seems to rely to some extent on being able to
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. perceive both the details and the complete.percept-and being
aware of the relatlonshlp between the two sets of infor-
mation. Young chlldren have dlfflculty because they tend
to focus or center on a partlcular aspect and are unable to
free. themselves, or decenter, from that v1sual percept
(Flavel;, et al. 1968; Looft, 1972). A S1mlla; Process
can be seen in the communication performances of voung

‘children. Once the communication has been formulated, the .
voung child seems to have difficulty in making revisions
in the messege without very speeific guidelines from a
second person (Peterson, Danner & Flavell, 1972; Waterman &
drr, 1978):‘ - ' -

"An' inability to perceptuallv decenter has been shown

to habe"an effect on a variety of tasks whlch deoend to
some extent on wvisual perceptlon. Elkind, Horn and
Schnelder_(lSGS),‘and Elkmnd, Larson and Van Doorninck
(1965)<:investigate§ftge rple of perceptual decentration-on
a ndmbef of tasgs/telated to reading. The results clearly sup-

pdrted'fthe/H§§othesis that visual perceptual decentration o

wesa s}gﬁtficapt factor in both the child's:apilitﬁ to
regoégize words, and in reading achievement. They also

‘éemonstrated that slow readers were less proficient oﬁ'
tasks involving perceptual manipulation in general, and

perceptual deeentration ie particular, then were average

readers. Such results would seem to suggest that visual

perceptual ability may be a critical aspect of the voung
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child's ability to successfully perform any cognitive
processing task which relies on visual information. _ﬁhile
such a statement is admittedly obvious, ;t'is possible
that ‘the obvioﬁs has been overlooked‘to some extent. Since
most communication tasks have'used visual stimuli} it is
not surprising,on the basis of the information just
summarized, that a relationship has been reported bet&een
‘verbal communication and‘v;suai-perception in the research
reiated to young children.

Actually, thére have been few studies which have
deait specifically with thé proposed relationship. - It~
ap?ears to have been first_propoéed in the cognitive-
developmental literature by‘ﬁonghurst and Turnure (1971).
They demeonstrated that both visual discrimination abi;ity'
Hand communication effectivenésé increased with a§e. On
the basis of thése,fesults, theyv hy?othesized that the
relationship might be more than just correlational.
‘Susswein and Smith (1955) attempted to validate the
proposed relationéhip bu£ theirqresults.were_ngt significant.
However, there is a guestion as to whether their failure to
substantiate the prp?osed relationship was due to the
lack of any significant relationship, or to a potential
confounding effect betﬁeen language and visual:ability
on the visual task which they used.

In an earlier study, Allen (1974) investigated the
role of visual Perception in the oral language production

-
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‘of young-childrén. The results clearly supported the
| importance éf visual pérgeptual processes in the th;ee
‘aépects-of language developmeht which were‘examiped. He
also reported, as did Elkind, et al. (1965), that both
verbal and figural perceptual factors were obtained in
addifidn toAa generai visual perception factor, and that the
two separate faétors were each related to different aspects'
of language'géédu¢tibn.

| The significance of £hé.relationship between visual
‘percepiion and communication-effectiveness received
further supgort from studies conducted bv Watermaﬁ and
Orr (1978), and Waterman (1979). In both studies, non-
verbal visual- perception tasks were used in an attemp£
to decrease as much as possible the effect of ﬁerbal‘ability.
In the first study, a viéual task developed by Birch and
‘Lefford (1967) was used wﬂich required the child to point
to the correct answer. Two subtesté of the Frostig '
Developmental‘Test of Visual Perception (1966} were.used
in the second étudy.‘ In both,. a verbal commqnicétion task
based on the paradigm described by Glucksberg, et al. (1966)
was useé. The resulpS‘of both studies indicated th;t
children with good Y;sual perceptual ability'performea
better on the'verbaiocommunication-task than did children
who had poor‘visual perceptual ability, as measured by

the tasks described. 1In addition, there was a significant

improvement in performances on both sets of tasks with an
.’—"‘-“

P



70

increase in age. On the basis of these results and those
outlined above, there seems to be little doubt that a
relationship does exist. However, the importance ‘of visual

perceptual ability in relation to other variables thought to -

~

o~ ) _ . .
be important for effective communication has not vet been

'establigﬁed; The present s;udy Qas designedhto provide'some

insight into those potential'relétionshfps.f'

- Higgins and Akst (1975) é*amined ;he cqﬁﬁarison processes
used byAkiﬁdergarten chlldren-on verbal communication-fasks
using visual stimuli. Thef were.pérficularly interested in
'whéther young_children would modify their verbal messages in a
way which would indicate that thgy_wgre‘sgﬂsipiyg ;o”Fhe'
differences bétweenrthe target referent and the set of nonreferents.
They éQaIuafed Ehe children's compafison processes using both single
keferentsAénd sets gfxreferen;s which contained a target stimulus.
They found ﬁhgt the childréa did not use verballcemparisoné
as had Seen_fqud with adults (Rosenberg & Cohen; 1966). However,
g ghey did use compafisons on the basis of featurgs. 1n‘other words,
the children would compare the v;rious features of the referents
and use the différeﬁces'betwéen them to describe the referent.
They also pointed out that this was done primarily when the
referent-waé presantedxw?th other stimul;, but 1ess when a
referent was preégnfed a]ohg. jt is a]s; wortﬁ nothing that
the stimuli used were abstract'noﬁsense figﬁres; but were much

simpler than some which -have been used in previous studies

(Glucksberg . & Krauss, 1967).
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.another éignificance of visual influence. Mueller found that

i - N

3

Oneé final study conducted by Mueller (1972) attests to
verbal responses by Four'year“oldé were significantly related
to the visual attention of the listener, as well as the
technical quality of the message. This seems to suggest that

. ) ‘ -~
the visual attention served to help the child focus his

auditory and cother cognitive processes in order to maintain

-

the verbal exchange.
‘Before describfng the tasks used to estimate each child's

visual perceptual ability in the present study, several

other aspects‘bf visual perceptioh should be clarified since

they were considered when choosisg the two kinds of visual

tasks. The first aspect was the use of tasks -based

"predominantiy on visual scanning, such as a number of figures

presented in a stimulus array. A series of studies performéa

e

by Ghent (1960, 1961, 1965), and Ghent and Bernstein (1961)

have clearly demonstrated that young children have particular
visual scanning patterns at certain aggé, and that certain

- T . .
kinds of figures have an effect on their visual scanning. These
conclusions received;:\pport from the results obtained by Vurpillot

(1968; 1976). "Rather than attempt to control for such effects,

it was decided to avoid visual tasks which required responses

based predominantly on visual scannihg ability in order to be

successful.

SImiiar]y; visual tasks which required the comparison



of relevant and lrrelevant task materlal were avo:Ldedr since
.o Druker and Hagen (1969) found that lmproved performance

. on such tasks tended’ to be qu to more efficient encodlng Co.
. - \) S - ’

and rehearsal strategles, rather than lmproﬁed vzsual ' L

- ;

dlscrlmlnatlon abllltv.‘ Also, Etaugh and Turton (1977) .

have demonstrated that sex dlfference; exist in the -
" development of the ability tS\process form lnformatlon.x‘
- ~1nallv, an attempt was made £o choose tasks Whlch werehnot
derived from the theories of either Piaget (19689) or Werner-
(1948, 1957). This was done to avoid anf potential'biaeing

of the wvisual estimates tFward a particular theoretidal

o : 5. . e\ .
position. The results of the studies réviewed earlier, .
5 - . ) :

as well as more experimentallv based research, make such

“Cr

a decision prematire. For example, Kemler and Smith (1378)
r\ . demonstrated that under certain conditions, children who -~)

-_woulc o:dlnarllv cemonstrate hOllSth deCLSlon—maklng
. strategles based upon visuval lnfofmatlon, could be influvenced
to base chElr'peClSlonS on dimensional rather than holistic °

- ~ aspects of the stimuli. The're$nits.of-this and other
. stndiee (Gibson, 1969; Pick, Frankel & Hess, 1975; Wohwill,

\ ‘;

1960) clearlv aemonstrate that. none of the thebretloal

explanatlons of wvisual perceptual development ‘can be

. - accepted at this .time in their entirety.: - [ ~
. As a result of such considerations, two different -
: methods were ohosen to obtaln.estlmates of each cnlld s

e

'vzsual perceptual ablllty: The tlrst task which, was chosen
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was the Block Design‘subtest ffcm the Wecbsler Preschool
and Primary Scale of Intelligence (1967). This standardized

fask.was chosen because it required the child to comnstruct

a number” of visual patterns within specified time periods.

The DAEEé;ns were initially very sxmple and become pro-

gress;ve&@ more difficilt. Scaled scores could be
calculated based on the child's age and raw sco:e which
tended to minimize differences based.on individual

édifferences which mlght or mlght not have had a 31gn1f1—

cant effect. . 5

The second estlmate cf vlsuai perceptual ablllty was
obtalned from two of th€ subtests of the Frostmg Developmental
kd Pl
Test of Visual Perception (1966). The Figure~Ground and -
Position~in-Space subteéts appeared to hace the‘least

effect of visual-motor and fine motci abilities of the five

suﬂtests‘which,ifke up the test. - Scaled‘scores we{e

_available‘for both subtests, and the results could be

combiped to form a singie"estimate of the childt®s wvisual- .

-
*

pe;deptueﬁ'ahility. It was not considered necessary to-
administer fhe whole test since there is'etrong evidence
to suggest fhatlfhe‘tesﬁ essentially measufes only one

factor which is related ;d perceptual ability and percep-~
tual maturity (Ayres, 1965; Ward, 1970). - Since at least

one factor analytic study has related the general percep- .

> +ual factor #& motor ébility (Avres, 1966), an attempt was.’

made to minimize this effect Hyv choosing only hose tasks

which appear to reguire minimal fine motoxr ability.
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Both of the methods chosen to obtain the estimates of
visual perceptual ability.within the present?study'ﬁere
based on staqdardized tests. As such, some of the
problems considered earlier tendéd to be decreased.. 'Phe
'further°anal§ses fo be performed as part of the study would
_‘also-alléw a further evaluatioﬁ to be made of the two methods

. <

used . in the'study.-

_‘ImpulsiverRefiectiVe'Cognitive Stvle

The inclusion of a measure of cognitive style in a
study evaluafing. the influence of different wvariables on
the commﬁniéa&ion.performénce ofrpreschool children is
baée@ upén‘seyeralg agsumptions which will be outlined

l beélow. Before doing so, a brief summary of the literature
related to?the‘impﬁlsivity—rgflectivity conceptual étfle

or dimensicn is necessary.

.ThéAparficular cognitive style being discussed ha§
beenydefined by Kagan and Xogan as béing-concerned with
;he extent to which a ﬁerson reflects on the validity of‘
:a particular solution to t#sk which coﬁtains sdme respénse
uncertainty (Kogan, 1978). In the original monograph in
which this particular stvle of responding was discugsed,
Kagan, Rosman, Day, Albert and Phillips (1964) suggested
that this particular‘cognitive style wagonly releﬁgnt to

situatidhs in which the child must choose the correct

N . ‘ . ' . )
.response. from a/nurber of different alternatives. Responses

/
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to questions requiring a single answer, Qr ﬁo other kinds
of task situationswere not considered to elicit similar
kinds of responses since reseafch to date haé been limited..
to specific task situations (Kagan, et al. 1964j;
| The test used to measure the impulsive-reflective
‘dimension wag called the Matching ?amiliar Figures test (M.F.F.).
Impulsives were defined by the test results as having fast
respohse times and high‘erro; rgtes, while réflecéives had -
i§lbwer response timeg and fewer erxrors. Differént forms
@ere'also.constructed for differént age groups, including
preséhool children. While there is some controyersy about
"whether the Eimension is relevant to tﬁe cognitive stvles
of pfesdhoolers (Block} Biock & Harrington,.l§74; 19875}, the
‘rgsults of a number of studies Have suggested that a stable
cognitive stvle can be demonstrated faitly‘consistently bf
four years of age, and in'sbme studies, before three vears
of age_(chén, 1976). Despite the‘disagreément, it has been
generally accepted that tﬁe battery designed for use with
prééch 1 children can bé reliably used with four-year-old
children, although care shéuld be taken to ensure tiat an
adequate differentiation'has been obtained between the
impulsive and the reflective groups (Messer, 1975).

The impulsivity-refléctiéity cognitive dimension has
been apgl}ed to a wide variety of research problems. For

\ s

examplgf it has been demonstrated that impulsive children

s : o
obtain lower performance scores on tasks related to
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perceptual learning (Odom, Mclintyre é Neale, 1971), programmed -
learning (Grippin, 1973), information prgcessipg (Heider, 1971),
péoblem-solving {Ault, 1973), decision making -(Mann, 1973),
observing'beha&iour (Siegelman, 19639), and school failure
(Messer, 1970). 'Higging {(1977) also postulated that imﬁu]sivity
might be relatéd ;o the planning and organization of verbal
messages during communication'taské. However, no clear evidence
for the rfelationship waﬁ obtained. In contrast to impulsive
chi]drén, reflective children use more time on the decision
making process, and obtain significantly lcwer error scores.
\\\\Iifig_has also been evidence to suggest that reflective
children engage in more comparison activity (Katz, 1971}, and
attend ionger (Finley, Kaéan & Layne, 1972) than do impulsive
children when making their choices.

The studies mentioned above clearly demonstrate the
importanﬁe of cognitive style to a wide variety of
different problem=-solving areas. .Since an estimate of
verbal communication® ability is usuaily determined by-a
similar kind of problem=solving ®ask, it is_possible that
the reflective-impulsive dimension might also play a

"~ significant role in successful communication. Successful
task completion on verbal communication tasks requires
that certain processes be completed, such as a roletaking
analysis of what the task situation requires (Flavell, 1974},

and/or a selectian and comparison process (Rosenberg &
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Cohen, 1964, 1966), to.mention only two of thé'possible
processes which may be reguired. Ther;\is no doubt that
the guccessful completion of any such processes which ﬁre
usually requirgd to generate the correct informational
respénse would require time to be completed. Therefore,

it seemed reasonable to assume that an impulsive child

would usually be less successful on such communication tasks

than would a reflective child. There was evidence in the
literature that the reflective child would probabiy attend
ionger, and engé%e in moré\:;%parative and analytic activity,
than would fhe impulsive child. Therefore, it seemed

reasonable to expect that the reflective child would more

_thoroughly analvze the task situation, and would therefore

have more information available to communicate than would
the impulsive child. Whether the information would be
communicated was a separate question.

The literature related to the modification of concep-
tual tempe also seemed to support the assumption made above.
Early attempts to change the conceptual strategy of children
by simply increasing the response latency were markedly
unsucéessful in‘demonstréting improvements in task
performances (Denne?, 1973; Messer, 1976). EHowever, when
the childfen were taught what to do with the increased

time, perfcrmance on a number of different tasks improved.

For example, Egeland (1973, 1974) demonstrated that

training in scanning techniques improved performance on
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visual discrimination tasks. As was discussed earlier,
visua.l perceptuai ability wag one of the variables thought
to be important for affective comhunio§§ion performance.
A study by Cook. (1975) suggested.that training in visual
analysis using verbal labels could also successfully modify
1mpulsxve behaviour. These results are consisteht with
those reported by Meichenbaum and Goodman (1968, 1971).
They found that with training, impulsive children could
learn to use language as a means of developing‘self—control
_which resulted in improved task performance.

There are other studies wh;ch have demonsirated
it was more important £0 teach chiléren how to achieve
suocessful task performances rather than simply how to
"increase their response latency period. Denney (19723, 1972b)
and Ridberg, Parke, and Hetherington (1971), have both
demonstrated that cognitive style can be modified through
the use ¢of live and filmed models demonstreting particular
cognitive styles: Stanes (1973} was able to demonstrate
chanées in children's responses in relation to the kind
of verbal task inst;uctions which were provided. Simple,
clear and direct instructions increased. successful per-
formances, while ambiguous instructions had'thefopposite
effect. Similarly, Zeiniker and Oopenheimer (1973) were
able to demonstrate that children could be trained in a
relatlvelv short period of time to use a different method

for processing information than they had used before the
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training took place.-
As a result of sgch studies, it seemed rqasonable‘to
conclude that the reflective children were doing something
quite different with the information presented to them
than were the impulsive children. The reflective children

appeared to process and use the available formation more

effectively than did the impulsive childrea. Desﬁite this
rather_obﬁious conclusion?’there.were WO fﬁrther groups
of childfén wﬁose modes o%‘h&%pon ng dié not fit either
of the classical impéiéive or lective groups as described
by Kageyn, et al. (1964). The £wo groups referred to ha&e
been described by Ault (1973), Eéka and Blaék t197l), and
others, and have been name&'the_fast-accurate agd the slow-
inaccurate groups. The names refer to the latency periods
and error rates which the members of each group demonétrate“.
-on_the Matching Familiar Figures Test. As can be seeg,‘.
ﬁhéreiwere children who respoand vervy quickly but wéré
'still able to determine the correct response. In contrast,
there were children who responded vervy slowly but mgde a
lot-of.é¥rors. While these two groups have not received

as much.study, there wés some suggestion that the fast-
accurate children were develophmentally more advanced,

relative to their peers, while the slow-inaccurate éroup

was developmentally behind (Kogan, 1976).

——

Since the'impulsivity-reflectivity dimension could be .

a potentially significant variable in effective communication

-

)



Ve

-

“

Yo

e

L

7

perforpance, each child wég administered tbé’preschool form

e
of the Matching Fgﬁ} iar Figures Test. “For each test item,

v

the_latency_eﬁpiod and the number of errors were recorded
for use Epféélculating an—estimate of each child's cognitive.
stylg:;KSInce Ward (19685, 1968b) has found that the relation-
ip between latency and error can fluctuate betweeh the
absence of any associétion for.some ﬁhildfén and-g sfrong
association for others, it was decided to at&empt ﬁo take
both aspects of the task into consideration. vThefefcre, both
the mean latency and the mean number éf errors scores for each
child were.included in the analysis. Such an approach

permitted a3 more complete analysis of each of the components

contributing to the child's—cognitive style to be conducted.

!ndependenﬁ Cognifive Task
The idea o% including a general cognitive task was

derived from a suggestion made by Shantz (1975). In &

discussion of the relationship betweenlvarious different

roletaking taskg. Shantz sdggested the in;lugion of a separate

task which.was theoretically unrelated to roletaking

ability. The basis for éuch a suggestion can be

"found in an article by Campbell and Fiske (1959) which

contained a discussion of the multitrait-multimethod

80
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statistical analysis techn%quef\\gge argument was made that
by including an.independent.task, itxéSpossible.to detexr-"
mine whether the roletaking tasks intercorrelatéd more
 highly with each other than theydig with ; theoreticall§'
-independent and unrelated ability'(Shaﬁtz, 1375).. According
to Caﬁpbell and Fiékel(lQSQI; sﬁch a method provided a
better measure of the discriminant validity of each of the
experimental tasks than could be obtained by comparing
their-intércorrelation; with zero as is usually the- case.
Due to the wide wariety of tasks included within the
present sfudy} it was not_poésible to include a‘com?létely
independent task of cognitive abilitv. However, it did
~seem reasonable to include a general measure of cognitive
ability which was derived from basic developmental abilities.
This kind. of task was believed to be desirable:since a
test of cognitive abilities based upon a specific kind of
- development would have a tendency to bias ‘the results of
ﬁhe analvsis. For example, a test based on some aspect'of
language development, or visual perception, coaié be
expected to correlate highly with the tasks used to obtain
‘estimates of similar areas of development which were
17icluded within the design of ﬁhe study. Since none of
;Le experimental-tasks'were based directly upon the acquisi-
tion of developmental abilities, such an esﬁimate was

believed to be relatively independent.

One value of including such a task within the present

"
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study is similar to.the reason outlined earlier in the
discussion of the proposal by Shantz (1975). That proposal
Wés'based upon an argument put forward Sy Campbell aﬁd |
Fiske {1959). They argﬁed that a task which was independent
of the other tasks in a study should be included in order
_to provide an independent estimate against wﬁich the other
results coulé be compared. It was argued that such a
éOmparison would help to determine the validity of each

of the other tasks. Due to the revisions made in some

of the tasks used in the present study, it was decided‘to.
include a relativel¥ independent cégnitive,task,

Due to the wide vériety of tasks ugea within the
present study, it was‘difficult to conééiﬁe oﬁ é task which
would not incorporate some of the functions which were
beiﬁg assessed bv other tasks. Therefore, an attempt was
made to in a task %ﬂich would require reiativelf"
bgs%ﬁ/ggijji in order to perform the tasﬁ, but would
'prd;ide a felatively pure estimate‘of'cognitive dévelopmept.

Two other considerations‘weré belieéved to‘be important
in choosing-the cognitiv%/task. Eirst, it was thoughp
- that the task should réqéire as little languagde as_possiﬁle
from the child. If language was neéessary in.order to
administer and pérform the task, ¥t was decided that the
lanéuagé requifgments fo; the child should'be primarily
réceptive ratheévthan expressivé.. This.decision was made
since thé purpose of the present studv was to investigate'

-

L

//, | i | ’
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children's‘expressivefIéBguage skillsh'and to include that
requi;ement in the cognitive task would tend. to bias. the
resulﬁsé A second-consideraﬁion wés to find.a tésk thch'
was rélativély short, and.did not take long to administer..
ThiS'wés heces§ary since there were deéfinite limiﬁaﬁiéné.

-~

to the amount of time which éacp child éould be.keﬁé_for"

assessme;t purposes. . .  ‘ ~
The task chosen waé the Cognitive Perceptual Task

developed by Rourke (1964). The task requires that the
child undefstand;fﬁé'Eoncgpt‘of different (or not tbe same) .
Each item on the task is presented as a three choice stimu-
lus. 'fhe child has to po;nt to the stimuiug which differs from
the othef two stimuli according ;p‘specific c&iteria such
- as‘form and colour. The'chiid is pretesteé to ensure
£hat‘he/sﬁe has an ﬁnderstanding of each of the concepts
&hen_presented indiﬁidually. The task increasés in
difficulty-as coﬁcepts are combined to cfeate moré complex
stimuli requiring choices based upon multiple combihationé
of concepts. '

‘Non-Verbal Communication Task

The inclusion of a non-verbal communication task was
based upon two considerations. The first was related to . °
the guestion of whether the development of non-verbal

communication ability was affected by the same variables as

was verbal communication ability. The literature reviewed
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for the saka_of 1ntellectua17cur1051ty alone. However, a

_comparison process {Rosenberg, 1972).

/
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earlier related to communication performance_was only based
upon tasks requiring verbal responses.. A'review:of the
communioation literature did not reveal any studies -

which have investigated the non-verbal communication -://

'performance of preschool children. While other'literature: *}

'emay.be indirectly relared to such an area of study, such

as studies of problem—solv1ng strategies and v1sual drs—

_crlmlnatron there dig not appear to be any dlrectlv

related studies. Therefore, it seemed reasonable to include

- non-verbal communlcatlon task in the- present study

‘second conszderation argued’ for the inclusion of the task

5]

from a theoretical position.

The pOSition referred to is the stochastic‘theorv

proposed by Rosenberg and Cohen (1966), and Rosenberg (1972),

'to account for dlffererces in the communication performances

of chlldren; ‘As was outlinéd earlier, they proposed a ] .

sampllng and comparison process whlch they argued was

»_

necessary in order to construct an adequate verbal message.

e

Due to the limitations of the tasks used. to evaluate this

process, there has been little research reported which has

attempted to demonstrate Xuch a process in the communication

‘performance of preschool children. The reseaxrxch. which was

available suggested that presc

form"well on tasks which required the use of a sample and

ol children did not per-
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One possibility which was considered in the decision
to‘include a'non;verbai task, was the possibility that the
vetbal nature.of the tasks usually emploved might inter-
-fere with 4he optlmal task performance of the preschool
children. A second consideration was that most of the .
tasks which have been used did not provide the child
with concrete materials. Instead' the child was tvpically
asked to compare two words oOr concepts which were. supolled
and generate an appropriate clue based on an evaluatlon
of the two stimuli. The tasks used by Asher (£976), Asher
and.Oden_(lB?E), Rosenberg and Cohen (1966), and- Cohen
and Klein (1958)! fit this kind of task description. When
more cOnc;ete-basea communication tasks have been used,

such as‘the~task used by Whitehurst and Merkur (1977), some

"success has been reported on the part of the communication

abilities.of preschool children.

The task chosen-for the non—verbal communication task
was based on a task descrioec by Robinson and Rob;nson
976, 1977); The stimulus picturesfwhich were used were
line drawings of fignres in whiéh‘bertain_aspects,;ere.,,
varied throughout the task. In the originai'task, veérbal
communication waS'used to inform the listener of the
critical component. In the adaptation used in the pmesent

studv, pictures of various attrlbutes were used which the

~listener could use to show the other person, "in order to .
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communicate the desired information. Thée present task

required that different attributes be sampied and compared
to the accompanying drawings as well as the criterion

drawing, in order to determine if the correct attribute

/ i . - * » »
/;ad‘been chosen from among the available possibilities.

By using such a task, both aspects of the problem
outlined earlier could be investigated. First, since the
task did not require any verbal communication on the part -

of the child and only the'picture which was chosen by the

child was scored, the influence of verbal communication

ability'was kept to a minimum. While language was used

throughout the training session, it was not necessary for

‘the.child's understanding or successful performance of the

communication task. Secondly, successful completion of
the task appeared to require that the child at least consider
the available componenﬁ-parts of the figure before |
deciding which aspect miéht-be the ;elevaqt component.
Similarly, in order to determine if the choice was correct,
it was necessary to compére the choéen attribute to the
other alternatives which were available. Only in this
way could the'child determine if the choice was correct.
The requirements-of the task just® outlined appeared
to satisfy the criteria outlinéd 5y Rosenberg ana Cohen
(1966) as being necessary in order to demonstrate the
reievance of the sampling and comparison procesé in

communication performance. In addition, the results allowed
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an evaluation of the importance of the experimental
variables which were assessed for non-verbal communication
performance.

Demographic Information

Due to the age of the population being assessed and
the potentiéi effect of environmental factors on each
child's task performance, certain information was takeni
into consideration as it related to the current situation
_éf'the‘child and the child's home environment. The
results of the different studies have indicated tﬁat such
variables as race and socioeconomic-status {Baldwin,
McFarléne é Garvey, 1971; Krauss & Rotter, 1968; Rackstraw &
Robinsoﬁ, 1967), ageiand sex (Karabenick & Miiler, 1977;
Kfauss & Rotter,‘19gs), and familial iﬁteraction'patterns,'
especially as related to parent-child comﬁunication'
(Dickson, Hess, Mijake & Azuma, 1979) have a significant
effect on children's verbal communication pe:formanée.

Therefore, éérsonal information was obtained from
the parents of each of the children who were assessed
in the study, at the same time as the parental permission
for the child to participate was obtained. If tﬁe
- information was not ?rovided, the child was not included
in the study. The infdérmation obtained was related to
several differeﬁt areas, such as the language environment
©of the child (English or otherwise), chanées within the
‘child's environment within spebified peripds of time, the

composition of the family (single parent, siblings, or

n
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other relatlves) and the socioceconomic status of the famlly,w
as determired by the Blishen Soc;o—Economlc Index for
Occupatlons in Canada (Blishen, 1867). The information
" obtalned from the questlonnalre was coded and was used
to descrlbe each of the chlldren who participated in
_the research. '
Summary
?he-present study was designedi;n order to evaluate
the effect of different variables on the communication
.perfornance of preschool chiidren. The underlying assump—
tion upon which the study was based was that effective: -
communlcatlon Skllls were dependent upon more than strictly
linguistic processes. It was argued that there were other
Precesses which were necessarv for the development of
effectlve communication ability. The purpose of this
particular section of the study is to review the various
possibilities which have been presented or'iﬁpiied‘
throughout the introduction. Due to the design of. the
present study, no hypotheses.can be made. However, it -
seems reasonable’ to state several expectations which can
be derlved from the review of the llteratur;';:jzipresented
It is belleved that the present study will demonstrate
that effectlve verbal communlcatlon is dependent upon
more than adeguate language skills such as vocabulary

and grammatical stiructures. Several areas would seem to

be of'particular importance:
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(a) wvisual perception has been idenéified in a

- number of studies to be significantly felaﬁéd to effective
-verbal'performaﬂEe. Iﬁ,is‘expected"that the present study
will support such fesearch‘résults.';

(b} cognitive style has beeﬁ identified as a
significant factor in a &iée variety of taéks. It is
" expected that impulsive children will be less effective
on the verbal communication.task than will reflective .
children. h

(¢} language is unqgeé%iénably necessary for
successfui tésk performance. However, it is considered
possible ﬁhat the present study will provicde evidence
thatllgnguagé is a necessarv,' but not sufficient, condi-
ﬁion for successful performance.

(d) decentration abilitv would seem to be an impoxr-
tant aspect of effective communication ability; It seems
likely that children who can become aware of another
. person's perspective will be able to communicate more
effectively than cén‘egécentric children.

Finally, séme very specific questions were asked about
the tasks used to meésure the abilities represented in the
study, and the most apprbpriate indicator of effective communica-

tion. . These question will be described in more detail later.



CHAPTER II

METHOD

'Subjécts o - N ‘

Sixty children (30 male and 30 female) were obtained
from two Erivate nursery schools in the city in which the
study was conducted.l fhié resulted in childrgn being
obtained from four separate locations. The children Qere *§\
all older than 4 years, 0 months.and vounger than § years,‘*’;
3 months. The children were ébtained from a variety of
socioceconomic and familial situations. The only restric-
£ions placed on the use of children Wlthln the study was
that Engllsh be used w1th1n the home and that the informa-
tion reguested from the parents be obtained.

The children were obtained by the following procedure.
The directors of thé nﬁrseries were app&oached and gave
their approval for the parents to be approached. The
names of alil ég-the children who were within the specified
age range were provided and the following information_was
sent to them:

(1) A letter from the Director of the nursery school
stating that he/she had discussed the study with the
experimenter, that he/she had approved the study, and
that there.wasfnd danger to the children who participated.

(i1) A letter from thg experiﬁenter; which was co-
signed by the chairperson of the Dissertation commiftee,

which briefly outlined the purpose of the study and the

90
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procedure which would be used to obtain the data needed
for the study. |

— C(1ii) A questionnaire which included a form which
the parent signed to indicate'ﬁefmissicﬁ, and a short
questisnnaire which the parent was asked to complete. Some
of the information provided ensured that the cﬁildren:met
the criteria éutlined above. The rest of the-information
"was used for demographic purposes.

Coples of the letter from the experimenter and the

questionnaire which was sent to the parents can be found in

Appendix A.

~ Assessment Materials

Due to the_eﬁploratory nature of the present study,
a.number of different variables were assessed by a variety
of ‘different methods. Since general-desdriptions were
provided iﬁlthe introductiop, and exblicit‘information is
available in the appendices about each ofhthe tasks which
were used, the information wiil not be repeated here. 
However, a brief description.of each task will be provided
in the interest of continuity and clarity.

The érimary.variabie in the present‘study was verbal
communication performance. This was 6peratiohally defined
as the'ability to transmit information to a secénd person
' in such a way that the information can be used by that

pérson to successfully perform a task. The task used to



assess communication performance was based on a paradign
described by Glucksberg, et al. (1966) but used different
stimulus materials constructed by.Watermantand Orr (1978).
The child was required to verbally construct a message

in reference to each stimulus picture.wnich would allow
the listener to choose a'matching pi&ture from. an array
of different piétures:/ Each child received one verbal
request for more information after each verbal message
(e.g., "Can vou tell me anything else’") The measure

- of the child's verbal communication performance was

based on the communicative effectiveness o

e child‘s
' messages. Each message was scored for
soeial,information, asleutlined by Glucksberg, et al.

(1967), and Rubin (1973), and‘prOVided a latency score,

a mean length score, and a percentage "0f the message

which was egocentric score.

The other tasks used in the present’study are
outlined'beiow. A short description of‘each'has’been
provided in order to clarify the pgrpose.of its inclusion
in the study

A1) Decentration Task: This task was included
in order to determine the effect of the child's level
of decentration'abiiity on communication effectiveness.a

(ii) Cognitive Roletaking Task: The purposerof
‘this task was to determine how weil the chiid could separate

e
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and transmit information based solely upon‘the charac-
terisﬁics of the situétion, from the position of anothex
person. | |
_(iii)‘ Perspective-taking Task: The child was

asked to create a particular perspectlve using materials
which were identical to the materlals used by the examlner..
Each perspective was created first by the examiner; and
then by the child who did not have accéss to the visual
perspectlve of the etamlner. . . |

(iv) Affective Roletaking Task: The child was
asked to infer the appropriate emotional response, based
on four facial expressions, to information éroviﬁed in
three w;§§. The iﬁforﬁétion was presented as stc;iesland
) picturesrfogether, pictu;es_alohe; and stories alone.

{v) Linguistic Ability; Two tasks were used to
assess each child's linguistic level of‘development and
the reéults were cémbined to form a single estimate. The
two tasks will be described sepaﬁately to avoid confusion.
(a) A word knowledge task was used which réquired tﬁe
child to first identify pictures which matched sfimuius
words, and secondly,-to define words bresentedivérbally.
(b} The second task required the child to verbally
generate wqrds_within fourvseparate general categories.

{vi) Visual Perception: The child's visual percep-

tion was evaluated by three separate measures. {a) The

>
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block design subtest was used to assess the child's ability-

to spatialiy reproduce visual designs based upon a

lysis of each design. (b) The " figure-ground
in space subteets of the‘Frqstig Qere used
towgobtain al|second measure of v1shal perception. (¢)
The Slmllar ties and leferences subtests from the Stanford-
Binet us d as the third measure. It requ;red the
child toiideﬁ%'fy-a different stimulus from a set of four
péssibi nd make judgements about palrs of stimuli.
The -fifst task requlred the child to 1dent1fv particular
figures whlch were somewhat obscured bv other information
w Heh overlapped the_tgrget figure. ‘The second task
.required the child td choose a figure which matched a ~ -~
target flgure based on its spatlal orlentatlon.
(vii) Cognltlve Style. - The cognltlve style gf
each child was assessed using the ﬁreséhbol form of the
Matching Familiar Figures tesep “Each child was assigned
a mean letency score and a mean erforhscore based on
their perforhenEe on -the task.

(viii) Individual Cognitive Task: @n individual
cognitive task was administe;ed to each child. The tesg
used was the Cognitive-Perception Task. The child was
reqpired-to point to-the visual stimulus which differed

- from two other stimuli accofdiﬁg to specifiC“criteria.

(ix) Non-Verbal Communication Task: The child was
not reqﬁired to use any language in order to successfully
- . - H . i

e - 4
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. perform the task. The child was presented with a numbar -
of palrs of stlmulus pictures in which one picture |
was ldentlf;ed-as the target stlmulus. The child had to
decide-which of the available clue cards had the most
informaﬁion about the target stimulus,.and shows that card
td the.examinér'in order to complete the task.

(x) Popularitvy Rating:: Each child was rated on the
basis of his/her pqpularity in comparison with other
children of tﬁe same age. ‘

(xi) Demographic Variables: A varietyrof demographi-
lcal information was cbtained in order to more precisely

‘define each child. For example, the child's level of

intelleétgal development was assessed and‘informatién

was obtainedAaboﬁt the pfiméry and secondary languages-

in the hqme, any ;ecent tfaumatic events in the child's i:
1life and the individuals within the family home, including
their relationéhip wifﬁ the child. Also, the socio-
economic status and educational level of the parents

was obtained ané'evaluated‘based on the BlishenISociq—

Economic Index for océupations in Canada (Blishen, 1967).

.- B . ' . . . ’ ’
. Examples of the materials used in the assessment are

provided‘where possible iﬁ Appendix B.

Procedure -
On the basis of the lnformatlon provided in the
questlonnalre which was completed bv the parent(s)

of each ¢hild, a group of 30 male and 30 female,chlldren

-



were obtalned. Each-child-was assessed individually
in two to four sessions which were conducted on separate
days. _The length of each'se551on was dependent upon
the child's perfotmanoe on the tasks being administered
and toe‘child's'boncentration and cooperation.

The tasks were dividea'into four sets, Al, A2, Bl,
B2. Each set couid be administered separately or in

conjunction with the second set of the’ same letter.

‘None of the children were given more than two sets of.

tasks at any one session. Some 0f the children were :

completely assessed in two sessions, while other children
required a full four sessions. Unfortunately, the number

of sessions required for completion of the assessment was

not recorded and could not be included as a possible -

variable for analysis. Each child received a small
’prize' at the end of eaoh of the assessment sessions.
Each child was assessed bv a male experlmenter,'a

female ehperlmenter or by both. Twenty chlldren were

/TN

assessed in each condltlon. in each of ‘the flrst two
conditions, the tasksfwere_administered according to one
of two predetermined scheduies. This allowed half of the
children to be administered tﬁe assessmeht in an A-B
order, while the second'half received the tasks in a B-a

ordexr. Due to the dlfflculty-ln obtalnlng children within

~ the specxfled age range, it was not feaSLble to obtain



equal numbers of males and'femaies ﬁithin each of ‘the
three' conditions. Therefbre, it was decided £ohg$e statis-
tical metﬁods to evaiuate the effect of sex ¢n the results.
Since equal males and females were not used in each
condition, sex was not fakgn into.considerétion’when'the
asséssment schedules were determined for each group ;f
children.‘
In the third‘condition,_éach child was assessed by
both the male and femalg experimenters. Since the order
of assessment had to be counterbaiancéd, the following 
procedure was used. -The.twenty children were randomly
dividéé to form four grupé of five children,.Grbups‘One to
Four. The assessment tasks wére aamiﬁistered in the AR
or BA order described earlier. Thié_allowed the male-
experimenter to éssess Group One using the A group of.
task folloﬁé& by the female experimenter using the B
gfﬁup.qf-pasks. Gfou; wa”récéived ;he A tésks from the
female experimenter followedAby the B_group-édﬁinistered
by the male experimenter. Group Three was assessed by the
female experimenter using ﬁhe B;tasks,hfollowed b§ the -5
tasks given b§ the male experimenter. Group Four'similarlyi
received,the B tasks adﬁinistergd by the male experimenter
fﬁllowed by the A tgské givén:by”the-female‘éxperimenter,
The data from each of thé gréups éreaﬁed by fhé‘

counterbalancing schedules®was analyzed in order to
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. evaluate the results wnthnn each of the subgroups and to compare

them wnth the results of the other groups.

Statistica].Analysis

- . i "

- A number of statlstncal methods were used to analyze the o

data. They w1]l be descrtbed in the approxnmate order-in whach
they were performed. The purpose of each analys:s will a]so be
'presented. Most of the analyses were performed us:ng the
Statistical Ana]ys:s System (SAS) described by Barr, Goodntght

Sail, and Helwig (13976).

Heans, standa deviations, 'ﬁ’mum and maximum values,

b

:and ranges were ca culated for all of the vartables usung the
complete sample of 60 subjects.. The same analyses were per-‘
formed separately For the male and female groupe, each of which

_ were COm?rfsed thirty subjects. A third set of ana]yees
was obtained for each of the three groups of twenty_ehi?dren whfch
were created basedfdn the examiner(s) who'éathered.the data.-

Potential differences in tEe sets of scores created by o

'diriding-en the basis ef sex and e#aminer were evaluated by.

analysts ef'variance and manova analyses. In addition, signi- - =

ficant'effferences in the demographic coﬁpoeition of each groub
were evaluated by anaiysis of variance. ) |

The f:rst attempt to ‘evaluate the relataonshlps between
the full set of varlab]es was based on a correlation ana1y5|s. .

The matrix was used to‘determine which variables we?e significantly
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correlated with three verbal communication or criterion

variables. { It was also used to. help determnne if the varlab]es
were actuglly measuring what they were expected to measure. qu
example, -the correlations between the verbal scores weré}
examined. in ‘order-to see if theyfﬁere highly correlated.
'A.secoqd eValuatIgn of the relaeionship betweee the verbal
eommunication criierion variables and the remann:ng set of
elghteen pred:ctor variables was performed using a stepwise
regressionvanalysis. Two kinds of information were obtained for
each of the three criterion variab1es. The first was the best
predictive'model which coeld be‘constructed from amongithe
predictor set\pf va}IabIee. The second Eind‘oflinformation was
the amount of variance which could be accounted ?or by each of
:the,g@teihed Predict?ve models, as well as for the full set:
of predictor vae?gbles.

In order to further evaluate the relationships within the
predictor variables, factor analysis was ueed. 1t.was believed
that an examination of the resulting factor sﬁrucﬁures would
suppIement the 1nformat|on obtained from the regressson ana]ys:s-
Secondiy, it would also help to evaluate.whether the var:ables

were in fact measur:ng discrete areas of funct|oning as intended.

The full set of scores of the sixty subjects was used to

.produce the corre!atfgg matrix for the factor analysis.. The

principal axis method, followed by a varimax rotation, was used.

to obtain the initial results. In order to aid in the "interpreta-

tion of the results of the faetqr analysis, a hierarchical cluster

e
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ana]ysfé was used.' Aléo,.examihing the clusters of variables
would aid, in determining whether_variab}es which were intgnded
to measure certain abilities clustered togéther. \
'The second aﬁa]ysis was based on the principal axis method.
The obtained factors were examined for their poténtia] predictive
value. It was decided £o uge the first foqrteen in the SCORE
procedu;e of SAS. The technique multiplied the prqduced-factors
with the original data set. The obtainéd factor scores were
theﬁ examined to determine the contribu;ion made by each of the
predfctor variables»to each of the factors. The results of the
anaiysis were used jn three regr;ssion analyses based on the
_three verbal commﬁnicatidh criterion Qariables. ™~
Another analysis used to evaluate the reTaFionship Bgtween
the criterion ang predittor variables was a canonica],corre1ation;
The fhree verbal communicétiéﬁ;vafiab]es werékused as fhe
criterion variables, and Ehe_remaininé set of eighteen variables
comprised the set of.brédictor variables.
| In sﬁmmary, a number ©f analyses were used- for a variety of
phrpoées. After the descriptivé statistics were computed,
"the.resq]tslwere.evaluated for significant differences betwﬁen
. groups which would- affect the interpretation of further anatlyses.
Then,kan.agpempt.wés made to determine if the variables were
méa5uring:wh§f had bégn exbécted. "This was ¢one by examini&g'
the Fu]l_co'n:elation matrix and b;' evaluating the factor plots.

and factors produced by the factor analysis.
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3 A majﬁf focﬁs for the present study was to determine if
verbal commﬁnica;ion could be predicted with signifiéént
accuréc&. This was evaluated using regression analyses, canonical
cor;elation analysis, and the factor score analysis. Factor
'_ana]ysfs was also used to hélp understand the re]gtionships

within the set of predictor variables.
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i .  CHAPTER 11}

_ ' ResulTs
e

The results of the analfﬁesjdescribed-eaflier will be.
presénted.in this chapter. Due to.the variéty of,analysés,
the.reSUIts will be presen;ed ip three generé] sections. While '~
 some errlap will oceur, - the th}ee sections will be béseé upon
{a) a presentation of the descriptive statistics, including
information relevant to the iﬁp]icétiong_for further analyses,
(b) the results of the regression analyses, and (c),thé results
of the factor anaiyses.

A Pearson Product Moﬁent Correlation was compufed, based on a
samblé of 60 responses from ten verbal commun?cation protééols o
which were scored by a second person accordiﬁg to established
criteria. The obtained correlation was 0.987 whiéh wa; significant
at the p£.01 level ;f significance.

- (2) Descriptive Statistics: The‘méan, standard deviation, minimum
and maximum valués, and the range are presented .in Table 1 for
each of the variables, based on the ful]_samblé of 63 children..
Similaf information for the 30 male and 30 female chiidren is
presénted in Appendix D (i) and (ii). The same inférmation is_
also presented for each of fhe three groups of 20 children, as.
'.deffned’by the identity of the exéhiner(s), in Appendix D fiii), ‘

(iv), and (v).

102
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'Potentiélrdifferences between the groups of variables.
defined by sex and by .examiner were evaluated using an analysis of
variance. The only significant difference between the male and

female scores was on Block Design. The mean score for males was
. v,-? B -

-

11.133, while the(mean:score for females was 12.867.”‘When an
apa]ysis:of variance was performed for the three group; defined
bf-examiner,asign+%icant.dIFferencgs were founa for fdur variables:‘
verbal cgmmunication latency, decentration, v}sual roletaking,
and pobulérity. Thé mean scores for each aré presented in
Table 2. |

A third analysis of variance was used based on the verbal

scores obtained from the group of children assessed by both the

]
\"s.

S

male and female examiners. .;h‘pértiéuiar, the ordgr’of.the éaskg
on which the children had been asséssed, and-the éffect_o? SéTng
examfned by the two'examiﬁers in.a counterba}anceé design were
analyzed. No'significant effects were obtafned for éither
condition.‘IHowever; tHisrmay have bee& due in part -to the
small nuhbgrs of chiléreﬁ involved (n = 20).

A Pearsdn-Produét Moment correlation was computed usfng
the %u]l.get of variables and comﬁ]ete sample of 60 children.
The correlatiqn matrix is'presented in Table 3. As described
earlier, two kfnas of information were obtained from the matrix.
An examination ;f Table 3 shows the siénificant eorre]ations
bétweeq the pred}ctor variabigs. “Similarly, the sig;ificant

correlations are shown for the verbal communication or criterion

variables.

e
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For each of the” crlter:on variables,

for almost 10o'of the variance (R R? = 0. 099)

T et ey

prd

-y

-

A canonical correlation analysis was also used to obtain

additionalsinformation about the relationship between the three

¢riterion variables, and the eighteen predictor variables. The =~ °

results are presented in'Table 4. As indicated, only the first

variate was significant. " An examination of the correlation

coeffuarents revealed an, |nteres?|ng pattern of correlatlon

«coefftcnents between both the crxterton and predlctor varnab]es

and the canonica1 variables. The results are presented in Table

-

L3N

: : .
L - ¢

(i1) Regressnon Ana1y515 as ‘explained earlter a major focus

S e
-

of the present study was to obtaun :nformat1on about-the rela-

tionship between the verbai-communlcat:on criterion varlables

an

and the set of predlctop.varlables._ LT I

A stepwise regression anaIys:s was used to obtaxn two k:nds

- - . S~

of'informat[gn. First, the best predrctlve-model was determlned

-

-

baSed ‘on the sez of eighteen
gy —
predictors,

.

SecondIy, the amount of variance whtch could™be

—l\
accounted For by the full set of predictor varuables was : ™

LS ’ ‘\- -
calculated for each of the:criterion variables. .-

The first regression analysis was computed for the latency
of response criterion variable. The best predictor of

response Iatency was the. popular:ty varlable which accounted
The best pred:ctive -
modeiiwhich”c0u1d be constructed consisted of the following -

variables: popularity, cognitive roletaking, word knowledge, ‘;

A ey v ’
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. TABLE & i
- "Results &f the Canonical Correlation Analysis
Canonical ® ' Canonical  Chi-Square ~ df
Variates . Correlation (x2)
! i 0.733 ~ 78.193 - 54 -
2 . T O o8y w2k . 3 NS,
30T . omke . 10.619 16 - - N.s.
**p £.01 e
. Correlation Coefficients Between Each Canonical
‘Variable and the Criterion Variables =
{? Variate. VerbaliCommuﬁica- Mean length of . " Percentage of Ego-
tion (Latency of - Verbal Response centric Verbal :
-Response ) i _ ~ Communication
BE ‘-0.1l7 - 0.858 7 -0.952
2 0972 © 0 <0.050 © -0.031
© 3 - 0.207 . 0.512 -~ 0.304
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Frostlg visual perceptzon, and 5|mular=ttes and dlfferences

- (see Table_S). The model was able to acc0unt for- almost 32% B .
of the variance (R = Q.317), while the full set cf predictor .
Mvariables was’ able to account for about 463 of the

'variéﬁce-(Rz 0 461) ‘ |

The ‘second regress:on ;sed.the mean length of verbal response

Fof its criferion variable. . The best S(ngle pred:ctor of

verba]'respdﬁée ?Eﬁgfh‘wag the verbal fluency variable'(Rz =
:6.220). The best predictive modéfﬂ@és §6mpo§ed of the following
_ variables: vérbéf fluency, cogniti#e;ﬁerceptual ability, and

Y o |
Frostig visual perception (see Table 6). The model was able

e

to account for aImosth?%'of the variance (R2 =‘0{3§8)} wh?fe

the full set of predictor var?ableslﬁould account for.almost .

-

hS« of tﬁe variance (R = 0. QQB)
‘ The third regressnon analysrs used the estlmate of egocentrnc-'

'Ebntént as the crnteraon varlable - The best s1ng1e predlctor

arlable for the amount of egocentrlc content in a. verba]

rgsponse,was SOC1oe;onom:c status (R2 0 205) | in contrast
”théibeSt-predTéfive modeI;'compdséd of socioeconomic status,

verbal f]uency, and word knOWIedge (see Table "7) was able | ‘ l\;'
to ac50unt for a]most 36% of the var:ance (R 0;3575. - The

fuif set pf.predictbr‘vafxables was‘§b1e to account’ fbr almost

. 51% of the variance (R2 = o.sqS).
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) TABLE 5 .
S _ Best Predictive Hode? for Latency/o"ﬁ Response
o C L ~ on a Verbal Commumcat‘tQ*asPﬁ/ -

. ) - — - ~—~— - -
Variable’ ' S ss. . af F R2
Frostig Visual Perception BL.742 o L 42x --
SlmtTarlt:es & Differences . 53.168 - ] 3:63 --
Word Knowledge 71026 1 0 Lh.8ex -~

- . . ‘ . R

. - Cognitivé Roletaking . _120.806 1 - B.25wr --

. Popularity . ' 117.437 I 8 02  —=
Pest Hodel’ - _- . 5.02%% . 0.317
Full Valg-ia'bl.e Set . ‘ 1.97 "~ 0.402
SN _ o _ N

*p €.05
pE 0] g |
- - i ‘.. |
'a? o
LS



TABLE 6
Best Predictive Model for Length of. Response . T e

on a Verbal Communication Task

Variable: - R ss - df o F R

-

K

o

Forstigiﬂﬁsyal Perception 21.066 j-"T  .. 3.78s --
Cognitive-Perceptual Ability 45,973 1 B.26kk . -
Verbal Fluemey -~ = 40.40% 1. 7.2 o

Best Model A S 10.85%%  0.368. .
Full Variable Set =~ = o O 1.92 0.39 -

*p &.05
:‘.‘:'\'pi_o]

Ry

JLp———
-
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- " TABLE 7. .
Best Predictive Model for Percentage of Egocentric
Contént on a Verbal Communfbation Task
A
. . - ' : : . 2
Variable . . ‘ SS. df F R™
R e s : . . .
Socioecohomic Statps _ © 0410 f- 16,92** -
- Verbal Fluency SR f‘ 0.153 ‘17 4.09%* --
" Word Knowledge ' o Q.ILS 1 3.98% --
Best Model oo - ' 7,87 .297
'Full Variable Set .. - . - 181 0.3
-#p 4,05 | -
*#p £.0]1. .
>
e
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(ii1) Factor Analysis. [n the present study, factor analysis
was used to examine how various predictor variables were

clustered in order to (a) determine’ the best possible predictors

of the criterion variables, and (b) to determine more explicitly

whether groups of variables thought to héasure the same
ability actuéily groﬁbed togefheﬁ.

The éigenva]ﬁes aﬁd éumulanivé.proporfion of.qariance
accounted for are presented in Appéndix |. Factor one acgohnted
for'almogt 20% of the varfance. The Féétors are presented in
Tables 8 and 9} Four factors were retained by both the
principal axis and varimax analyses for examination. The

unrotated factor plot for factors one and two is presented

~in Figure 1. The results of the factor analyses without the
verbal communication scores are included in Appendix G for

‘comparison with 'the results just presented. A hierarchical

cluster analysis was used to help intgrpret the resu{ts of
tﬁé Faétd?‘analyses. The relevant cluster groups are
presented in Table 10. A two-dimensional factor plot was
produced and is presenéedVIn Figure 2. The-%uli hierarchical
cluster outpuﬁ is ptgsehted in Appendix H.

| A secondrset ofhfactor agslyses were conducted using

the principal axis method and a varimax rotation. The

purpose of this analysis was to generate as many factors

as possible which made a statistically significant contribution



6"

p  TABLE 8
Factor Analyéis with ¥erbal Commdhicatfon35cores: 5
1% _ ) Principal Axié So[gtion e
Variable Name Factor Factor Factor Factor .
- s 2 3 4
- .
Verbaf Commﬁnicatfon: ' -

- ' Mean Latency -0.194 0.213 -0.027 . 0.542x
Verbal Communication: Do
. Mean Length 0.728% - - 0.130 0.080 -0.127

Verbal Communication: | - o :
Egocentrism -0.715% . 0.010 0.075° ' 0.180.
Sex of Child ~0. 194 0.211 0.486%  0.381%
Age in Months i 0.292 ™ -0.596%  -0.413% 0.2kk
Socfoeconomic Status 0.502: 0.204 -0.039 -0.299
Nonverbal Ability 0.101  -0.34h%  0.256  -0.1kA
Nonverbal Intelligence 0.363% 0334 0.485% -0. 141
Frostig Visual Perception 0.5408% 0. 474 0.335% =~ 0.043
Similarities & Differences 0.501% 0.285 ~0.204 0.126
Biock Design o 0.081 0.557%  0.138  -0.087
Cognitive Perceptual Task 0.655%  0.163  -0.140 0.230
".Matching Fggurés Latency 0M73%  -0.426% 0.371% 0.114
* Matching Figures Errors  -0.050 0.174 -0.262 -0.034
Verbal Fluency 0.705% -0.244 .0.083 0.021
Word Knowledge 0.588%  -0.127 -0.261 0.400%
Decentration Ability 0.284 0.15¢ -0.539%  -0.238
Visual Roletaking 0.054 .600%  -0.503% 0.060
Cognitive Roletaking. & -0.287 2191 -0.040 056k
Affective Roletaking 0.469% -0.038 0.099 0.494=
Popularity ‘ 0.479%  -0.10S 0.198 0.021
$5Q ‘ ©4o13h 2.073 1.819 1.553
Portion 0.197 © 0.099 0.087 0.074
Cumulative Portion . 0.197 0.296 0.382 0.456
*ﬁesignétes factor loadings 2 (+) 0.300. £§
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TABLE 9
Facfof‘Analys?s With Verbal Communication Scores:
Varjméx Solution
\Variablé Name Factor 'Factor ?actor Factor
1 2 3 4

Verbal Communication: . .

Mean Latency 0.037 0.002 0.157 .. 0.593=
Verbal Communication:

‘ Mean Length 0.601% 0.301% -0.031 -0.341%
Verbal Communication:

i Egocentrism -0.589% -0.110 -0.002 0.437*
Sex of Child -0.087 0.348%  -0.244 - 0.53kx
Age in Months 0.421= -0.694%  -0.084  -0.069
Socioeconomic Statué- 0.3h0* 0.279 O.IZSEE -0.416x
Nonverbal Ability o:pil -0.058  -0.418%  -0.130
Nonverbal Inteiligence 6.212 | 0.636% -0.188 -0.116
Frostig Visual Perception 0.341% 0.622%  0.008 0.035
Similarities & Differences . 0.524% - 0.156 0.297  -0.049
Block Design 0.006 0.555% - 02181, 0.027
Cognitive Perceptual_TasR l 0.701% 0.110 0.156 -0.025"
Matching Figures Latency 0.441%"  -0.035  -0.593% -0.092
Hatching Figures Errors -0.032 --0.629 Q;317¥ -0.022
Verbal Fluency 0.645%  -0.012° -0.270  -0.2®
Word Knowledge 0.727%  --0.227 068 " 0.077°
Decentration Ability 0.224 -0. 114 0.496%  -0.377%
Visual Roletaking .0.120;1 0.146 .761= '0.066
Cognitive Roletaking ~0.037 3. -0.043 0.159 0.640%*
Affective Roletaking 0.612% 0.017  -0.147,  0.280
Popularity 0.424%  0.118  -0.258°  -~0.145
$5Q 3.698 2.026 1.933 1.932

~* Designates factor loadings } (+ - ) 0.300.

PRI ST L IO
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LT B R " -TABLE 10 -
Cluster Chart of Relevant Hiérarchical Ciusterings
. Variables ) o : Clusters: 16 13 12

L fr oaeaie

) 1 ' Sex of Child ] o

6 Egocentric Verbsd: Conten:

- 19 . Cognitive RoIc%aking

14 HMatehing Figures - Errors

16 Visual Roletaking - -

Ly Vcrballes. Latency .

5  Verbal Res. lLeng:ih T h T T Ty T Th—
17  Decentration Ability .

21 Popularicy = Social Dcvclopmcp:

13 'Hatching Figures = ‘Latency :

11 Slock Design ' ’ o -
15 \:[_erB‘al Fluency ]
20 A??c;:ivc Roletaking .

7 Nonverbnl Communication .. ;J

g Frostig Visual Perception -

10 Similarities = Differences

16 Word Knewledge ““
12_' Cognitive Perception ' < & _

2 - Age=ef Child ;

3 Socioeconomic Status
§

Nonverbal Intelligence

It

<

Lines Ratio's and Proxemity Levels for the.

Four Ciuster Levels Presented

Clester Level ] Lines Ratio - . Progimicy
: Levgi
16 } 1,000 537.000
13 . L ' 0.833 ‘ 1615.00¢C
2 0.686 - 1222.000
§ : L 0.483 . 2475.000
A -
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to the predlctlon of verbai communlcatzon performance. It was
dec:ded after examining all of the potentna] factors, to establish
a minimum engenvalue value of hOO For acceptance in the -
factor pool This resulted in 14 factors be:ng retalned
Sance these Factors were generated for the purposes of
Further analyses, no attempt was made to 1abe1 or |nterpret

what each represented at thls pount in the ana]ysns

The factors were used in the SCORE procedure af SAS

~ which mult|p11ed the set of Factors with the set of original

data scores. The resulting data set is presented in Appendlx F.

i

Th:s ana1y515 was used in order to examine the contrlbutlon

= -

made by each variable in the’ or:g:na1 data to each of the

factors obtanned in the Factor ana1ys;s._u“

_ The ana]yses wh:ch were computed lng the new values

- .-

generated by the SCDRE procedure were a serues of three

‘stepwlse régressions. The generated predictor var:ables

_were used in an attempt to further evaluate the effect of

.o

each on the three verbal communacatton scores. The flrst

ana1y51$ used the mean ]atency of verbal response scores

. as the-criterion variable. The best 5|ngle predlctor variable

' of verbal response latency was Factor 12 (F = 9.91, F)S.OI).

However, w:th the addlt:on of Factors 6 (F = 3.69, p-\ 05)
and 7 (F = 3.77, p%£.05), the prednctlve value of the mode]
was Increased from RS = 0.135 to Rg = 0.237. Therefore,_the '

three sets of factor scores were able to account for ‘about 23 1/2%

-

Y
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of‘the variance in the mean-latency scores of the Verba]

‘communtcatton task The varlables wh:ch loaded hlghly on

- of the verba] response scores as the dependent variab]e.

Factor 12 |ncluded soc1oec0nomlc status, Visua] ab:lnty
variab]es, and variables related to cognitive F]eglbn]rty’

and nonverbal reason:ng An'Examination of - the other tyo

.

factors revealed fewer, but essenttally szm:lar loadings

A

except for a moderate load:ng for popu]arlty on Factor 6.

The’ second regressnon analysus used the_ mean length»f

contrast to the results of the first regressxon onﬁy one

“In

of -the generated factors was Found to meet the m:nlmum leve]

-

of s:gnnfxcance (p £.05) needed for acceptance as .a predtctor

f
variable. Factor 1 was the on1y sxgnnfncant varlable (F=
\/

126.38, p-_.Ol). lt was able to account for about 31q

the varlance in the length of verbal response scores

(R —”0 313) The thlrd stepwise regre551on ana]ySLs used

the percentage of egocentr:c verba1 response scores as the

dependent variable. Gnce_again the only generated varnable

-

to be retained inghe analysis was Factor b (F

23 35, p£.01).

"The composition of ‘factor onetwas'primar11y_made up of

age, ‘socioeconomic status; popularity, visual perception tasks,

and the Ianggage rasks. The majot set of"variab1e§lwhich

- .appeared refatively un important were those concerned with

decentration and roletaking ability. These tesults yifi be

discussed in detail in the nexqéchaptere

S ¥

-
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CHAPTER 1V .

DISCUSSION

P

" The purpose of the present study was to evaluate whether -

resﬁltsland concjesions'based to a largeuexfent onrtné_verbal
CER commgnicat#dn berFormance of older childrendwere app1ieeb1e:to_
preschool ehildren There has been some discrepancy'between‘ -t;’ 7
the hypo;nesrzed abllatles of voun; chtldren to successfully 0

-

perFOrm verbal tasks™ GE]ave]l et.al. 1968 Glucksberg £

“

'Kréuse 1967 Krauss & GIucksberQ, 1970: Rosenberg & Cohen,

1964; 1966; Rosenberg, 1972) and what has been reported when

different aspects of the verbal task-are mannpulated ‘such as

alter:ng particular. aspects of the task (Hugg:ns 8 Aksr 1975{

.Maratsos, 1973), and varying the kinds of feedback which the SRR ;.'
chlld FECGIVES (F;shbeln s Osborne 1871 ; Peterson,‘et al. |

- ]972; Waterman & 0rr,']978). The present study |ncluded the

major variables which might contribute’ to any potﬁhtlal variation -

{r

and evaluated which ef_the‘var?ables were most ?nportant in
2 ' ' S S
the development of effective verbal cémmunication of preschool -

>

g : chlldren. L ) . - .
. . %
lt was apparent that not al] of the variables, or processes,

were equally-lmportant for effective verbal communication.

However, there was also some variation-in the variables which

were: related to d:rferent aspects of the verbal response In

123
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particular there was a.qpafitative difference~betweeh those

-

'-‘_varlables found to be :mportant -for the Iength or quantity, - j" .

. C ‘a‘.'
of the ‘verbal response, ‘and those found to be’ |mportant for o jzi

-

the ﬁ%ount of egocentrrc content..or quallty; of.the verba]>
response. The qualttat:ve or egocentrxc content measure, appeared"

to ‘rely more extens:vely on verbal ab:lnty alone whlle the

" length of the response, or the quantitativé messure. relued to a -
greater'exfent on both-verbal_abil{ty énd visual perception. These,

results were evndent both in the best s:ngle predictor obtained

for each of the measures, ard also in the constructson of the .

best composgte pred:c;:ye model for each measure. The sxgnuf;caﬁce
of these d?fferenEEs.will‘be”discussed.in more detaif_below. . S
'V{n contrast to the two verEa}Iy-eased ﬁeasures, the Tatency -
of the response measure'appeared to be:more‘50cia1fy based. The,'
best 5|ngle predueéor of verbal response latency was the popuIarnty-
sotia]_ab?lity variable described earlier, wh|1e the best predic-
eive model was composed of a variety'bﬁ.varnables which |
represented'severel different abilities aﬁd proceeSes. Theee
_incleded‘visua]fspat[a1‘skiils, visual perceptual abilities, -
verbai'éeflixy. qnd the abilf{y to decenter'in addition to the
Qariable mentioned above. Such a composition isecqggruent wirh
the aspects of‘the task whfch are represented by the ]ateneye'.
heasure; However, it is clearly_not an appropriate measure of 5;
* verbal commun:catlon abnl:ty,'as the analyses clearly |nd|cated
Sefore cons;der:ng the qualltat:ve quantitatlve dlfFerences
pne-further’asPect of the 1atency score deserves to Be noted;

. £ '
Despite being a latency score also, the Matching Familiar Figures
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(M F F ) latency scoce was not s:gntflcantly correlated wrth

e 7 ) "the:verbal response score. ThlS ]S probab!e due to the d:fference _'

“:n‘task-demands. The MiF.F. latency score ‘is :nfluenced by '

the~t|me'used by the child for comparatlve actlvnty and VI9uat

-~

;d:scr:m:natlon and the thoroughness of the chrld perfoﬁmxng

the ta;:\xﬂwn comparnson the verbal task used :n the present'
-study dld not demand such-processes in order to prov:de an
'approprlate.response. ‘Since it was a quantltatlve rather than
a qual}tative task, the ‘child’ coeld‘etart to respond as soon as
. some aspécpﬁofdthe:stimufus*wasfab}e-to.be'intef?retediderbalIy.
Future studies. in thie;anea of research would do wéiﬁ to inelude -
l‘boﬁh“qdalftative and'quant{tatIVE'taSks;_pE at_least'be aple’fo'
-:.i”;:q"obtain a'neasﬁre of eacn'?rem the task chosen |
Thegdtfferences between the quantltatlve and the qualltatlve
_verbal scores may. help to explaln some of the varuat:on in
'A:he llterature on yerba] performancef l;“seems likely that if
the.ar{mar9 reduifeﬁent‘qf'a_;ask is seen.as being able to previde‘
Aaiqdantita;ive reaﬁonse, ot.a large amount df.?nformation-;;::E
-a:stimu]da;_then'eée cnifg-is gbfné td'feiy.to a:greater'extene..
'on_Verbal_and_vfsdaf,aeflifies-to fleilI‘tneftask'denands. o
‘nATso,ias was sugéested abpve,‘lf the pr:mary requ:rement of
V;He taek~appears_td Be fer informatdon there wou]d seem to be.
liftle need for tne-ehfidﬁto.dbnpare er'carefully se?ect‘the
‘}nfenmation—to be transmitﬁed.' Failure eO‘suceeed'ae thehéask
.mighp thefefo}e be due to a wide Variety of‘procesaes, of which’

verbal'ability-and visual perception are only twq\alternativEs.



Such tasks woold se

- conducted by Glucksberg, et al. (1966) Glucksberg and.Kradss "

o and Naterman (19793.

'“‘very dtfferent krnds of processes wouId -seem to be requxred

“The tasks used by Asher and Oden (1976); Asher'and Parke (1976);

. ' ‘ .
- that the kinds of conclusions which could be derived from the

R . L e g : .
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to be s:muiar to those used in studnes

(1967} Krauss and Glucksberg_(1969);;Uatenman anduorr.(f978),-

’ -ln_contrast;.if the task'réquires a qua]itat?ve response,

: then the Speaker wou]d have to rely on - dtfferent, and probably

L. = -

more h:ghly developed, abI]ItIeS.: For example; 1F the-task.

"requ1res the speaker to compare varuous words or other :nformatuon

and to chose the most approprlate vartate as a response, then

Cohen and_KIeun'flsss), Rosenberg and Cohen (196{' fsééj,.and-

~ Whitehurst and Sonnenschein-(]978) were alI of the compar1son

RO

type. It seems Ilkely that success .on such tasks is dependent B

upon 3 vartety oF rather well developed ab:lrtles. For example

tasks of the comparlson type would seem to requure the use of ._

memoryx cognitive manupulatson, comparattve processes, soctial

:‘knowledge 'general Inforﬁatfon d:scrtmrnatlon abz]:ty, and

]anguage for 5uccessfu] performance Those fam;I:ar with the .

structure-of 1nteTlugence tests will recognlze these processes

LI

" as belng essentna] e]ements in the assessment of |ntell|gence

Pf the.conc]us:ons outlined above‘are true, then any N

-

conclusions. drawn from research based upon a particular kind of

T e e e O T T T ey ey

.l’{",‘

R & . - . ) SN ) . _..i

task would have to be made with extreme care. It seems likely

use of each type of_ task would vary.wideiy. fhe-resolting

- ——

apparent dlscrepancy would be. partxcu]arly confusing since both -



. the kind of processes found to be |nvolved in verbal performance

"are to some extent dependent upon the partrcular aspect of

L TS L S SN Y
- " : ‘

A~ .

sets of results would be valid within the context in which they .

.were obtained.. In contrast, the usefulness of using response -

latency as a measure of verbal performance was nat supported

'by_any of the results presented earlier. It wgg.Found to be

‘distinctly.different from the other two verbal measures dis-

cussed above, and was con5|stent1y assocxated with social maturity

rather than verbal performance.

The resuits discussed\ above support the hypothesis that

verbal communica{iSEJ?;\BaSed on a number of different processes

(Bearison & Cassell, 1975: Higgins, 1977+ 1978; 1980: HolIOS‘ef’-
Cowan, 1973: Pfche) et al. 1975; Rubin,,?&iBi Waterman & Orr.

1978; waterman. 1879) . However, the re5u]ts also suggest that

)

verba]-communlcatlon be:ng :nves;ugened,_and the kﬁhd of task:.
used in.thekinvestigatjon. -

A secoﬁd censi@erat}on within ehe study was the reietfyé
importénee of the different variables whicp were included.%eng -
evaluation, As-the discuseion above suggests. not all of ther
variables were equally . important. This cenc]u;ion ts similar
to that-reeortea by Hfggins (1577) and Rubiél(]973)- While.

there are some similarities between the three evaluation

studies, there are also some differences which make each unique.

The results of the prefent evé]uation resulted in questions

being raised about the gmpértance of several variables or

processes for preschood children's verbal performance.

/
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It was found ehet the differeet_rb]etekieg[deceneratien o
and the impulsivity—reFPectivjty meaSUres‘had Ii;t]e-or no
, reletiongh{p with. the Qerbal performaece‘of the preschool
cHiIdren. whale these resuTts are necessar:]y specuf:c to
the’ task u;ed in the study, a number oF hypotheses seem worehee'
while consnder:ng. it maysee thattthe children in the presehr
study were not able to use theserkunds of - abllltJeS or "'

‘processes in the verbal task s:tuatlon. However, such an expfana-'
tion is noe consnstent wn;h‘whatﬂue known  about the ability-or
preschool children in eech of tbese.areas. %hereFore, apother
.expianatiqnfyould.eppearitb be-needed ' ]

-1t ié'pogsfele as was suggested above that the eask .
Aemands were such that_ the partlcuiar processes represented by |,
these‘var«ables were not perceived by. the Chl]dTEﬂ as being

- necessary. The' ch:idrenhmay have perceuved the task as
requiring them to prdvide as much ‘information as possible, as
quick1y as pdsé%BIe. Such a'sty1e of response would be primarily
dependent upon a feature ant%ys:s of the stimuli (Hngglns &

Akst 1975) . rather than a careful compar:son_and eva]uatlon of

-

the hosi apbropiate answer (Roscnberq 1979) It would also

appear ‘to be related to’ the dnfferentratlon made by ngguns

(1980) between socuel category . know]edge and know]edge derived

from roTe-tak:ng activities. The task used seems to make more
Vdemand'on social or shared knowiedge than :t does on specific
"information obtained from being able to take_the other's perspective.

The Fact that the task did not reguire specific information in_
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order to be successfully completed also helps to expla:n the

I

Iack of 5|gn1f|cance of the 1mpuls:V|ty ref]ectxv:ty Iatency

and error measures. which-would seem to be releted to comparatyue 

;’act?vities. Thé-]ack of significance of the impulsivity-

reflectivity latency measure is also consistent with that

repcrted by ﬁfggin§ (1977). %

A third explanatlon derived from the theoret:cal formulatlons

of Shatz (1977), may also be worth con5|der|ng Shatz attempted

to explain various aspects of children' s .communication performance

N

within 2 developmental framework. In particular, she used

 the concepts of Ilm:ted lnformat:on gﬁqcess:ng capacity and

g
variations - in work]oad values to help explatn variations in

L ek

performance. g
Shatz argued that whxle therexns no difference in the
Tnférmat[cn proc2551ng capacity of chlldren and adults,'there e
are significant differences :n the technlques whach each has
at thexr drsposal for fulfilling the task demands She atgued_‘
that when a particular technnque has a hngh work]oad'value
aégociated with it, or is unfamiliar to the child andrthé}e—
fore requirés a_]ot of energy to use, other.éspects of ﬁhe
task will suffer. Therefore, it couia-Ee argued that in
the present‘stUdy, fhe necessity of providing:a verbal .response
to the stiﬁu]us pict;res was.tco demanding to allow other
relevant abilities to Ee used, such as roletéking/deceﬁtration
skills or more.ref]e;tive'strategies of response,
A second aspect &F‘the position advanced by Shatz (1977)

suggests that as.children become more familiar with using a

N



’ study, the, preschoot chffdreh-fulfilled the primary demand

'abllutles may have been more s:gnnflcant in the resu!ts
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variety of techniques to solve a task, they become capable of
using a wider'variety and combination of techniques. This Js
suggestive of a maturational component which includes the

concepts of famllnarnty and competence in the ab:]:txes whsch

are required. Evidence was fOund in the present to support

o :

a general maturity componeh%~in addition.to both socnal develop-
O

ment and cognntnve f1ex1bll|ty, all of which would seem to be

compatible with Shatz' pOSltlon. This will be dx5cussed in more

detail below. The explanat:on of the present results, based

on Shatz! theory, would appear to be that ‘the older child not:

'oniy_has more technaques avau]ab]e in order to solve a partxcular

task, but also has.an increased auareness and ability to use a

combination of such skri]s to fulfil] a_greater”proportﬁon of

the task demands. ‘1n-eontrast the.;ounger child must exert

a comparable ]evei of, energy.ln order to meet the minimum task -

demands. Wh;le the younger child can fulfnll simple task déﬁgnds i--- s

-

such as prOV1d1no bas:c lnformatlon about a st:mu]us he is

- unable to Fuiflll more comp]ex denands such as those requiring

-

_comparatlve processes: Therefore, It may be that in the present -

of prov:d:ng |n.ormatxon at the expense of other developtng

"abnlrtnes, such as providing more specific dufferent:atnng

responses. If the,task demand had. been to take the other

person 's perspectlve or if the task had been simpler; such

o -

The maturatnonai,component ment:oned.above_yas evtdent‘
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when the full group of variables was analyzed to determine

their structure and how they would cluster together. B

U
. . - ]

- maturational component was evident in each of the four factors
. @ : - !

as well as the'results of the cluster analysis. Also.
qualitative djfferences were found between the maturational

components of the different factors.

. -

The first Factor reFlected a SOCtal development component.

In contrast —factor two was found to include a general matura-

,.-

PR .tional component WIth strong load:ngs on a varlety of varuables

related to development Factors three and four a]so contained

s:malar maturatnonai components, but there was a subt]e dlfference
. o between them. On factor three,%maturatlon appeared to be more

re]ated to cogaTtive style. This seemed to be related! to styles
‘ ’ - 0 "/
of respomse - ‘To particular situations.: In contrast, the matura-

tIonéi;tneme of factor four was one of Cognitive flexibility.
- ~Despite the vartety of maturational :hemES, there was little

doubt that maturdtion was a component in each of the factors

and was also evident in the results of the cluster analysis.
The significance of maturity is not only c0nsisteht_withf$hatz'
theory, "but Isia!eo consistent with %pe genera) fmprovement

in verbal communication found in older age gréups which are used

-

in verbal communication studies.

Another consideration of the present study was the evalua-

tion of various tasks used to assess the same variable. For

example, the differences between the'two measures of language

ab:]rty are apparent from the previous discussions of their

BEERAE

UE

as

O
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variables. The independent cognitive measure was found to

] 132
- relationship with the verbal scores. "Similar differenges T -
' ST e B - -
were found between the visual percept¥on tasks. The best R

tasks appéargg to be those which were relatively simple and”

had very little language or motor involvement. The least

useful visual ability tasks were those in which low scoées_
couid be attrquted to either a ltack of stual ability, poor
verbal comprehension of the taﬁk éxplanation, lack of understanding
of the concepts required, or poor fine-motor abi]ity.

" Despite an expected relationsﬁip between the various roIetakiFg/ .
deéentratioh'measures, they were found to be relatively indepen- “

dent of each other. Similarly, the measure of nonverbal

communication wa§)found to be unrelated to the rest of the

~

T

’

include a streong verbal component and a lesser visual component.

‘Therefore, while it alligned with these two processes, iT was

not able to be used for comparison as an independent variable.
One other aspect of the'study ‘is worthwhile considering.
425 ’

In spite of the@ifficulties within the study itself, é large

number of variables were evaluated for their role in effective’

communication performance. Despite this, only about half of

“the available variation in verbal performance could be explained.

Tow

This would seem to suggest that there may be other variables

or processes which are important in the development of verbal
N . ‘ 7
communication which have not yet been identified.

.
fing-1
LG

-
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Given the age of the children in the present study, the
sources of such prcesses would apbear to be limited. The

two, most logical sources to evaluate would seem to be the

1influehcq of the family and of the peer group. Since all.of

the children -in the present study -had attended a nursery school -

for -a reasonable. length of time, it seeﬁs reasonable to ﬁdnsider
that ié the present study, peer group influence was to sbme
ex&gnt.équalized. This does not mean that variables associatéd
P - . .
with the peer group could not still be significant, such as

the number of péers with whom the child has interacted, or the3

length of time the child. has interacted with other children.

However, it is suggested that family chardcteristics and expecta-

tions may. make a more significant contribution to’the child's -

early verbal communication performance than had bheen believed.

&

The number of variables which could be significant within
tﬁe'famijg strpcture are virtually endleﬁs. hThey ébuld include
such diversé-aEpeéts as gﬁe social cfass of the family, whfch
has been showa to s}gnif;cantiy affgéﬁ language devélopment
(Barnéte{n, iSGd; Deu{seh, 1965;-Higgins,_1976). the amount of
];nguage ﬁsed Sy the pareﬁtﬁ, and fhé.emopignél securit? ofl
the chi]d;' Uhileithe possibilities age.seéming1§ eﬁdiess; the
signifidént detecta?!e variables may Sé_re}ativeﬁy easy to

determine on the basis of careful family observation, and the
literaturg which is available™on family processes. There may

well be some optimum.conditions within a .family structure which

-

H
!
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allow a chn]d to develop more effectnve verbal sk:!is. At.
this point in tnme, however whether such cond:txoes e*:st
”and what they m:ght be, is not vyet known.
| A number of’ hypotheS|s have been cons:dered and several
specu]atnons advanced about the necessary cond:tuons for the
deve]opment of effectrve verbal communication. While a greaf
deal of research is avai]able, there does seem to be a laék .
of cbseéyational and naturalistic studies which eOUI&_se?ve
as a comearisdn to the results of more exeerimental manipulati . _
Secondly, there would seem to be evidence'tgasuggestnthat extrjgz(:::j\

care'must be given to the choice of tasks to assess various

processes, and that the results must be assessed with extreme

1
Xy

caution in order to avoid erroneous conclusions upon which future

research would be'baeedu

e
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. APPENDTX A

(i) Letter'sent_to parents* by the experimenter.

(11) Questlonnaife used to gather 1nformatlon
from parents. -

9
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Dear Parént(s): , < 2
. i - el . -

I am writing in -order to reguest vour pe
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WINDSOR, ‘ONTARIO_ NSB 3P4
- TELEPHONE: AREA CODE 519

el 2534232 o
ly 16,-1979
- Ty /;'_- ’ . —-.«-

rmission for vour

child to take part in a research project which I am conducting

for my Doctorate dedree in Psychology. . The n
-granted me permission to approach vou, and to
with your permission, during nursery school h
project itself is being conducted under the s

chairperson of my committee, M. E. Bunt; ‘Ph.D:

-of Windsor. - .
The research project is concerned with h
.communjcate effectively. The research which
suggests that there is more involved than sim
skills such as an adequate vocabulary.. .The m
research is to determine if the factors found
‘effective communication in older children, ar
younger children: That is why I am only usin
above 4.0 vears of age and less than 5.4 vear

It ‘has been found that most children enj

' such research projects because of the attenti

the -praise which is given throughout the. asse
addition, each child who takes part will be g
as a reward for participating din the project.

ursery has kindly
assess your child.
ours. The research
upervision.of the .

.» of the University’

ow’'children learn td
has been ‘done to date
ply adequate language
ajor purpose of my -
'to be important for
e also important in

g children who are

s . of age. -

oy taking part in
on they receivé and
ssment periods. In
iven a small prize
While there are a

‘number of tasks to be performed, they will be administered in

several short sessions over a“two- or three-4

If you have any gquestions or congcerns ab
please contact me at either the .Department of

ay period.

out the research, -
Psychology, 253-4232

Ext. 144 or at the Child's Place, 966-2211 (Monday through

Wednesday). Thank you for your cooperation.
you receive a summary ofxthe research results
available, thirough the Nursery. -

In order to indicate your approval, please complete and:

éign the attached form.

Si

-
b

"I will ensure that
» when they are

ncerely,

S UNIVERSITY OF WINDSOR -

A

. e

b

. -
r

1)

Larry W. Watermang“M:A.:

PN
o

Lod ot} ’

Miriam E. Bunt, Ph.D.

-~
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for my- son/damghter

%,

-,

¢

R PR | o e
I". : L 2
(Please prlnt your name)”

Pl

_ o . ,:to"take_part in the e
3 " {Please print name)™

“research projcct being-conducted?by*Larry‘Watefman &s. described in

.ihe aécompanyhné‘letter..' . _ - LA

Lo

Date:f- 3 e -~ o (Signed) T

*~ , hereby give my permission’

The followiné questiomns are related to background and current

~information about your child which may be related to effective.
- language development. All information will be treated as strictly:

contidential. After it has been-coded the 1nformatlon ulllgbe w
.des:;oyeﬁ. . ¥ _— : . '

4.

Thank .you for your‘coopeiation. . .

. {Pl:ase circLe-the corfect‘answer or £iil in the blanks'where'neeeSSary};

1._,.
5 2‘ -
A3

False

Engllsh is the main’ language spoken in the ‘hore.  True -

There is no secon d language socken in the home. True - False

The family has Been in Windsor for the past yearl True’ FaiSe‘
My chlld has* attended this nurse“y for ‘he past laf .

four months. = _ - True False
.My child has not‘bxperlenced the®loss of some- . _

one close within the "past four months. = S Tree .False

My child ‘has not experlenced the loss of a o

favourlte pet w1th1n the past nonth. ; True - False

The . amlly has not experlenced any major change “
,.ln the pasu year as a resul: of ‘a loss, divorce,

senaratlon, rewarrlage, etc. . % . " True’ False

. The famlly, as lu now exlsbsc con51sts of the ;ollcwlng nem.e's-

Father: . S R -
s TTage ] . . accupatlion . education
thtﬁef: . : -
age - ‘ occupation ' education

-
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fBrthéf§ ”'_" 1 e f‘?:Sistéfs

CEamey e (age” U0 T (wamel L (age) o -

- ‘_;'% . .“ : ‘ o o “|
< ~ o B
‘ - c = . .
L. - .ot .. - . - o
To9. Other people'li#ing with the family includei ‘ T T
‘ Adults ) _ i Children _ . _
' (Relationship)  (Age) - (Sex) . - (Relationship) (Age)_  (Sex)

- ®F lease return this form as soon as it is compléte}'to the
Narsery School. Thank you. - . -2 -
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APPENDIX B -(\i) x

i' Name of -Task: Verbal Communrcatron Task R L.
JSource. The task used rn,the ‘present study was adapted from S
the method descrrbed by Glucksberg, Krauss ‘and- We;sberg N f

(1966) The ‘construction.of the strmulus frgures used ln
. the task was rnfluenced by a study by Grushcow-and Gauthler
(e71). - L -
: Descrrptron of Orrgrnal Task.‘ The basrc task paradrgm was
adgpted from the work of Maclay and Newman (1960) while the
\orrglnal task materrals were developed by Krauss, et al. .
(1964). The chlldren were seated at a table, one on each

side, and were visually separated by a screen, which divided \'
the table,r The speaker had to try to describe a partrCular\
‘-ftask figure so that it could be correctly chosen by the
- listener from.srn possibple alternatives. The.frgures.used
initially were.conple\, abstraot and had low codability
ratings on a scale developed by Brown and TLenneberg (1954) _
The reﬁerent flgures were- presented in a "Stack—the—Blocks“
‘game format. Each figure was printed on four sides of a '
;wooden block ‘which was drspensed One at a trme to the
speaker. - After the speaker described the frgure, the block - -
was stacked on a wooden cylrnder. The listener attempted -
to stack the’ blocks, which were randomly displayed on the
,table, in the same order as those of the speaker, usrng < //,;
the . descrlptlons provided by the speaker. The children {’
- wWere usually pretested and taught how fo play the game
© -using anrmal frgures. A posttest could be conducted -using
Ehese figures to ensure that performance was not due to the
~~ children forgettrng how to plav the game. Drfferent‘varra—
bles were able to be manipulated within thlS framework and
,the obtained referential’ descrrptlons could be analvzed
‘ for linquistic features. .
' The "Stack—the~Blocks" paradigm was developed in order
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- to study four maln aspects of’ referentlal communlcatlon.
.(11 the'verbgi message generated by the speaker, (11) the
discriminative response made by the listener, (iidi) varlous
types of verbal feedback and, (iv) modlflcat;ons of- the

- original description by the speaker. It has been wxde&y
used for these purposes and most, referentlal research
1nvolv1ng chlldren has been based.on. this paradigm or a:
sllghtlv modrfled version usually 1nvolv1ng the wav the
referents were presented to the speaker.7

Description of Revrsed Task:.

The revised verbal communlcatlon task was constructed
by Waterman (1976). The revision consisted prxmarllv of - the
construction of new stimulus. flgures which were stronglv
‘influenced by the figures uséa by Grushcow.and Gauth;er
(1971).  The purpose in constructlng the revised flgures
was to creéate figures which were structurally abstract and
comole\, but’ whlch were more easily encoded.” ~This was
accomplished bv using a stimulus format which was more
familiar to children. By using ‘an animal-like etlmulus, rt
was felt that the same demands were belng plaéed upon each
child ln terms of the figures® alfflculty to encode. The -
dlfference would be that the children would be able to
relate the flgures more edsily to information’ whlch was
more closely relatea to therr chlldhood experlences. By
doing this, it was felt that the 1ssue of low versus.high
encodabllrtv could be avoided without detractlng Lrom -
obtalnrng an estlmate of each Chlld s ability to verballv
communicate effectlvelv E o

‘The six animal-like figures were composed of six
animal-parts derived from the drawings of six different
animals. The animals were'randomly chosen from ameng a
set of fourteen'used by Grushcow and Gauthier (1971). ' Three
of the animals were from their set of familiar animals
(bear, camei and elephant) and three were from their set of~. .

‘ L
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unfamlllar anlmals (anteater, aardvark and - armadrllo) Each
. animal- .Was then alvrded.rnto srx parts (gead tall, front
legs, back legs, back and stggach}. The six ‘animal parts
were d;v;ded so; that the& corgesponded 'to six ‘similax
‘lelSlOns ;of . tﬁe abstract figures (left, mlddle and right
top parts and left, middle, a ight bottom parts}. One
section from.each of the six animals was then randomly _
combined to: form one of the six experlmental animal frgures.
‘The experlmental flgures were constructed so that onlv one
part of each.anrmal was used in each of the composite animals.
The resulting figures were therefore composed of six
dlfferent.@namal parts. They were complex (composed‘of"
many parts) and abstract (not real or concreke anrmals)
but were more easily codable s;nce thev contarned famlllar
anrmal features such as a head, tail, etc. . e
.The resultrng task rlgu;hs consisted of a pretest
danlmal flgure and six animal-~ llke flgures. Each of the .
-sevenaflgures.was drawn in black ink on whlte, unlined
13 x ié cm. cards. . Each card was enclosed in clear .
plastﬂc in order to protect 'it. The pretest figure and two

of the stimulus flgures are provrded at. the end of this section.

Materrals-f 1 pretest and six task stimulus frgures, a RN
'ony TC 252 tape recorder, a stopwatch, and the partrtlon
to divide the table between ‘the two partrcrpants in the task

"Dlrectlons. " Each Chlld was assessed 1nd1v1dually and all

. yverbal communlcatrons were recorded throughout the assess~

ment. The latency perroa gas recorded between the time when-
each stimulus flgure was presented and the time when the
child began to give a wverbal response to the figure. Both
the mean verbal communication score and the mean latency
'.score for each child -were used wrth;n the analyszs. In

addition, a ratio score was obtarned based upon each of the_:y .

- -mean scores descrrbed above.

e 5
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Th:oughoub the verbal communlcatlon assessment,. the
child.was seated at a table with the examiner.  The table
. was divided bv a partition which contalned an openlng
- (11.5 x.16.5 cm)- through which the referentlal stimulus
materials were presented. A, second round hole (2 5 cm in
-diameter) contained -a microphone In.order to record the

child's respohses. Upon. enterlng the room, the chlld was
. | glven the- follow1ng lnstructlons. ) '

! . We are going to play a game which is called
. . Match-the-Picture.. You will see a picture
-through this hole and I want vou to tell -
~me what it locks like. I will try and pick
out the one vou are descrlblng from these
plctures which I have in front of me. :
After vou tell me about each plcture, I'1l1
held up the one that I think it is, and vou
~ tell me if I chosé the right one, all right? - )
Let's try an easy one for practice.

When- the Chlld completed the pretest trlal the follow1ng
lnstructlons were: grven-

'You did& very.well on that one. We got it
right. Let's tryv, the rest, all right? They
‘are a little harder, but if vou try hard on ’
them all, you will win a prize at the énd:
Are you ready? Remember, I have to pick out
the right one, so trv to. tell me &1l about
each one that you. see, 0.K.?
' Scoring' Based on the performaﬁce of .each ohild six latencv
fscores and six verbal communlcatlons were obtained. The
latencv scores were used to calculate a mean latencv estlmate
of each Chlld s response tlme. :’
- The 'six verbal communications prov1ded by each child
. were scored according to the criteria outllned below which
. were descrlbed by Glucksberg and Krauss (1967) and Rubin
(1973). The information was divided into individual pieces
of lnforma;lon.. Each- olece of 1nformatlon was based on a y
- 'separate descrlptlon of the sclmulus figure, or some

.:‘descrlbed oharacterlstlc which was related to it. Each
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referent. feature which was included in the.descrlptlon was scored ' ~£f'
based on the follow1ng crlterla‘ o -j' 5

(1)-.an Egocentrlc description (1. point)' a &escriotion which
is based on 1nfonnatlon that the listener could not normally be
expected to know . E.g., It looks like mommy's hat.

(1i) a Soc1al description (2 points): a descrlgtlon that is
‘based on information of which the 115Uéner could be .expected ‘to
have. some knOhledge or could: apply’ td ‘the set of alternative flgures
1o detennlne the flgure in questlon. E.g., It looks somethlnq 1ike
a shirt, or, It has a long nose. ,/

Accordlng to the theoretical ‘basis for the scorlng system
‘(Glucksberg hrauss 1967), a hlqher score 1nd1cate5‘more advanced
. or social COmmunicatlon performance while a lower score is 1nd1cat1ve
‘of a more immature or eqocentrlc level of: communlcaﬁtﬁe performance

The problem with the scorz.no criteria as it was just outllned
is that it was possible for one ¢hild to obtain a hlgher verbal
communlcatlon score based entarelv upon egocentric 1nfonnatlon than

the score of a second child who prov1ded social responses. For
' ekample 1f the first Chlld gave Seven egocentric responses, and the
second child only two soc1al responses the first child would receive
a higher commmication score than would the second ‘child even though
the 1nformat10n provided bv the second child was more useful. Slnce
- a hlgher score supposedly 1nd1cates moré advariced communlcatlve com-
petence an attempt was made to obtaln a more rellable estimate of.’
the child's level of communlcatlve competence

_ The most 1mportant aspect of each child's verbal commmication
within the rubrlc of the present study appeared to be the amount of
egocentric communication. that was ‘obtained and used as the b351s for
such an estlmate An estlmate of each chlld's degree of egocentrlsm
or lack of communlcatlve competence was calculated for each Chlld
based on the percentage Df egocentric communication relatlve to the
total commmication of the Chlld Therefore @he estimate of
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cammunlcatlve egocentrlsm could range from 0.0, 1nd1cat1ng a complete
lack of egocentrlc communlcatlon .up to 1.0, indicating that all of

: .. the information communlcated by the Chlld was judged to be.egocentrlc,

as opposed to social, commmication. _ o
The third verbal commmication score ta be calculated was the

~mean length of the verbal responses to the visual stlmull This was

calculated by counting each Dlece of information as a separate unit ’
with a value of one. The total scares for the six responses were then
used to obtain a mean length‘score which was not effécted b» the qualltw
of the response but rather the number of attempts to communlcaxe
information: <

‘Finally; the verbal commumication responses of ten children were
randomlv chosen and were scored by an-. 1ndependent judge as well as
the or1q1nal scorer. An interjudge correlation coeff1c1ent (babed on
the sixty gcored responses) was computed to determlne the level of
scorlng ‘agreement betueen the two sets of scores. . '

. : S
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APPENDIX B (ii)

Name of Task: Non-Verbal Communication Task. {?_

Source: Thas task was constructed by the author for use

" in the. present studv While sxmllar tasks may be avallable

in the llterature, none were found Wthh seemed to meet
the criteria required in the present study. The construc~

- tion of the task was iﬁfluenced'by the tasks used in a

number of studies, anludlng those described, by Garmiza
and Anisfeld (1976), Roblnson and ‘Robinscon (1977), and
Shantz and Wilson (1972) _
Materials: The task consisted of twelve pictures which
were displayed on white, unlined, 12 x 18 ‘em cards.
Accompanying each of the picturesweretmree small cards
on which information related to the stlmulus plctures
was?glsplaved. Two of the twelve items were used for

_tralnlng purposes, and the remalnlng ten items made

up the task. -

Descrlptlon_gg Task: The task was designed to measure

a child's ability to non-verbally cogmunicate information
_to a seéond-person which would enable that person to

correctly complete the task‘requirements.' An attempt was
made to approxlmate as closelv as possible the process
required in a verbal communication task. Therefore, the

task was designed to require a visual analysis of the

stimulus, a comparison of different potential pieces of'“
information, and a final choice which would determine the
child's score. In order to achieve the above crlterla,
the follow1ng paradigm was used-: T ‘

The child was presented with a card whlch contained
two separate pictures. Each of the pictures varied on
a predétermlned dlmenSLOn One of the pictures was
designated as the target picture by being enclosed in a
circle. The child was told that the experimenter had the
same pictures, but that the target picture on his card

&-(



was .not crrcled. " The ch;ld's task was to choose the best
clue from among the three choices .available on the smmller .

cards, and show it-to the experimenter. Each of_the smaller

cards contalned rnformatron related to the dimension on
which the two stimulus plctures varled. A description of
each item 1s provrded below. ”

' If the child showed the correct*eard to ‘the experr—
menter, the child was glven full cxedit for the item.
.Anvthlng'the child said was not scored, and the Chlld was
reminded to show a-card rather than verbally descrrbrng
the clue.,

- Scoring Criteria

~ ‘Three different scores were possible for each’ item
. based on. the differences between the three clue cards. -
One’ card was unrelated to either of the two stimulus plc-h
Yfures and_the child recelved a score of 0 if that was
chosen{ A second card contained lnformatlon related to

\qegFtarget stimulus picture. Since that rnformatlon
fwas at least relevant to the task, even though it was not

'correct, a score of 1l was given. for that ch01ce. . This
was done since it was felt that such -information was

somewhat similar to egocentric verbal communication.

While such information is of no use to the listener, it B-

is still related to the task from the perspective of the

speaker. S;nCe egocentrichinformation received a2 score

of 1 on the verbal task, a similar scoring system was S

incorporated into the nonverbal task, The third card -

contained the clue which was specrflcally related to the

target stlmulus. Ehe child recelved a score of 2 if

that card was chosen '

A second measurement was alsouobtalned which was
"related to the child's performance on thls task. The’
time between the presentatlon of the stimulus plctures and
the. child's response was measured. This allowed a mean
latency score to be computed for‘each child. Therefore,

- b
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. 5 .each chlld‘gecelved two scores on the non—verbal communlca—

tion task. One was a mean latency score based on how-long
the child took to respond. The eecond was'a communication f
score based ongthe child's choice of clue cards for each

of the ten items. . ' ‘
Description of Task Ttems .

.The task items were designed to measure the childss
ability to analyze and compare drfferent klnds of informa-
tion. Four dimensions were used within the task as a '
basis;for oonstructing the cluehoarés: ceolour, form, e
number and abstract -relationship. A description of each ‘

pair of stigulus items followed by the three clues provided

for the-child for that item are outlined below.
Training Items Q ' '

(1] Two circles were presented on a. card. The target:
circle was red and the other circle was. green. The clues
consrsted of a red c1rc1e, /& green circle; and a blue

circle.

(ii) Two forms were presented to the child. The
target form was a cross and the other form was a trlangle.

The clues consisted of a cross, a circle, ané a triangle.

" Task Items -

(1) Two forms were presented.to the child. The
target form was a circle and the other form was .a square.
The;plues were a circle, a square, and a trlangle.

(11) Twé squares were presented. The target square

' was divided into four smaller squares, two of which were
coloured green. The other square was lelded into four

triangles by diagonals lines and two of the triangles .
were coloured red. The clues consisted of red, vellow and°
green cixcles. ' i

(iii) The stimuli con51sted of two combs. The target
comb had a handle while the other comb did not have a handle.'

‘
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. The clues consrsted of a rectangular shape wrth a, bar
protrudrng from one edge which was - szmllar to a handle,

-a rectangle, and a long bar Wlth a half crrcle in the
‘center of lt._ . : .

(iv] .Two crrcles were presented The target circle
contalned two small circles whlle the other circle” con—

. tained four stars.

The three clue ‘cards contarned drawrngs
of two green squares, - three green squares and four green

. . L - .

i squares. ‘

(v}

Tne stimuli were two yellowlhats.' The target
\strmull had a green band and the other one had a red band.

\The clues were red, green,'and brown triangles.
"

» (Vi) The stimuli were two black and whi® flags,

'srmllar to the American and Canadian flags The target

ltem was the one srmllar to the Canadlan flag.

The clues
were three bal&s.

one had alternatrng black and whlte

strrpes, one had small crosses. on it,. and the last was.

drvlded into thirds. The two outsrde thlrds were black

and the inside third was whlte.

(vii} The target. flgure was a rabblt wrth long

ears. ‘The other figure was a cat w1th short ears..

The ,
clue fagures were a head with long ears, a head wrth short
ears, and a head with a beard.

(Vlll)

-

The strmull were two- hands. The target hand
had two rings while - the other hand had one rlng. The j

clues. consisted of one; two, and three baseballs.

"—________‘_ ’ .
(ix)- The target stimulus was a figure of a “chkenenmﬁ%k

w1th a ruffle of feathers around its neck.

The othexr
figure was a duck which had a plain neck.-

The clue
figures were a person wearing a plain blouse, a person

- wearing a blouse with a ruffle, and a person wearing S
-a hat.

—-—.__.__“
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| (x} The last item contained pictures of scissors’
and a'key.‘ The scissors were the target stimulus. The.

" clues conSLSted of three plctures- an open door, a pen

on top of a page with: wrrtrng on it, and a partlally
cut out picture of a house.

Drrectlons Given to the Chrld

Each child was given the’ followrng directions:
"We are gorng to play a game now that is dlfferent

'from the other things we have done. It is different

because once we start, we can‘t talk to each other. I

~will show you how to play. the game and then we will try

one for practice." ‘ S
. The'chlld_was then shown hoﬁ to perform‘the taskmy
using the first practice-item. Once all the directions

thad been glven and any questions had been answered, the

second practlce 1tem was given. If the Chlld did not
successfullv perform that task, the £1rst task was rerntro—
duced and the procedure was .explained again. A .second
trlal was then given with the second’ Practice item.
Pretestlng had lndlcated that most c¢hildren learned the
task qulcklv and seldom needed a second explanation. After

1successfully completing the second practice itém, the
child was given the following instructions: |

"You dié very well on. that one. Let's do the‘rest ‘

- OW. Remember, try not to talk while we are plav1ng thlS

game. Just show me the card you. have chesen once you
deCLde which one would give me the most help in choosing
the right picture."

The examiner always~chose the correct stlmulus,' _
whether the child provided the correct clue or not. The

“latency Derlod for each response and the card chosen
'were alﬁo recorded '



Description: The Leiter Scale i's a nonverbal test which requires '
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fnéﬁe of Task: Nonverbal Intell:gence Test S .

‘Source: Lelter International Performance Scale (LETters 1969) .

no verbalization on the part of the ch:ld or the exam|ner This
made it partlcularly useful in the present study. it is a -
point-scale which provudes a mental age and an tntelllgence
quot:ent. There are;no,tlme'lamlts and lt can be used with _
children as young as two'years. At the’ younger levels, the test,
measures the child's ability to learn rather than relyzng on -
acqulred skllls or on materlals the chlld has mastered.

The sca]e is. composed of sixty" :tems. Each chronolog:cal

year cs represented by four tasks, each of whlch is given a welggt

of three months. The materials were presented in an adJustable
card ho]der which is part of the response frame. The chi]d‘is
required to'choose the pgsture on the block which matches those
on the card. The types of tasks range from the matching oF
colours and forms, to.thé Completion of patterns and.the
claSsIf?cation of objects, which lead to more difficuit taskg.

3
Host of the tasks require good perceptual organnzatlon—and

.d|5cr|minat|on for successful comp]et:on.'

Directions to the chlld Each child- was told that they were goung‘

to play a game that - ‘Was d:fferent From the others. It was

_'different because the examiner could not tell the child how-tds

play the game, but could show him/her how it was played. The

child was adv:sed to watch careful]y while the examuner showed

him/her how to play L : 8 .
The exa@:ner demonstrated how to play the game according

to the instructions provxded sn the manual. Once ghe chle

had demonstrated that he/she understood what was_requrned, the

rest of the items were presented as.prescribed in the manual.

=
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‘were converted .into 1.Q. scores using.the conversion table

Vi

- Scoring: . Each' item was scored according to the criteria provided .

-

in the.manual. . Each task was worth three months. The results.

which accompanies’ the test. T .
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_Name‘of'Task-' Cogﬁitive—Perceptual Task -

‘Source: The task. was
Descrlptlon of Task.

. The task used in
_ Wohlwzll (1962) The

P L L T
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obtalned from Rourke (1964).

(from Rourke, 1964) . -

the present study was derived from o
task presented by thlwzll to his

subjects was ‘to. plck out the odd one from among three

stlmull., The stlmull

- varylng along one or more of the followzng fouf"ettrlbutes.

.

were simple geometric flgures, -

'shape (square, trlangle, pentagon), colour (red, green, blue), -
't shadlng (outline, dotted solid)} , size (large, medium, sggll). f
_The sole dlfference between the task developed by Wohlwill
and’ the one adapted by Rourke was that the 1atter emploved
L&l cross instead of a pentagon as one of the dlmen51ons
of shape. Five dlfferent sheets, each containing elght
triplets of figures, were constructed, ‘according to the

de51gn outllned below.

‘SCHEMAVFOR‘STUDY ON THE ROLE OF IRRELEVANT

AND REDUNDANT

INFORMATION (Rourke, 1964)

r

Number of Attrlbutes that are. 3

Relevant or Fixed or Irrelevant.

Test Critical -  Quiet or Noisy -
B S 3 ’ 0 1

3 T S 2 1 1

*C ol e 1 ‘ 2 1

> 1. 1 2

E oo ioiioiiainaain, 1 0 3 i
3
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?or the purpose of the present study, the first
three sheets taken. together comprlsed the- “cognltlve—
perceptual task. The three sheets of stlmull contalned
24 separate "subtests" w1th1n this task. .

"Relevant® or crlterlal“ attrlbutes ln this study
were those on whlch two of the three flgures were alike,
the third being the’ oda one. - “Ir:elevant" ortenOLsy"
attributes were those’ on which all three_figures of a
triplet differed. It will be noted that the amount of
relevant or redundant lnformatlon was varied while
.keeping irrelevant 1nformatlon constant (Tests ‘A, B, C)
Similarly, the "fixed" or ™"quiet” attributed were also
varied. ' ’

Finally, it should be noted that one change was
made between the admlnlstrat%gp of the task as descrlbed‘
by Rourke (1964) and the admlnlstratlon in the Dresent
study. . In order to‘decrease the inf luence of language,
and because of .the age of the children being assessed,
thet were not required to give the reason for theér choice.
~All that was regquired was that they point to the correct '

choice. i> . R

Materials. The task conslsted of three sheets each of
which contdined eight subtests. The child's answers to
each subtest were recorded and the total number of
correct ‘answers constituted the flnal score.,‘

'~ Directions: Each- -child recelved the following dlrectlons.

"Now I- Want you to lock at these flgures.' This orne
is a ...?" (pointing to the square, then the triingle,
then: the cross.- The child was corrected If wrong). "This -

colour is .. -2" (pointing to blue, then green,‘then red

" -The child was excluded from study 1f.he/she count not .

correctly identify the three colours). "You can also .
see that these figures "are large, medium, or smail®

{pointing to large, medium, and small figures). ' "And

s e i TP L L) St



iyou can see that the figures are alsOsjuStfoﬁtlinee‘or

dotted or solid" (pointing to outlined, dotted, and solid

figures). . = - LT -
"You can see that the figures are arranged in groups

of three. Within each group of three figures there is

one whlch is dlfferent from the other. two. ' I would

like you to show me whlch of the flgures 1s dlfferent

from the other two. Here are a few sets of figures for

-practice. (Set of examples was placed before the Chlld )

Remember, I want you-to show me whlch one of the three -
figures is. dlfferent from the other two. (The child -

was shown ‘each of the four sample flgures."He was
-corrected 1f hls chomce was erroneous. After this had

been concluded -the 1nstructlons contlnued as foilewstY
"Now I am going to show you some more flgures. In
each case, show me which one of the three flgures is
different from the other two. ' I want to see how well
you can do thls w1thout my help, so I will not tell you .
whether your:- answer lS zlght OX wWrong. There are onlv'

" a few sets of flgures ‘for you to look at; . so it won' £ _

take very long to flnlsh "

" Total Dossible Score = 24
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- 'APPENDIX B (v)-

'VNéme'of‘TaSR_.'Block Design

Source: Wechsler Preschool and Prlmary Scale of Intelllgencer
h , (1967) | | -
Description of Task: (Based on Wechsler, 1967).

For the young child, Block De51gn is to some extent_ .a
sorting as well as .a perceptual motor test. The blocks used
in the WIPPSI battery are different from those used in the
more familiar WISC or WAIS batteries. The WIPPSI blocks are -
fiatter and somewhat wider than the blocks used in the: other '.
kits. The major difference is in the number of horklng sides.
While the more advanced blocks of the WISC and WAIS ‘use all
$1x sides, ‘the WIPPSI blocks use only two worklng 51des
which 51mp11f1es ‘the task a great deal.

- The child's task is ‘to match a design’ presented to hlm/her
in the form of a plcture ‘The child must use the coloured
sides of- the_blocks to create an identical design for each =
"picture of a design presented by-the'experimenter.

‘The child is présented wiﬁﬁ the designs and given two .
chances at.reproducing each one. If successful on the first.
trial, full credit is received, but only half credit is given
l for succeés on the second trial. A time limit is glven for
each de51gn and increases as the de51gns become more difficult.
Materials: 6 flat blocks palnted red ‘on one side and white

' on the other ’

§ flat blocks palnted red on one side and one-

half red.and one-half white on - the other

5 cards with printed designs, bound into.a booklet
"Directions:; The child works directly from a block model ‘on
2ll but the last three'designs - The patterns used in setting
up models for De51gns 1 through 7 are shown on the Record Form
where shaded areas represent red; the-s

ftterns for Designs 8
‘through 10 are printed on separate

ards bound in a booklet
. and shown to the child. '
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In settlng up m dels and presentlng de51gns the examlner
should make sure that the designs are properly- oriented.
Construct the model so that the top edge of the design as .
"prlnted in the Record Form’ faces the child, and the lower

“edge faces the examiﬁér. As an additional aid, the'réprddhc—

. tion”df.Design 1 asJ;hown in the Record Form has letters added -

" to the top and bott to show Wthh side of the design is
to face the ch11d CQ) and which is to face the examiner (El.
In the case of the
desigﬁ so that the-
child. | |

.fards bound in the booklet, present each
inbound edge of the card is toward the

~In e\plalnlng a demonstratlon .the examiner should use
such phrases as, I put a red block here...and another red
one here...here I hhve to use a red and hhlte block, etc.
Timing for eadﬁ trial ‘begins uhen the last word.of
the dlrectlons is given. .

" Two trials: of each“desigﬁ are pérmitted.: I€ the child
1succéeds on his fifst érial, Present the next design. If
:the child fails 05 his first trial, allow a second trial.

- On De51gns ! through 4, if a child positions the blocks
correctly but leaves definite gaps between them; the éxaminer
should ask ”Is!that Tight?" If the child does not close
the gap,‘the 1tém is scored as failed but the examiner “should
demonstrate proper closure before proceeding to the next trial.
Rotation of Designs: Any reproductions of Designs 1 through
4 that can be Droduced by rotation of the model are to be
counted as correct Rotation does not include reversal of
.colours. ' ) '

Note: The following réproductions of Design 4 are not
‘rotations and are to be- scored as failures: '

T
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Any rotatlons of De51gns 1 through 4 sh@uld nevertheless
_be corrected for instructional purposes. Correct the blocks
- and eay "But you see, it goes this way."

- Rotations of De51gns 5 through 10 are scored as fallures,
and if the child rotates the first trial of one of these °
desSigns, correct the blocks. and say, "But you see, it goes.
this way." Then scramble the blocks and proceed with the
. second trial in the prescrlbed manner. '

Where to Start "and Wheh to Dlscontlnue ‘ Chiidieh-under,é,
i'an@\older suspected mental defectives: Begin with Désign 1.
Regardless of failure on 1, present 2. If both 1 and 2 .are
falled dlscontlnue If either, 1 or 2 1s passed, givehboth 3
'qnd 4 Dlscontlnue after 2 consecutive failures, counting

. from'Design 3. (A design is considered failed only if both

, triaIS'ize/igi;ed.J . o S o
S Children % and older, not su5pected mental defectives:

Begin &M th ign 3. If 3 is passed on either trial, go on
to 4 and allow full credit for Designs 1 and 2. If 3 is
failed, go back to 1 énd 2 and proceed as indicated abo?e._
(Do not repeat Design 3.) ’ S
For De51gns 1 and 2, use the 6 blocks hhlch are painted

red on one side and white on the other. |
Design 1. Behind a screen (the Manual may. be used for this
;purpose), prearrange the set. of 3 blocks as shown in the -
diagram of Design 1 on the Record Form *Place the model in
front of the .child. " Now take the ‘3 remaining blocks and
casually place them before the_chlld (Be sure that the
blocks are not in a straight line; 1 red and 2 white faces
should show.) Say, "You see these blocks—-they are palnted

red on one side and white on the other." (Show both sides. ) o
"I'm going to put them together ‘to look like this.™ {Point
to the model.) "Watch me.’ ‘Slowly copy the model, explaining

each step. After g brief pause, scramble this arrangement.
Then replace the blocks as above, with'l red and 2 white

o
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faces ehOWingﬁ’and"say' "Now you make me one just like this.”
(P01nt to the model ) o : ‘ ‘

I1f the chlld falls to complete the de51gn w1th1n the .
: tlme 1imit or arranges the blocks 1ncorrect1y, say, 'No, 1t K
should go llke-thls” and 111ustrate by correctly arranging
the 2hild's performance Then bneak up the second demonstratlon
place the blocks as originally- presented, and- say, ""Now you
~do it by yourseﬂf . Go ahead." :

Time: oO seconds for either trial.
Design 2: Whether the child fails or pasees Design 1, set up
_the model for Design 2 out of the child's sight. Casually
place the 5 remaining bloeks in front of the child (1 red,
2 white fdces), - ahd say (pointing to the model), ''Now vou
make me one like this. 'Go ahead." oo " '

If the c¢hild fails, say, '"No, it should go like this."
(Iliustrate by ‘correctly arranging the child's incorrect
"performance and eipleining each step.) Theh break up your
demonstration, replace the blocks as orlglnallw presented, and
say, "Now you do it yourself " ' .- '

Time: 30 seconds for either trial.

For Designs 3 and 7; use the 8 blocks hhlch are palnted
‘'red ‘on one side and one-half red and one- -half hhlte on the
other. _ ) . _‘
Desiéns‘S and 4: Téke 2 of- the blocks andtmake a model of -
Design 3 out of the child's 51ght and'place it in. front of ~
him. Then, taking 2 other 51m11ar blocks 1n hand, say, ”Here
are two blocks; each is pajpted red on one side and (pause
and stréess) half red and half white on ‘the other.” I am going.
to put these blocks together-to make a aesign-that‘ldoks
just like this." (Point to the model.) - "Watch me." While
assembling the blocks, casually remark, "This time the blocks

go up and down." Explain each step, and say, '"You see, they
‘look the same now." (Point to the model and to your own
performance.) Pick up the blocks of your demonstration, hand
them to the child, and say,+''Now. you make one just like this."
(Point to the model.) : | o
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If the Chlld fails, say, "Watch me again," and demonstrate
a second time. Then hand the blocks to the child and say,
""Now -you make one that looks like this." (Point to the model.)
- Whether the child paéses.or fails Design 3, present
Design 4. Proceed as in .Design 3, but omit the remark, "This
time the blocks go ap and down.' . >
Time: 30 seconds for either trial. '
Design 5: ‘Use 4 of the blocks and make a model of Design S
out of the child's sight and place it in front of him. Iake
the remaining 4 blocks, scatter_them‘haphaaardly before the
child {no sﬁecial arrangement is required, but be careful that
'the blocks do not all show the same face), and say, "Now I
have some more blocks thdt are painted red on one side and
half red and half white on the other side. I am going to
put these blocks.togetherlto make .them look like this. (Point
to the model.) Watch me." Explain each step. After completing
the demonstratien, pick up ‘the design you have just made, put
the blocks in froﬁt of the child in mixed order, and say,
"Now you make me one just like this. (Point to the model.)_
Go ahead." - . - . . -
If the child fails, repeat the demonstratlon and allow
a second trial. .o .
Time: 45 seconds for either trial.
Design 6: Make a model of Design 6 out of. the child's sight
- and place the remaining blocks in mixed order in front of the
child. This time witrhout demonstration say, "Now you make me
one like this. (P;iﬁk to the model.) Make it all by
‘yourself. Go ahead." |

If the child fails,'&emonstrate with explanation. Then
scramble the demonstration , scatter the blocks in front of
the child and say, '"Now ybu try it again."

Time: 45 seconds for either triai.
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'DeEign.T * Proceed as in De51gn 6 presentlng Design 7 without
-demonstratlon and with the remark "Now make one 11ke this."”
Time: 60 seconds for either trial. R
For De51gns 8 through 10, use the bound booklet and

- four of .the blocks used in the ‘previous de51gn.

' De51gn 8: Present the card with Design S “fplace the unbound
edge toward the child) and say, "Now I want to see if you can
.put ‘the blocks together so that they will look like the
design (picture) on this card. ‘"Watch me." Put the blocks
together, 1nd1cat1ng by gestures and with words that you

are being guided by the design on the card. After completlng
the demonstration, scramble the blocks in front of the chlld
and say, "Now go ahead. Make one like this."

If the child fails, repeat the demonstratloﬁ;and allow
‘a second trial. ' )

Time: 60 seconds for either trial. _
Designs 9:and 10: Present the car& and blocks withou# demonstra-
tion and say "Put these together to make-them "look like this.
(Pdint to the card.) |

If the child fails, demonitrate énd exPlain, and allow
'a second. trial. . e T ; o

Time: 75 seconds for'eitﬁer trial.
Scoring: Each design is scored 2 l, or 0. Give 2 points for
each design correctly reproduced hlthln the time limit on
the first trial, 1 point if correct within the fime limit
on the second trial, and 0 points if both trials are fatled. -

- Any reproduction of Designs -1 throughj4 that can be

produced by rotation of the model is to be counted as correct.
Rotations of Designs 5 through 10 are scored as failures.
If the child bositions the blocks correctly, but leaves
definite gaps between them, score as a failure. |

‘In the "Pass-Fail" column on theé Record Form, enter a
P if the child make an acceptable reproduction of the design,
and an F if he failed. In the "Score" column, circle the 2

J .
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if the_child passed on hlS flrst tr1a1 circle the"i if he

. passed on his second trial, and;circle the 0 if he failed

both-trials" Sum the c1rc1ed numbers to obtain the total.
. Note: The examiner is cautioned to use the 0° s, not-
‘the 'F s, 1in determining when to discontinue the test.
Maxlmum score: 20



APPENDIX B -s{vi)

Name of Task: Visual Perception

Source: Frostig Developmental Test of Visual Perceptlon
(1961) :

.Description of Task:

- Two subtests of the Frostig Visual Percepfion battery
were chosen to obtain a score which represents each
child's level of visual perceptual ability. The subtests
were chosen in an attempt to minimize the effect of
fine-motor abiiity on the child's_performance. While it
. was'not possible to eliminate its effect, protocals were
scored from the viewpoint of visual perceptual ability
as much as possible within the er;teria outlined by
Frostig (1961). |

The first subtest which was used was Figure-Grbund,
This task wds chosen because it requires the child to
se?arate a particular part of a stimulus configuratioh
from the total stimulus. The task begins with a simple
embedded figure and becomes progreSEively more difficult..
""The child is asked to trace each émbedded figure with.a.
separate coloured grayon. The chiid is presented with
all eight st1mu11 and achieves a-score based on the number
“of comp}ete st1mu11 shapes 1dent1f1ed

The second task whlch was used is called P051t10n-
in-Space. In this task the child is requlred to make a
_choice from an array of figures which matches a criterion
-figure. The array is composed of a number of‘flgures
which vary in terms of their spatial orientation. as
compared to the criterion figure. ' The child is required
to mark the correct alternative with an X. The task
begins with a very simple choice, and becomes increasingly
difficult. ' The first four subtasks require the child to
choose the alternative which has a different spatizgl
orientation from the criterion figure. The final four
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subtests feqpire_more subtle differences to be detected
within a spatial context. .The child's score is based on-
the number of correct alternatives ‘which are. _chosen.

The child's final visual perceptual score is based
on a -total of the scores obtalned on the Flgure -Ground
and Position-in- Spacé subtests._

Procedure: (a) Figure Ground Task .

Materials: Four penc115 of contrastlng colours for

each child, (red, blue, green, brown). Crayons for nursery

children. Demonstration materials: 7 cards displaying
a triangle, rectangle, crosé, "modn," star , "kite,"
oval. ‘ ‘ - _

Note: The figures should not be shown to any of
the children in the same position'as the figures in the

‘tests. For 1nstance, the demonstratlon triangles- should

be shown up51de down.
Be sure to tell the children before -each item: , Do
not take your pencil off the paper. Keep it right on

_ the ‘line. When you are finiéhed outlining the triangle,

(box, etc.) put your coloured pencil down. Show
demonstration cards each time. Erase‘drawing or

remove cards before children begin to outline the demon-
stratrated item. Make it very clear that the children

‘should not take their pencils off the paper but should

draw one unbroken line for each item. . '
Item 1: Triangle -- Here is a2 new game. In this

game we are going to try to find something. ' Do you know
what a tfiangle 1ooks like? It looks like this. (Draw
a .triangle on the blackﬂoard.) Do you know.what the
word outline means? It means toc cover up lines of a
figure, like this triangle, but not to colour it in.
Watch me while I outline the triangle. (Demonstrate.)

It is important to explain "outline™ and to use this
word consistently throﬁghout the remalnder of the ‘test.

The expression "draw around" is often interpreted literally
P 4 P Y

by the child, and he may draw a circle around the figure.

TN
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I have outllned the trlangle on the blackboard I
did it carefully, and I did not lift my chalk from’ “the
baord. Do you see a triangle here? (Indicate Item 1.)

~ The examlner should never use a pencil or one flnger
for pointing. Rather, the entire hand should be used
so as to av01d giving what the Chlld may’ 1nterpet as a-
cue. ‘ ‘ '

b Take your blue penc1l and outline the trlangle

When you have finished put your penc1l (crayon) down.

Now . do it! : :

' With young children,. the examiner may wish to have
the children hold up the Blue crayon to check if each

child has selected the proper colour. ' _

- Item 2: Rectangle “fTNOW here is a shape like a
long box. (Show.) In this picture (indicate Item 2)
are a long.box and a trlangle Take vour tgd pencil and
outllne the long box only. (Remowe demonstratlon card
or drawing). Find the long beox: and cutline it. Try not -
~to 1ift your pencils from the paper. Now do it. (Check
that. the children put their pencils or. crayons down.)

Item 3: Cross -- (Follow dlrectlons for Ttem ZL
substltutlng "cross' for long box. ). Have the children
use red pencil again for .this item. |

.'Item 4: Moon -- "(Follow directions for Item 2,
substltutlng "moon'" for long box.) The brown penc11
should belused for this item. Now let's turn the page.

(Concerning Items 5 § 6). Because these two items
‘involve the outlining of stars, the test administratot
should- take care that the children work on the correct
item. Use the booklet to demonstrate to the_ children °
which item they should tackle flTSt See that they put
their coloured penciis down after completing Item 5 and
do not go o to Item 6 until told to do.so. The examiner
will'designate the colour of the pencil. ‘Show the.

children the .correct pencil as you mention the coloured.
Tell them to take a pencil of the same colour and hold it
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-up, then check. - - N ‘ -
Ithem‘S:‘VTWO'Stars_-— Here ié g_Star. (Show on card;

thep,point to items in booklet.) Here are two stars. Take
your gfeen,pencilnéna outline one of the stars. Try not

to 1lift your pencil., After the. children have flnlshed
lsay:: Now put your pencil down. Take a red pencil and .
‘outllne the other star. Put your pencil down (Check -
that the children put their crayons or penc1ls down )

. Item .6 Four Stars -- Examiner points to Item 6.

Hg%e areAfour-stars.. (Poflow directions for. Item 5,

making sure that the children use a penc11 (or crayon) -

of a different colour for each of the four stars. The

- order 1s green, brown blue and red.)

Item 7: Kites -- Examiner p01nts to Item 7. Here
1is a ball (circle)ﬂ(indlcate). Inside the ball are some
kites. They are shaped like this. (Shdw card.) Take

" your blue pencil and outline all of the kites. Only
outline the kites--nothing else. Go ahead. (Check that’
‘the children put thelr crayons down.) .

Item §: Easter eggs --- Examiner p01nts to Item S§.

(Follow directions for Item 7, substituting "Easter eggs"
for kites. Show 'oval" demonstration card. Use green
pencil for this item.)

. Procedure: (b)‘ Position-in-Space
Note: ' Since the children used in the study ranged .
-from 4.0 years up to about.S.O years in ‘age, all-children-
were administered all 8 items for the sake of standard
l administration.' ' _ )
Materials: For -each child, a primiary pencil or #2
(for klndergarten and above) or crayons (for nursery

~school chlldren) Demonstratlon card.

-
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Now let's turn the page. Examlner holds up demon-
stration card. Look at this row. of ATTOWS. One of the
aTTOWS 1s not- llke the’ other arrows because it p01nts

.in a different dlrectlon (tndlcate) We must mark it

llke this. (Showﬂ
For group testlng, 1t is often helpful to ask the-
class which one 15 "dlfferent " and then to let a child

‘explain why.

Thls subtest should be administered as brlskly as
possible.- ] .

" Item 1: .Tables- -~ _Examiner holds uu test booklet.
Look at this first row (point) These are tables Most
of the tables are-right 51de up. But one table 1s
up51de down. " Mark the one that 15 upside down. Now do
it. (Check that the chlldren put “their penc1ls down. )

Item 2: “Chdirs -- Examiner holds up test booklet.

‘Look at this rbw' These .are chairs. Most of the chalrs
are turned the same way,-but one ‘is turned the wrong way.

Mark the one that is turned ‘the WIong way. (Check that

the children put their pencils down.) S Ve
- Item 3: Moons -- Same directions as for the ‘preévious
item.. . - . - - ' ' _
| Item 4: <Ladders =- Same directions as for the’
previous item. C—

With nursery school chlldren stop here and begin

* Now let s turn ugg\page...Ekaminer holds up demon-
stratlon card. “Look at‘the first girl--the one in the’

:'box. Now look. at this row of glrls. One girl is just ~

like the one in. the bOt She is turned the same way

-'(show) The others are facing the other way. This one

over here 1s the one you mark, because she is just the
same as the one in the box Like this (show). It is
often helpful to make the. example more concrete. by saying,
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for etample, "The glrl in the box 15 fac1ng the w1ndows.
Examiner Holds. up "test booklet :
T Item §: Flowers --.—iqw-look’ at your bopk. " Look
at this row of flowers. butﬁyou flnger on the one 1n
- the box and then find~ thé\one tha
_one in the box.  Now take your -pencilNag

mark it. (Check-

B

that the chlldren put their penc1ls down, )

.Item 6: Snowmen -- Same dlroctlons asN£gT previouo'“~
item.” . ' ) .
Item 7: Beachball -- ExXaminez holds up test

booklet. Here are balls with drawings on them. Put your®

'_fioget on the first ball. Find one which is -just like it

over'ﬁere‘and.mark‘it. Go ahead. . (Check that the children
‘put theit pencils down.)} . = e '

s

Item 8: Boxes: -- 'g’éame‘direct‘ions ‘as for previous
\items, T I o |
Storing: The results were scored accordlng to the
\crlterla outllned by Frostlu (1966). Since a score of%®
20 was p0551b1e on the’ Flgure Ground task and a score of
$ was- ootentlallv DOSSlble on the Position- in-Space task,
rartotal score of 28 could be achleved based on the combined

totals .of both tasks. . £

s
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\ *“ APPENDIX B - (vii)

Name of Task:\ Similarities and Differences.

. ¥ T
Source- The \ sﬁhWaS o%talned from the Stanford-Blnet,
- Form L-M. ' )

' .
Descrlptlon of the Task- p

f The Slmllanltles and Differences subtest of the
Stanford-Blnet 15 cons;dered *to be the fourth 'best' test

of lntelllgence w1th1n the 'total number of subtests. As
N

such, it is cons;dered to be a valid predlctor of a subject's

level_of problem solvmng ability. Since the task requires

llttle language abglmty beyond an understanding of the

words "same" and "differen
good predictor of a child’
The test also'includeé'an"

/" it wgs considereé to be a
le;el of- cognitive ability:

) itial test of the child's

- understanding of the_term':psed‘to ensure that the child
understands the,task démands. Once this has been assured,
the_child'simply has to €ither point to the correct answer,
or give oﬁe of the two‘words, same or different, in response
to stimulus pictufes. ' _ )
Administration of the Task: The child is presented with
two sebaratetsubta]ap. The first involves péintihg to™
the one pictﬁrel out of'alpossible four,-which differs
from the other three pictufes. The second task involved

dec1d1ng whether pairs of pictures are the same or dlfferent.
\\HJ/uﬂ both instances, the accuracy of the response depends
‘ heavily on the child's’ ability to visGally discriminate
~ between sets of stimuli, '

Score (based on two subtests): 5 % 14 = 19
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APPENDIX B (viii)

Name of Task: Verbal Fluency

Source: McCarthy_Scales of Children's Abilities (1972)
Description of Task: ThlS is a varlatlon on the cortrolled
association tests, and’ measures the chlld's ability to
‘tlassify and think categorically. He has-to think quickly
of words falling into each of 4 categories (things to eat,

animals, etc.) and name as many words as he can in 20 °
seconds. Many children enjoy word games such as this, and
feel challenged. Because the time limit is short, the
‘prolonged strain of looking for more and more words'iﬁ each
category is avoided. '

‘ Fluenc»\ls generally regarded as one aspect of divergent
or creative\;pinklng. Although only the child‘'s fluency--
the number of "things"‘namedi-is considered in determining
his score, other aspects of divergent’ thinking such as
fléxibility and originality can also be noted.

Materials: Stopwatch.

Test Limits: Give the entire test to.all children.

. Procedure: .
1. ‘Things to Eat. Say,"Let's see how many different
things to eat you can think of before I say stop. You '
know, like bread and potatoes. Ready, go." iStart'the
stopwatch and after 20 seconds,.say, ''Stop." If the chiid
gives‘nb'résponses or only 1 response after 5 seconds, say
"Try to tell me some things to eat. (Do not stop ‘the stop-
waéch.) Record all responSes. If the ¢hild is exceptionally -

fluent, use abbreviations and return later to complete the

record. If it is impossible to keep up with the child,
tally the acceptable answers but record "all doubtful -

responses for later thecking. “
‘ ‘.
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If the child gives a number of variations of a kind of
food, all of which repeat the same' word Te g., eggs, scrambled
eggs, frled eggs), say, "What other thlngs to eat can you
,thlnk of 2"

2. -Animals. Say, "Good for you. Now let's see how
manf different animals you can think of before I say stop.
You know, like cat ané bear. Ready, go." Start_ the stop-
watch and after 20 seconds say, "Stop." If the child gives
no responses, or only 1 response after 5 seconds, say "Try
to tell me some animals." Record all responses as above.

If the child gives responses which repeat the same word
€le.g., cat, Siamese cat, tomcat}, say, "What other animals
‘can you think of 7" - . ' ) _ | -

-

3. Thlnqs to Wear. Say, "Now tell me all the things
. to wear that you can think of before I say stop. You know,

like shoes Ready, go.” Start the stopwatch and after

20 seconds say, "Stop." If t child gives no responses

or onlv 1 response after 3 seco ds, say, "Try to tell ne
some thlngs to wear. " - Record all responses as above. If-
the child glves responses which repeat the same word (e.g.,
coat, overcoat, raincoat), say, "What other things to wear
can you think of?" S

- 4. Things to Ride. Say, "Now let's sce how, many
dlffejéht things to ride on you can think of before I say
stop. '"You know, like a bus. Ready, go." Start the
-stopwatch and after 20 seconds say, "Stop." If the child
gives no responses or only 1 response after 5 seconds, say;

. "Try to tell me some things to ride " Record all responses
as above If the child glves ¢esponses which repeat the
same word (e.g., car, racing car, sports car), say, '"What
other th}ngs,to ride on-can you think of?"

A

’)
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Scoring: . Tw\
1 point for each acceptable response, up to a maximum

~of 9 for each item. “If the child gives 9 or more
acceptable responses for an item, his score equals 9.

The following general rules afe presented as an aid in
judging the child's responses: '

1. Give only 1 point.if the same acceptable Tesponse
is given more than once. '

2. Do not give credlt if the child repeats any of the
examples given by the examiner. However, give credit if
the child gives a response that is similar to an example
" (&.g., mashed pofatdes when the example was potatdes). -

' e\\;§,«—ff the child names & serles of things that involve
repetition of the same word (e.g., boat, ferry boat, sallboat),
give 2 pbints--and only 2--for the entire series.

4.. If the ¢hild names a general category and also
several objects that belong in this category (e.g., dog,
collie, bulldog, poodle), give 1 point for each response,
including -the name of the general category (i.e., doé) if
‘the child mentions it. Note that this rule applies only
if the child does.not repeat the same.word. '(See Tule 3,
above.) ‘ '

5. If the child names 2 ox more words that are synonyms
(e.g., taxi and cab, hot dog and frankfurfer, pants and
trousers), give 1 point for each response.

In addition to the general rules stated above, the
following criteria for each spec1f1c item mav, facilitate
scoring. Examples of "borderline'" responses (rather than
obviously acceptable or unacceptable responses) are shown -
*for each item. . - _
1. Things to Eat. Any food, whether customarily eaten

as part of a meal or as a between-meal snack (e.g., sandwiches,
peanuts). '

.
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1 Eoint for white bread, French friés‘potafoes,'soup,
margarine, food, protein, calories. 3 : -

0 points. -for milk, tea, soda (or any ‘pther beveragg),

o _ toothpaste, gﬁm, breékfast,;medicine;-‘

2. Animals. Any wiid or domesticated mammal, bird,

fish, amphibién, repfile,-insect, mollusk, or other animal
(e.g., dog, snake) .’ ' | - . y
| l‘goint for gri::l£ bear,'Siamese cat, reptile, mammal,
carnivore (or other geheral category); puppy, kitty,
dragon, monster, man. ,
0 points for big animals, tame animals, furr?‘animals,
four-legged %pimals, meat-ea;ing animals, shells, fossils.

5. Things to Wear. Any functional or decorative

article which may be worn on the person (e.g., shirt, belt).
1 point for high-heeled shoes, clothes (clothing),
jewelry, costume, uniform, nylons, glasses, nail polish,
makedp, head band.

0 points for cotton, ravon, wool, sleeve, buttons.

;‘ 4, Things to Ride. Any device, vehicle, or animal

which may be used as a means of transportation (e.g., horse,

airplane). l )

' 1 point for school bus, elevator, escalator, spgceéhip;
power‘mower, mérry-go-round, ferris wheel, monorail,
skate board, wéter skis, skis, skates, sle&,.snow-
mobile, cable card, ?ord, Plymouth, Oidsmobile (or
any other autdmobi;e brand-name).

0 Dbing% for piggyback, cockhorse, stairs.
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APPENDIX B (ix)

Name of Task: Word Knowledge o
Source : McCarthy Scales of Children® S\Qpllltles (1972).
Description of Task: Part I, Picture Vocabula;y, was-
designed primarily for the younger‘age levels., It requmres
the child to demonstrate his understanding of the 5poken

: language of others - (whlch developmentally precedes the attive
~use of language) by p01nt1ng to S obJects and namlng 4
additional objects, all pictured on cards. .Part IT, Oral -
Vocabulary, consists of 10 words given 1n‘the usual manner.
They are graded in difficulty, and range from concrete,
'famlllar uords to abstract concepts. ‘

Materlals: S Plcture Vocabulary Cards (1n the Card Book)

Test Limits: For children below 5 vears of age begln with
Part I. Administer Part II only if the chiild recelwes at
least 6 points on Part I.

For children 5 and above, begin with Part II. If the
child scores above 0 on both-item 1 and item 2 of Part II,
give him full credit for Part I (9 points); otherwise,
complete the admlnlstratlon of Part II, and then‘administer
Part I. '

' Discontinue testing if the child receives less than
6 p01nts on Part I. Discontinue testing on Part II after
4 consecutive failures on that part.

PART I. PICTURE VOCABULARY

Procedure:

CARD 1. Turn to Picture Vocabulary Card 1 in the
Card Book and place it on, the 'table, in front of the child.
'Say, ""Show me the apple." If the child does not respond,
say, "Which one is the apple?" or '"Put vour finger on the
apple.” Continue with the other objects on Card 1, varying
the questions in the same way if the child does not respond.

)
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(Note that the ch11d is asked to p01nt to only 5 of the 6

".objects. on the card. )

Card 1: Show
~ .Show

Show
Show
P - Show
Score: 1 point for

-

Give credit
do not give

me
me
<+

me

me
me’

the
the
the
the

applé.

tree.

the-
eq@? correct response,

house.
woman.
cow.

for a spontaneous correction, but

credit for a change from a correct

to an incorrect résponse.
5.

Maximum:Score on Card 1

CARDS 2-5. Present.Cards 2-5, one at a time, saying,
\\What is thls?" If the child ddes mot answer, say "What

'1s this a plcture of”” or "What -do. you call this?" If -

——-

the child mentions a Hetail in the plcture say, "'But what

do you call the whole picture?"

Card » . Acceptable Respohses

2 ' clock, watch, wristwatch, stopwatch,
. :  tick-tock, or name of spec1f1c
N clock (g¢.g., alarm clock)
3 E sailboat, boat, sailing boat, ship,
‘ - oxr name, of a specific boat (e.g.,
.canoe)
4 flower, flowefs, or name of a2 specific

flower (e.g., rose, daisy)

purse, pocketbook, handbag, change-

purse, bag.

Score: 1 point for each card to which the child gives

an acceptable response (see 1ist-aboVe;)

Maximum Score on CArds 2-5

=4

-
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PART II. ORAL VOCABULARY
Procedure : :"\ y '; - ,.' . . ;J“FTQ
f Say, "Now I am g01ng to ask you about some words. Some.
of them are easy and some are hard but I want you. to tell
me about . all the ones you know." Be careful to pronounce
the words clearly and distinctly. Do not spell any word
oTr present it in'Written'form, C : : o
Say, "What is a towel?" If the'chiid nesitates,‘
. 'encourage him with. such words as, "You know what a towel 15
-'l.,* don t. you° Then tell me about it." If he still remains
51lent say, ”What 15 a towel™ You have seen a toweli
haven t you” What is it?" For’ other words to-whiohethe
Jcthd “does not reply, say, "Have you ever heard that word?"
If the chlld has_heard the word, say, "How have’ you heard it
(.\ . used?".  If he uses it in a sentence say,'"Yee and whao.
~ does that'mean?" Varv the form of presentlng the ‘words in
‘ order to av01d a set pattern. Nouns may ‘be preceded by
“the artlcles‘" a.or "an" as in "What 1s a ‘toal?" Qther
words may be glven in the form "What do we mean by loya17"
If the child glves'a response worth only 1 p01nt or 7
one that- is amblguous say,."ls there anythlng else°f or
UWhat else?" or "Try te tell me more about it, "°br ”Try to
explaln what you.mean.! L 2 . ™~

-

-If the child- merely uses the stimulus word or a derlvatlve
of it in his definition .without demonstratlng comprehension
(e g., "a candy factory"), say, "Tell me in some other ’

o words. It'*s not fair to use the same word agaln.” . .
'oé Responses ‘are sometlmes based on a word whose sound
- f'resembles that of the.stimulus word, but whose meaning 1is °
“. : &iffefent. -For example, "coat" may he defined as "colt.

= If thls OCcCurs, say,.”Llsten carefully What does coat mean”" ”
e If the child gives a slang definition of a word (e.g-
" A shrlnk is' a psychlatrlst"), say, "What else does shrlnk
mean?” Do not, glve any credit for a slang deflnltlon

Q

e

-
(
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No other forms of questlonlng about the words are
perm1551ble The examlner should attempt to obtain the
<« ¢hild's maximum response to each word, although he should
av01d belaboring brief but correct answers.

Words Used in Oral Vocabulary

1. Towel N\ 6. Shrink
2. Coat . ' ' 7. Expert.
3. Tool | 8. Month.
4. Thread ' ' . 9.- Concert
5. Factgry,‘ o 10. - Loyal

* . F
o .

\
AN

-
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_APPENDIX B (x)'

* . Name of Task: Decentsmtion Ability.
Sources: The stimuli used in this test were derived from
studies conducted by Elkind (1964}, Elkind, Koegler and

- Go (1964), Feffer and Gourevitch L1960), and Goldschmld

- and Bentler (1968). However, the task demands based
on each stimulus varied from those in the original. \
sources. ' h

“Purpose: The purpese of this test was to determine
whether each child was capable of -some degree of decentra-
. tion. Therefore, none of the subtests were presented
in ‘such a way that the.chiléd either succeeded or . failed.
Rather, each- subtest was initially presented as described
in the Urlglnal source. If the child failed to respond
co;rectly,-additionel information was presented in _
order to'help the child obtain the_correct solution.’ The
~child's level of decentering ability was determined by
the,amouht of ;nformation which,the child required in
-order to complete the various subtests. 'An attempt
was made to dlfferentlate between four dlfferent levels
" of response based on the Chlld s ability to decenter.
“‘Level one . .responses were those in which the child was

- . unable to complete the task. Level two responses were
those ih which the child.had to be given the necessary
information but was able to complete the task once this
was done. Level three responses were those in which the
child required minor help in order to complete the tasks.
Level four responses were those in which the child

clearly provided an answer based upon decentration ab;lltv.f

Descrlptlon of the Spec;flc Tasks
‘Task 1. The chilé was Dresented with the number

task from Form A of the Concept Assessment Klt——Conservatlon
 Geveloped by Golds?hmld and Bentler (1968). The task

2

)
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was presented initially as they describe in the manual.

Six red and six whité chips were piaoed in parallel rows

in front of the child. Once the chilld agreed that there
were equai\numbers of chips, the white xhips were spread -
farther apart ‘than the red chips. The chi?d was again-
askéd if there were equal numbers of chips or whether

there were more of one colour.. If the child responded
correctly, and was able to explain why they were equal -
a ‘level four response was credited for the task which was
worthﬁé points. If an lncorrect answer was given, the

" child was asked to look at the two rows again and see

if_ theré were more of one kind of chips than the- other.

If a correct response was obtained in gddition to the
appropriate reason for the answer, a level three-score

was given which was 3 points. If the child again responded‘
incorrectly,. the examiner counted the chlps in each row
with the child and pornted out that each row had the same -
number of chlps. The child was again asked if there were an
equal number of chips " and .also for the reason for the ‘
answer obtained. If the child responded correctly, a level
two score of 2 points was’ assmgned.' If the Chlld agaln

answered rnapproprlatelv a level one. score of 1 point

.

Task. 2. The child wes presented with one of the
items constructed by Elkind, Koegler and Go (1964). The

‘'was assigned for the task. -

drawing was of a face which was constructed from various
haterials such-as light bulbs, telephones, -etc. The child
could respond either to the whole figure or to the wvarious
parts or to both the whole and the parts of the ‘drawing.

If the child: responded to both of the*possrbie alternatlves,

a level, four. response was élven. If only one of the possible
alternatlves was glven, the child was told that sometlmes -
people could see other things in addition to what the

child had descrlbed. The child was asked to look again.



_If the child could provide the alternative answer in
addition to the previous answer, a level three response

of 3 poxnts was glven. If the child was unab o provide
further information, an alternative was poxnted out but
_not verbalized. If this wag sufficient to obtain a full
response, a level two score was given. If the child was
again unable to prov;de any more 1nform§;Lon, 1l point for .
a level one response was given.

Task 3. This taskiis based on a description
prov;ded bv Feffer. and Eourevxtgh (1960) which they called
the bead problem. The child is given a box containing
l2 beads, 10 of which are -blue and two of which are white.
The child@ is told that both the blue beads and the
white beads are made of wood. Therefore, all of the beads
are made of wood. Once the child agrees, the child is
asked whether there are more wooden beede or mofe blue
Beads. If the correct response is given, a level four -
score is given. If the response is incorrect, the child .
~is asked to lock at the bead again, to think of what they
are made of, and to listen carefully to the questlon If
the correct answer is given, the child is asked for the
reason for the answer. If the correct reason is given,

a level three scére is given. if the child is unable to
Drov1de the Correct answer,. the examlner questloned the

child about what the blue and white beads were made of,

and whether all of the beads were made of the same thing.

Once the child was able to respond cérrectly to the questions,
the original guestion was again asked. If the child was

able to provide the correct response and the reason for

the response, a level two score of two points was given.

If the ¢hild was unable to respond correctly, -only 1 point
was given. N

Task'4:"The fourth task was based on an item used
by Elkind (1964). The stimulus can be seen as either a
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butterfly ox as two faces. The flgure was presented to
the- child who waS'asked to ‘tell the examiner everythlng
.that was seen. If both possibilities were reported, a
score of 4 for a level four'responee was given. If only
one alternatlve was given, the child was told that some-— -
_tlmes people could see other things as well. The Chlld
was asked to,iook again and see if anything else could
be seen. If the othe;-info:matioh was'reported, a level
three score was obtained by the child. If not, the
examiner drew the child's attention to either the whole
stimulus and asked the child what it looked loke, or to
-one of the two wings which contained: the faces. If the
chilé was able to see the information, a level two score
was given. If not, only 1 point for a evel one response
was obtained. .

Final Score: The child's individual scores on each of
the four "tasks were ueed to calculate a mean decentration
ability score.' The score could range from 1.0, which
would indicate no decentration ability, up to 4.0, which
would indicate complete decentration ability.
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" Name of Task: Cognitive Perspective Taking Task

SoUrces: ~Flavell, et al, 1968; Selman, 1971; Kurdek and
Rodgon, 1975.

]

Description of Task: The cognitive perspective taking:

task.was derived from Flavell et al. (1968) and 'the procedure_

was adapted.from Selman (1971) and Kurdek and Rodgen (1975)
This task was chosen because it has been used with subjects
in the age range included in this study (Flavell, et al.
1968; Irwin & Ambron, 1975; Selman, 1971; Kurdek & Rodgon,
1975)." It involves the child taking the hypothesized
viewpoint of a friend rather than.a stranger and, being
a verbal task, depends upon the child making a verbal
response more than some of the ‘other tasks '
_The stimuli consists of an ordered series of seven
plctures depicting a story about a boy - belng chased by
a dog, running-down the street, and climbing a tree to
eat an'apple as the dog trots away. The 5pec1f1c illustra-
tion on each card is as follows: e
Card 1: The boy ‘is walklng along a sidewalk, whlstllng
) and brushing a stick against a wooden fence.
Card 2: The boy looks frightened and drops his stick as he
sees a dog running toward him. '
Card 3: The boy runs, looklng anxiously over his shoulder
' at the dog who is following close behind.
Card 4: The boy is shown runnlng with arms outstretched
joward an apple tree. The dog is not shown in
the picture and the boy's fage (showing feé?‘?h—
' the two previous pictureg) 34 hidden by a branch
of the tree. o -
Card 5: The boy climbs the tree, with the. dog nipping at
his heels. '

-
Card 6: The boy 1is seated on a branch of the tree, munéhlng )

an apple; the dog is nowhere in sight.
y
/

L)

N
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Card 7: ‘The boy is'shown standing up in the trée: " The

S ~ dog can be seen across the street and shows ne

evidence of ferpcify.‘ Although the boy's face 1s

parily turned'in the dog's direction, it shows no

particular emotional éxpression.

The removal of cards 2, 3, and 5 from this series

eliminates the fear of dog motive fof climbing the tree
and shows the boy first walking and then running to an .
apple tree, climbing it,'énd eating én apple. There is still
a dog in the last picture, but it is unrelated to theJl
motivational theme of the four-card story. The child can
thus egocentrically incorporate the fear of dog motive

into the predicted story of another person who views only

the four-card sequence. . : !
Selman's (1971) catégorical scoring system, reflecting

qualitative differences in cognitive perspeétive'taking

was used. A score of 0 was given to the responses of

' ¢hildren who could not perform any transformatien of.the

original'story;'the angry dog remained the motive for the
boy's climbing the tree even in the predicted-story of
another person who viewed only the four-card sequence. A
score of:1 was given to the responses of children who
told a straightforward, perceptually correct, four card
StOTY, but were unable to maintain this story line upon
being questioned about the motivational conditions relevant
to the four-card stbry A score of 2, the highest given
to responses on this- task, was given when the child
successfully told an appropriate four-card story and
indicated upon questlonlng that he understood the nature
of the task; i.e:., that the otﬁer person viewing .the four—
card sequence did not have the 1nformat10n available to
one viewing the seven-card sequence and that this lack of
informatipn influenced the way the other person would tell
the story. ‘

- -
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Procedure. ) The experlmenter presents the seven- card
sequence to the child ang asks him/her to tell a story about’
the pictures: "Do you like telling stories about plctures?
Well, here are somefor you; they' Te just like cartoons,

aren’'t they? All of them tell part of a story " Can you
“tell me what' s happening in this picture?" (the experimenter
points to the first picture}. The child's respanse to | '
‘each card is recorded verbatim at the time of testing.

In addition to recording the child's first story
verbatim, the child is also asked (a) why the boy climbed' -
the tree and, (b) what is the dog doing in the story. '
These answers are recorded at the time for comparison with
answers based on the second story. '

Following completion of the questions, “the child is

® asked to name a friend with whom he/she played a lot. The
experimenter then said: '"Well, let's say I saw and
usked him/her to look at some pictures and to tell a story
about them. __ says, '"Yeah, I think I'd like to do
‘that.”™ Let's say is going to come through 'this door -
and is going to sit right where you're sitting now; he's
going to look at some ﬁictures (the experimenter here took
away cards 2, 3, and 5 in full view of the child). I'l1l
say, " > ,.could you tell me what's happening in these
pictures®' (Subject's name), what do you -think your friend
will say 1is happenlng in this picture?" (the experlmenter |
points to the first and then the remaining plctures) '
Again, responses are recorded verbatim.
At the end of the second story, the chlld is questloned
“as to (a) the motive_his/her.friend attributes to the boy's

climbing the apple tree: ™ hy'will say the boy
climbed the tree?" and (b) tHe reason for the dog's
presence in the last card:. 'What will say the dog

is doing here?" (the experimenier points to the dog in the
last card). Responses here are also recorded verbatim.
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SCoriné System: The categor1cal system of scorlng
developed.by-Selman(lQ?l) was used. ' The system.. reflects

- qualltatlve dlfferences in the role-taking skill necessary
for each task. Category 1 classifications are made for
those.childrgn who could not perform any- transformation
of the origi al story. -In botﬂ accounts, the angry deg
remained th

spontaneously explalned motivational force .
behlnd ‘the .boy's climbing the tree.
Category 2 reflects the ability of ‘the Chlld to tell
. a stralghtforward four-card, perceptually correct story
<:\‘_'but .the inability to maintain this perceptual image .
preseﬂtation upon being asked the motivational conditions”
of the four-picture story. For example,.upon being asked
to tell the story as would see it, the child responds,
"He walks with a stick; he runs _down the street; he'climbs‘
‘a tree and eats an -applel.™ However, when asked why the
boy climbed the tree he re5ponds "To get away from the
dog." . ' A\
Category 3 is.the highest level of role-taking skill
- measured by this task. Here the child successfully tells -
the four-card story that . would:tell suppressing the
or1g1na1 seven- card motivational scheme. Upon being
questloned the child indicates that he/she understands
the nature of this task; that is, that did not have
the information available earlier to the child and that .-
“the lack of this information would influence- the way
would tell the story.

b
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Cdgnitive Perspective Taking Task -- Answer Sheet

Story #;
- ‘ Card 1 r

Card

I~
e

Card

(93]
.

Card 4:

Card 5: T : RN

Card 6:

Card-7: ~

Question #1: Why did the boy climb the tree?

Question #2: (What is the dog doing in the story?,

L
Stérx'#z -
Card 1: f
- Card 2: v
e Card .3: _ '

'Card 4:




Question #l;i_Why will

. - . *’

-

192

say the boy climbed the tree?

L]

Question #2: What will

say the dog is doing here?

—

L
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APPENDIX "B (xii}’
Name of Task: Visual Rolefaking Task
'-Source: The task. was adapted“rom the task used by~Kurdek
o and Rodgon (1975). The changes in methodology were _)
strongly influenced by the resylts reported by Fishbein,:
- Lewis and Keiffé: (1972), and those reported by Shantz.
and Watdon (1971). ' L ' o ‘
‘Description of Tdsk: The. materials required for this task
1ncLQded two circular revolv1ng (lazy susan) trays and ~
three palrs of popular cartoon figures. Each of the. trays
had three positions marked on them to 1nd1cate wheZe each
of the figures was to be placed. One.of the trays was
placed in front gf the child, and the othe{?was.plaged in
front of the experimenter, who was seated on the other
side of ‘tihte table facing the child. -
The experimenter. placed one of the pairs ©f figures
- on the tray in front of’ him and’ placed the corresponding
-figure on the “tray 1in front of the child. .The experimenter
then turned the flTSt trav so that the flgure faced the
experimenter. The child was then asked to turn the other
tray so that the chiid would see the figure just as the
experimenter was seeing it. After recording the child's
response, the expérimenter rotated the first tray into
three new positions which were 90, 270, and 180 degrees
| from the original starting position. The child was

asked to duplicate'each‘positidn according to instrﬁc;ions”
which were similar to the instruction following the first
;p051t10n - '

‘The experlmenter ensured that the Chlld's tray was
- initially in an incorrect position to ensure that each
child had to manipulate the tray in order to obtain the
correct answer. No feedback was given to the child about
each response, except  to encourage the child's continued
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by the experimenter, t q,expérimenter used both clockwise

‘and counterclockwise afo ement®to obtain the four®

positions to be 1 fonstructed by the child. _ - - '/
. The same procedure was used using two- and three- é{ ) /.

figure arrays on the tray. The order of the four stimulus, = /.

positions were varied to ensure that the child did not //f//

*y

simply'respond from memory. Each child received the same

order of stimulus figures and the same order of stimulus'

arrays. The child was given one point éaéh”time_that the

correct tray position was replicated. Since four positions

were used for each of the ome, two and three  figure stimilus
-arrays, each child could receive a maximum score of twelve. —-—
he higher the scorss the more advanced th,chiid was

considered to bé'in percéptﬁai roletaking ability;
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APPENDIX B {xiiti) .
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.Name of Task: - Affective Perspective Taking Task .
Sourees:“quke; 1971; Kurdek and Rodgon, 1975; Gardiner,
Description of Task: The Materials and procedure for this
task afe adapted from the tasks developed by Borke (1971},

. the gdaptatiop deveioped'by Kurdek and Rodgon (1975), and

the kit developed by Dupont, Gardner and Brody (1974).
] Before beginning the task, each ¢hild is shown four
faces of a same sexed - character expressing- the eﬁotions
of happiness, sédness, fear or anger. The child is asked .
to show the experimenter the face of the boy/girl who is -
happy, said, afraid or angry.' This procedure is used to
(a) give the child-practiCe in matching affect labels to the
approériate_facial»ekpressiOn, and (b) ensure that each
child is aware of which picture matches each affect label.
If the child has difficulty or makes a'his;ake, he/she
is corrgctéd by having tHe appropriate facial expression
pointed out by the experimenter. '

" The affective perspective taking task consists of
theee pérts. In the first part, the child is shown a pic-
ture depicting a boy or . a girl in a situation in which an-

‘emotion of anger, fear, siddness or happiness would be .

'is asked to choose the ap

appropriate. The face of the bey or girl is naot visable
in each picture. The child is_élso read a short story
which corresponds to the emoiianal content of the picture.
On the basis of the sh

t story and the picture, the child
igte emotion from a set of
four facial expressions. The fehale children are always
shown four picfﬁres of female facial expressions and the
male children are shown four pictureé of male facial
expressions. T

The second part of the task consists of either (a)
showing only four different pictures to the child without
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any short story or (b) telllng a short story to.the child

without an accompanylng picture. 1In each case, the child

is again asked to choose the approprlate emotional ¥esponse

from either the male or female sets of facial expressions.
For the third part of the task, the child is given

the alternatlve task not presented in part two. Therefore,

if “the child was shown the picture in part two, he/she 1s

-read the short stories for- part three, and vice versa: 54'5

The response of the child to each of the four 51tuat10ns'_7<
hlthln each of the three parts are'recorded as the Chlld
makes his/hér chorce. Therefore, the score can range from
0 to 12 based on each of -the three ‘parts of the task.

" A further’12 points can be earned by providing an
acceptable. reason for the facial expression chosen. If
for eXample -the happy expression is chosen, the Chlld is
asked why he/she thinks that the child in the situation

'15 happy.’ Each responise will .be recorded and scored either

0 or 1. A number of responses will be scored by a second
rson in ‘order to provide "a measure of inter-rater relizbility.

Therefore, based on the 12 choices of facial expressions

and the 17_reasons for the choices, each child can achieve

’a maximum score of up to 24 points.

Materials: The eight stories and the eight picture
srtuatlons used in the assessment are provided below The

_storles -and plctures are based on those used by Borke (1971).
" in her Interpersonal Awareness Test. " The male and female

emotional facial expressions were adapted from a procedure
called Teaching Affective Development which was developed
by'Dupont, et al. (1974). . _

The actual etorles and pictorial situations used in
the study are outlined-below as they were presented to the
Chlld in the task srtuatlon
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Pretest _ -

is told the following: o L

e 97
AFFECTIVE PERSPECTIVE TAKING TASK

-

Instructions: The examiner places the sheet depicting

“four facial expressions, happlness, anger, sadness and

fear, in front of the chlliif_The pictures are of a Chlld
of the same sex as the subgect The' subject is g;ven the
following.instructions: - ) .

- "These are pictures of B111y/C1ndy. Can you show me
“the - ‘picture of Billy/Cindy which shows hlm/her looklng
happy (sad, angry, dfraid)?" The examiner corrects any
"mistakes which the subject makes in the pretest period.

- No further help is given throughout the task. If the child

refus to make a choice, it is counted as a wrong answer.

Each child will be administered the complete task which
includes a ree parts. '

. /
~ PART 1

‘Instructions: Each child will be introduced to this section

of the task with the following instructions: .
"Now I am going to show you some pictures of children

- doing different things. As you will see, none of the boys/’

girls have any faces in the pictures. I will read you the
story which'goes with'ééch of "the pictures. After I
‘finish the story, I want you to show me the face of the
boy/girl which you think should go on the boy/girl. Don't
choose. a face untll after I finish the story and you have
looked at the plcture "

After the child has chosen a faCLal etpre551on ‘he/she

o

"That is a good choice. Why do-you think that Biiiy/ _
Cindy feels like that?'" The child's answer will be recorded
for each of the four choices. ’
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'PARTS II AND III - "

{a) Pictures Only Condition:
) Instructions: After completlng Part I, each child w111
" be told the followlng
' "You did very well on that part. Now I'm going to
show you some pictures of Bllly/C1ndy doing some dlfferent
things than he/she. was doing before.. ThlS time though
I'm not g01ng te~{e11 you a story with ‘each picture. What
you have to do is look at the picture and then decide what
kind of face Billy/Cindy should have."
After the child has chosen a facial expre551on he/she
is told the following: .
"That is a good face for that picfure. Why‘do you
think that Billy/Cindy feels like that?" ' E
‘The child answer will be recorded for each of the four
choices. ' o |

an

(b)" Stories Only Conditiom:
Instructions: After completing Part II, each chlld will
be told the follqylng :

"You did so well with that part -that you can play

" the last part now. I'm going to rea@ you some stories
about Billy/Cindy. After each story, I want you-to chQQ§e.
the. face which you think goes with the storysghe best. -
Remember' listen to the story carefully and then show me
the face that you think is the same as.how Bllly/Clndy
would look in the story." . ) .
After the child has chosen a facial expre5510n he/she
1is told the following: ¢

'"Very good. Why do you think that Billy/Cindy feels
like that?"

The child's answer will be recorded for each of

the four choices.
¥

/

o
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Each child is presented Wlth ‘the stories and/or plctures

in the predetermlned sequnce glven below. Thé/order
“of presentatlon was chaﬁged for each part in order to
try and av01d having ;he child. respond in a learned .
sequence, rather than 1n response to the presented situations.
"The four stories presented below are presented with the. four
pictures which follow. The following four pictures and -
story sectlons were presented in a random sequence as .
outlined ea:ller,
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Stories Used in Part I: (Adapted from Borke,‘197l)

l.-

L

a
[ T}
‘-j..

Billy/Cindy went to b1g,one nlght and had a bad dream. .
He/she dreamt that a big, hungry tlger was chasing

him/her. i . . o A
(a)'_Show me” how Billy/Cindy would look. (Circie picture
"chosen’ ) ) / v -
©  Happy Sad .- Afraid ‘Angiy'
.. (b) Why do you .think he/she feels like that? ,

Billx/Cindxgdid not like ;6 share his/her candy:with
his/her ffiend'because they never shared theirs. One.
day the babysitter made him/her share a chocolate bam®. =
(a) Show me how Bllly/Clndy would ‘look. (Circle picture
chosen ) . .
Happy Sad . Afraid N o Angry

tb) Why do you think he/she feels like that?

“One day Bill?/Ciqdy‘found out that his/her'very best "

friend was going to move away to another town:

(a) Show me how Bllly/Clndy would look. (Circle picture
«chosen.) - ,
Happy Sad Afraid Angry

(b) Why do you ink ‘e/she feélsllike-ﬁhat?

. Biliy/Cindy was playing outside omne day‘whenahis/her

aunt and uncle came to visit.. They brought him/her d
a present that was just what he/she wanted.

"(a) Show me how Billy/Cindy would look. (Circle picture.

chosen.) ‘ o -
Happy Sad - “Afraid Angry
(b) Why do you think he/she feels like that? *
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Stories-Used-in Part'II,or III: (Adapted from Borke, 1971).

1. One day Bill?/Cindy wenf shopping with his/her pareﬁts.

Because he/she was so good, they took him/her to the -

movies. i —
{a) Show me how Bllly/C1ndy would look. (Circle picture
' chosen.) ‘ - _ - ol
Happy. 'Sad Afraid ' Angry -~

(b) Why-do you think he/she.would feel like that” -

2. One day there- was a big thunderstorm with llghtnlng
and thunder and lotg of rain. Billy/Cindy were all alone
in the house and it started to get really dark and he/she
heard lots of strange noises. t | -
(a) Shgw me how Billy/Cindy would look. (Circle;picturé :
chosen.) , : .
Happy sad ~ Afraid " Angry
.(b)  Why do vou think he/she would feel like that?

'Billy/Cindy was playing one dav hlth some other chlldren
He/she haé worked hard and built a big house out of
blocks. Suddenly, one of the other children came -over

(¥} ]

and knocked it down. _

(a) - Show me how Bllly/C1ndy would look. .(Circle picture
chosen.) '
Happy Sad - Afralé Angry

(b} Why do you think he/she would feel like that?

4._.Billy/C1ndy had a pet goldflsh that he/she called Goldie.
' bne day, Goldie got rezlly sick and wouldn't eat his/her
food. . : .
(a} Show me how Billy/Cindy would—1look. (Circle'ﬁicture,
c¢hosen.) - ' _ ' ;
Happy ‘. Sad T Afraid’- Angfy
(b) Why doyyou think he/she would feel like that?
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?ictures:USed in Part II or III.' (Adapted from Borke, 1971

‘and Kurdek & Rodger, 1975)

r ..

Present each picture and wait for child to make- a
choice' from among the four same-sexed facial express;ons.»
If the-child does not make a choice,..ask him/he;ﬂ;o show
you how Billy/Cindy looks in the picture. Cifcle each
answer in the space provided and continue on to the.

second question. B . o .

1. (a) ’Happy Sad  Afraid Angry

(b) Why do you think he/she feels like that?

-

2, (a) Happy - Sad )" Afraid Angry
(b) Why do you think he/she feels -l1ike that?

3. (a) Happy Sad ~ Afraid Angry
(b) Why do you think he/she feels 1ike that?

4. (a) Happy Sad - Afraid "~ Angry

(b} Why do you think he/she feels like that?

o -
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Name of Task: Matching Familiar F{gures

Source: The concept of impulsivity—reflect'vity was

first conceptualized and operationalized in a
‘monograph by Kagan, Rosman, Day, Albert and’
Phillips (1964)

Descr1pt1;; of Task:

- The impulsivity-reflectivity instrument developed .
by_Kagan, et al. (1964) is called the Matching Pamiliar"
Figures test. The test consists of three forms, each of
which is usedto assess the cognitive style of a different

‘age group, ranging from preschool children to adults.

The preschool form consists of two pretesfiand twelve
tést items, each of which 'consists of a standard picture
and six variants, one of which is identical to the standard.
The child's task is to select the variant which matches
;he-standard. Two scores are obtained based on the

'child's performance. One score is the number of errors
- which are made by the child based on the child's inatial

response to each item. The second score is based on the

Tesponse latency between the time when the item is presented

and when the child actually makes an initial response.
The test itself consists of a serd of black and
white drawings. The .figures -used become pgngre551ve1v
more complex and difficult. Slmllarly, the variations
presented are based on more progressively subtle

differences which require increasingly careful evaluatlon
and comparison in order to make a correct choice.

Materials: Mhtchlng Familiar Flgures stimulus cards
timer with foot control. (
Procedure: The procedures outlined below are based

on the descriptions outlinedain a number of studies
(Kagan, 1966; Kagan, Moss & Sigel, 1963; Xagan § Kagan,
1970; Kagan, et al., 1964). and include the brief descrip-
tion provided with the Scale for preschool children as
outllned below. e .

-



=€

~initial resbonse'choices of each child.

Each child is introduced to the task and shown
whaﬁ 1s expected using the two pretest items. If the child
appears to understand what is requlred Sy successfully.

completlng the pretest items, the - ‘test is presented in
its entirety. ' '

Dlrectlons for Administering Matching Familiar Flgures Test.

I am going to show you a picture of something you
know and then some pictures that look like it. You
will have to p01nt to the plcture on thls bottom page

214

(point) that 1s just 1iKé thé one on thls ‘top page=fpoint).
Let's do some for practice. E shows practice items and

‘helps the child to find fhe correct answer. Now we are

going to do- some that are a little bit harder. You will
see a picture on top and six pictures on the bottom.
Find the one that is just llke the one on top and p01nt
to it.

E will record.latency ‘to first response to tle half-
second, totgl'number of errors for each item and the order
in which the errors are made. If S ie'correct, E will
praiSe. If wrong, E will say, No, that is not the right
one. Find the one that is just like this one (point).:
Continue to.code responses (not items) until child makes
a maximum of six errors or gets the item correct If

.incorrect, E will show the rlght answer.

Scores: -(e) A .score ranging from 0 to 12 is determined
based on the number of errors obtained according to the

y

(b)Y A mean Tesponse score is calculated based on =

. the mean latency between the time wh;//the item is

presented, and the time when the child makes the Initial

response to each item. |

-

e

f
f
3

&
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4 S APPENDIX B (xv}

Name of Task:.’ Popularltv—SOCLal Development Measure._
Source:; Constructed by Waterman (1879} in order to obtaln

an estimate of the popular1ty-soc1al development
_ of each oh 4 who participated in the study.
Description of Task: The task was designed to elicit an
estimate of each Chlld from the preschool teacher who was
most familiar with the child. Each teacher was asked to
rate . their children for_thelr popularity-social #velopment

on & scale which ranged from 0.5 to 9.5. The actual
instructions are presented below and the scale itself is .

presented on the next page. The scale was admlnlstered after
the assessments were completed.
Instructions to Teachers:

The chlldren listed below took part in my research. I

would like to obtaln a Popularity-Social Development rating

« for. each child. Please rate the childrén which vou know
.best. Another teacher will rate those which vou do not know
as well. ' .

Thr rating should be based on the child's relative-
popularity and social development in comparison with other
children in the groups, and with other children'.of that age
which you have taught. -

When thlnklng of each child's ratlng, vou should take
into consideration such aspects as whether the child
-interacts easily with other children, the ease of initiating
play with -others, relative friendliness with others, leader-
ship qualities (leader or follower), play act;vrt;es during
free time (alone or with others){ and other such behav1oral

indicators. 2

An example is provided on the scale. If vou _have

any guestions, please contact me at 966-2211 before

R



N

Friday, when I'wil; réturp to pick up the scales..

<
-

Thank you for your cooperation. -

Larry W. Waterman.

“3iE
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each of the variables used in the present stqdy.'

co
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APPENDIX C

i : . -
| . .

The following is a Vist of the scores which were obtained for

-

(i) Verbal Communication Task: ‘the ‘three obtained scores

inclided the mean number of individual units of information contained

in each response, a mean latency é&gre based on response time, a . \\g

communicative‘competenée score based on a percentage derived from
the total number of responses diQidéd.by the total‘humper qf:egocentElF_
| responses. | - |

(i1) gNon-Verbal . AbTlity: a total sEore_b;%ed on the sum of.
the_subscofes obtained on -the task. - | o

{iii) Non-Verbal intelligence Estimate of the Child:. based .
' ’ . . '.:,_: ’ - ) . '1'1;5
on the child's performance on the Leiter International Performance

Scale.

(iv). Visual Perception: ' three scores were obtained based on

the tasks described below:
(a) Block Design: a standard score based on the number of designs

.

the child was able to complete.
. . - ;
(b) Visual Ability: - a total 'score- based on a combination of
: e
the two standard scores obtained.on each of the Frostig subtests.

(¢} ‘Similarities and Differences: a total score based on the
' @

child's ability to distriminate visual stimuli on the basis of

similarities and differences.

o L ————— T T TR L T e TR TR T T g e oo (T ST o T T e s b S AL TR LY T 2 Ly .;\‘;L‘fo. DRI "L i L
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(¥) .Language Devélqpment: two scores based upon the tasks

"sg;c;fgedbeiow: o . o : .m' o i.;;{;ﬁ
(a) Verbal_ﬁlhency: a standard score bésed on the tatal qqébér

of items generated by the child in each of the four ;ptegoriés!fl ' ;.
(b} wﬁrd Knowledge:‘ a standard Score basea on the c¢hild's

pefformance 5n the picture.vocabulary and the oral vocabularf

sections of the McCarthy subtest.

(vi) Matching Familiar Figpres:> two scores based on {(a)

-

the number of errors based on the initial response choices of each

child subtracted from the total ﬁumber of trials prgsented,'and ) B gg
(b) a mean latency score based on .the response laténcy for'each'trial. N
(vii) 'Cognitive-Perceptua]HGrouping! 'a score based on the
total number of correct responses mg&e by the chila.- |
{viii) Cognitive Pe}spective Taking Task: a total‘écore based
on the chil&'s perspective taking skill:'
A(fx) Visual Roletaking Task: a totaj scqré based upon the
child's ability to reproduce each yISuét.perspective.
‘ (x) Affective Perspective Takihg Task: é total score"ﬁased )
- upon corfécily Tdentifyihg the'FZ expressions_éhd'supplying the
. r;agon for each choice. . . '
- (x1) ADecentering Ability Task: a mean score based on the tofél
$c9re obtained on-each’of tge four ‘tasks. .
(xii). Populgrify Rating: -a score was assigned for each child
by a préschooi teéchgr who was familiar with the child's social

[}

development.
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education achieved.:
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{xiit) Demogf hic_UariabIeg:, the following varfables were

_obtained from the questionna[ﬁg_comp]eted by the parent(s) of

each child prior to that child's taking part in the study:

'y

(a) Intelléc:ua1 level of the child (based on the child's
performance on.the Leiter international Performance Scale).
| (b)_ Age of the child in months..
{c) Sex of ghe.chi]d:A (male = 1, female = 2}.
(d) Socio-Economic Status. (as detéfmined by. the Blishen Scale)
baséd upon the parent whose occupation is highest on the-Blishen
Scale. . g 5

-

{(e) Mean educational level of the parents based on level of
i

(F)_ A second language in the home (= 2} iF.EnglisE is the only

- language (= 1). ‘ ‘ ~—

(g) Number of siblings in the home (brothers or sisters).

{h) Number of other:people in the home (é.g..xrelafives, friénds)f‘-‘
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Eigenyalués and_ Cumulative Proportion of the. Total

Variante of All of the Produced Factors

Factor Eigenvalﬁe* Cumulative Proportion”
- of th% Totalf§ariance*
1 -3.283 & 0.182 _
2 2.042 ; 0.296
3 1.809." 0.396
4 1.419 0.475
5 1.313 0.548
6 1.171 _ 0.613
7 0.962 0.667
8 0.903 0.717
9 0.884 0.766
10 ©0.727 0.806
" 0.694 0.845
12. 0.587 0.877
13 0.497 0.905
14 0.475 -~ 0.931
15 0.391 0.953
16 0.305 0.970
17 0.279 0.986
18 0.259 1.000
*Note: Discrepancies in the addition of values and the final

total are due to the r0und1ng off of all scores to three

~ decimal points.
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APPENDIX G

228

'Factér Analysis Without Verbal Communication Scores:

Principal Axis Solution

s

f

Factog\\‘

Variable Name _ Factor Factor
o R 2 3
Sex of Child - 0. 146" 0.185 0.506%
Age in Months | 0.374 -0.574%  ~0.427%
Socioeconomic Status 0. 446 0.219  -0.020
Nonverbal Ability 0.089 -0.379% . .24k
. Nonverbal In;elligenée 0.380% 0.350% ~ 0.488*
'Frdstfg Visual Perception 0. 404 0.448* 0.347=
Similarities ?/Differences 0.536% 0,344 -0.1392
Block Design / 0.061 0.548% _  0.22]
Cognitive Pg::aPtuaI Task 0.661% = "TTOTT176 -0.128
Matching Fj res Latency 0.511% - QlO.hZS* 0.365%
Matching ﬂigures Errors -0.044 0.181 -0.270
Verbal F{uency- ‘ 0.717* -0.234 0.073
Word Know!edge 0.632% -0.138 -0.246
Decentration Ability 0.280 0.189 -0.543%
Visual Roletaking 0.076 0.604x -0. 484
Cognitive Rote -0.254 0.147 -0.028
Affective Roletaking ' 0.540% ~0.047 0.105
Popularity 0.514% -0.051 0.19]
$SQ 3.283 2.042 1.809
* Designates factor‘loadings>(+ -) 0.300. X
3
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APPENDIX-G (cont'd) .
Factor Analysis Without Verbal Communication Scores:
Varimax Solution’
Variable Name Factor- Factor Factor
. 1 2 .3
Sex of Child ) -0.16! 0.472%  -0.252
‘Age " in Months 0.415% -0.690* - -0.061
Socioeconomic Status 0.429=" 0.171 0.183
_Nonverbal Ability 0.114 -0.106 -0.432%
‘Nonverbal [ntelligence 0.352%° 0.609% -0.104
Frostig Visual Perception 0.370% 0.585* 0.068
Similarities & Differences 0.512% 0.150 0.398=
Blpck Design 0.022 0.554= 0.213
Cognitive Perceptual Task 0.648x 0.078 0.242
Matching Figures Latency 0.538« -0.034 - -0.534®
Matching Figures Errors -0.055 .-0.054 0.319%
~ Verbal Fluency 0.731% -0.082 -0.181
Word Knowledge 0.641% -0.234 0.114
Decentration Ability ' h 0.269 -0.217 0.539%
.Visual Roletaking ~0.036 0.116 0.768%
Cognitive Roletaking . -0.263 0.075 0.109
Affective Roletaking 0.541% 0.067 -0.085
Popu]arity 0.515% 0.121 -0.152
_ &
ssQ 3.277 1.938 1.919
*Designates factor loadings > (+ -) 0.300.



APPENDIX H

RESULTS OF HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSES
(*'INDICATES LEVELS USED FOR INTERPRETATION)
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Cluster Leveis
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