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; In order to inveshgate what concepts young children acquire that break down
their nability to view spatial situations objectively. three groups of 16 children each
were administered two tasks (1) a box task, in which the child was asked to predict
the location of objects upon a change in his location. and (2) a Piagehan task. in
which the chid was asked to identfy the arrangement of objects from another’s
position. The children were grouped on the basis of age, 44 to 60 months, 61 10 71
months, and 72 to 78 monihs. The major hypothesis was that a high positive
. relationship existed between a young child’s accuracy in predicting object locations
| when (1) the child was moved to various positions and (2) when another (in this case,
a dol) was moved to various positions while the child remained in the same position.
il - This hypothesis was not supported. but the box task was much easier than the
]  Piagetian task. The Piagetian finding that children below 7 years of age usvally
' cannot take the viewpoint of another was corroborated in this study. (WD) '
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Carolyn A. Shantz

——

Merrill-Palmer Instifafé
John S, Watson
Unliversity of California, Berkeley [

In Piaget's theory of intellectual development, there is '
one procegss wnlch 1s posited as being cruclal to the young
child’s increasing understanding of reality: the waning of
egocentrism. The construct of egocentrism refers to the
young child's lack of awareneas of perspectives other than
his own, "Perspective"” may refer to a wide varietyybf infor-
mation. For example, the role attributes of other people are
usually ignored by the child so that when he communicates to
another child, an adult, a blind person, etc., hls message
remgins the same, i.e., he does.not change his message de-
pending on the characteristics ofx@he lzmenéf. "Perspective"
may also have the more literal meaning of the spatial view-

point of others. Thus, the young child viewing an array of

-objects believes that the objects near him are also near to

& person across the table from hinm.,

The classic study of egocentrlism as a developmental
phenomenon was done by Plaget (1956). The spatial an;légue
of egocentrism was employed in which children viewed a mock
landscape of three mountains of various sizes and were-asked

to imagine what a doll "saw" at various locations around the




Shantz & Watson 2e
landscape. The purpose was to descrlbe children’s ability
to reconstruct the scene from various lccatlions as it varied'
with the age of the child, It was found that prlor to seven
years of age, approximately, children usually assume that
the doll sees what they see regardless of where the doll 1s
placed., Children younger than five were found not to under-
stand the instructions sufficliently to work at the task,
These normative-descriptive data railse an important
question: what concepts does the young child acquire that
make possible the emergence of spatial objectivity around
seven years of age? In the initial attempt to study this
question (Shantz & Watson, 1967), it was hypothesized that
the ability to predict what another sees from various loca-
tions is based upon and develops from the subject's own ex-
perience in objJect relations. Specifically, 1t was suggest--
ed that the child's awareness of himself as an object withe-
in a world of objects organized spatially about him begins
with gross discriminations which follow a certain order of
increasing specificity and organization. The very young
child has no expectancy regarding change in object appear=-
ance with change in his spatial position. The first step
toward decreased egocentrism would be the child's recogni-
tion that objects and their arrangements lock different :
from various spatiazl locations, but no specific expectan-'///

cies as to how objects appear. That is, he operates on a

simple "same" vs. "different” expectancy. Next, the dif= 1AL

ferences expected by the child are differentiated into b
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spscific object-subject relatioms, but the relations are not

\
yet organized into a total spatial framework. This latter

2

- ——

concept is the final stage-of-developments —Imsummary, [t

was suggested that the abllity to predisiﬂanpiher_persogla

viewpoint follows the same developmental steps as subject=-
object predié¢tions, but how this projectlve ability begins
and how it relates to subject=object relations has not been
explored, | | | A

In order to assess spatlal expectancles, a new method
was developed based on Charlesworth®’s proposition (1966)
that the presence of cognitive structures can be evaluated
by the child's response in situatlons where expeqtancies
are violated, i.e.,, "uniawful" or trick situatioﬁ;. In
a spatial tgsk, for example, the child views a simple land=-
gcape scene_and then, with the landscape covered, he walks
to the opposite side. The landscape is rotated while the
child walks so that when it is uncovered the child 1s con-
fronted with the original perspective rather than the reverse
perspective. If the chlild has some expectancy of a "differ=-
ent" view or a specific view in mind, he will show surprise,
perplexity and/or amusement, either verbally or faclally.
In the initlal study (Shantz & Watson, 1967), it was found
that about half of the sample of 48 subjects between three
and five years of age clearly differentlated between the
trick and veridical conditious by thelr verbal statements.
Fourteen of these subjects went further to infer that the
the discrepancy between what they saw and what they expected
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was caused by qui?g or turning the objects. There was no

significant relation between the recognition of a trick and

|

the age of the child 1n This sample.

These data indicate then that wi)chin_ihe_pr-eachooli/age—_
range there are about an equal number of children who have
not yet established any expectancies relating object aﬁpear~
ance and viewer position, and those who have at legst suffici-
ent expectancles to recognize "unlawfulness" when it OCCUIrs.
The question then arises as to how specific expectancles
are in the preschooler. The focus of the present study is
to assess the ability of the young child to make specific
predictions of the location of objects after he has moved

SR
to various positions. It was suggested previously that such

subject-object relational concepts are the basis for being
able to identify others' points of view. Therefore, the
major hypothesls of this study'is that the abillity to cor-
rectly predict object locatlons after the child moves 1s
highly related to his ablility to predict object arrqngements
from the doll's position in the Plagetian task,.

‘Method
Subjects. Three groups of 16 Ss each (N = 48) represented

three age levels: Group I, 72 to 78 months; Group 11, 61
to 71 monthe; and Group III, 44 to 60 months. In Group I
14 Ss were kindergarteners, 2 first-graders; Group I1, 12
kindergarteners, 4 in nursery school; Group II1I Ss were -
all in nursery school., The sample consisted of 29 boys |

and 19 girls.
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Shantz & Watson 5e
The older Ss were attending kindergarten or first grade

in one suburban Detroit school, and all the yocunger Ss attend-
ed the Merrill-Palmer nursery school.1 All children in kinder-
garten are included in the sample with the following excep-
tions: 1 S refused testing, 1 S was absent at the time of
final testing, and 10 Ss who had been randomly selected for
pre-testing. First-graders and nursery school §s were ran-
domly selected from their classrooms.

Egulipmente.

Box task. This task was developed to assess S5's ablllty

to predict the location of objJects after he had changed his
location. It also provided for the assessment on twc trilals
of S's ability to recognize a "trick" event.

A 10 x 10 x 5 inch box was attached to a two fooit high
table. The box 1id had nine 2 x 2 inch holes cut out of 1t,$
forming a 3 x 3 matrix, with a small 11d covering each hole.
The box coﬁtained a 12 inch diameter posterboard base on

which a miniature house, tree, and streetlight were located,

At 0° orientation, the house was under the middle 1id in the

' "top" pow (furthest from S); the tree was under the left 1lid

in the middle row; and the streetlight was under the right

1id in the bottom row (nearest to S). By means of a set of

4
/

pulleys, the entire landscape could be rotated through 180o y
by E out of S's view, |
~ Plagetian task. This task was a modification of Pide
get's classic landscape task. It assessed 3's abllity to 4

identify the arrangement of objects from another's posi= 4~
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Shantz & Watson 6.
tion (represented by a doll),

A round landscape with a miniature school, flag, and
sandbox was employec, the objects belng located at about

the same points as the objects in the box task. At 0° oY= iy
38

the flag was to the left and in front of the school; and ;

lentation, the scnool faced 8 in the far, center position;

the sandbox was to the right of the school and nearest to 9.
Various perspectives of thls landscape served as choices

in the task. The choices were colored 7% x 5 inch photo-

~graphs of the standard scene from four positions: 0° (asouth),

" 90° to S's left (west); 180° (north), and 270° (east). A

fifth photograph represented an impossible perspective in
that the objects had been rearranged from lower right to
upper left in the following sequence: school, sandbox, flag.

L3

-

The five photographs were mounted on a 28 x 14 inch ;
posterboard, three on the top row and two on the bottom.

\ .
There were a tofal~of four such boards for the four major

e
ey

(Rt L

trials with the various views randomly positioned. The |

choice board for trial 4 was alao{ﬁSed'for the first} cqh-

_\_E\_\k

terion trial in which S selected the view he saw ("4outﬂ").

A girl or boy doll was used, depending on the éex pf é;
to ellcit what S thought the landscape view would be féom
the four positions. The doll was "seated" on a sm#ll stand
80 as to be looking down upon the scene from about 30°, the
same angle at which the photographs were taken and approxie

mately the angle at whlich S actually viewed the standard.,
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Procedure. Ss were tested individuslly in two sesslons, one

for each task., Ss were randomly assigned to one order condle
tion: Dbox task administered first, Plaget task second, or
the reverse order.

At the time the experimenter (E) was introduced to the
children in the classroom, she briefly described what they
would be asked to do and characterized the tasks as puzzles.
Several hours were spent by E in the nursery school prior to
individual testing in order to gain rapport with the youngest
Ss. During individual testing there was one adult observer
in the testing room in addition to E, and in the case of 8 Ss
there were two observers., A taps recorder was used to record

all verbalizations during the administration of the box task.

Box task.- The instruactions given to each S8 were as fol-

lows:

This is my puzzle box. Inside is a house and
s yard, (Removes cover) See, here is a house,
s tree and a streetlight. And here's a cover
for the box with little doors in it you can
open (1ifts one of the lids). First, look in
the box to see where everything is.

Look in and remember where the house is (E
points), where the tree is (E points), and
where the streetlight is (E points). Remenm=-
ber where everything is. Then I put the cov=
er on (E placed cover on) and you point to
the door that the house is under. Which one
is the house under? (S points) Now I'll

put this thing here (puts paper clip on 1id)’
to show that you think the house 1s under
here., Now which door 1s the tree under?

(E puts paper clip on 1id pointed to) That
shows you think the tree is under there.
(Procedure repeated for streetlight).

0K, now look under this one to see 1f the

house is under there (E removes paper clip).
. Now put, the door back. Now look under this
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one to see if the tree is under there. (E 1

removes paper clip). Now look under this

i _ one to see 1f the streetlight is under there.

! : Now look at everything in the yard (E removes 4
: entire 1id for about 10 seconds or until S H

* indicates he is through looking). Remember ,

where everything is. (E replaces cover)

.A
X s o 4 oy M o

$) A&

Now walk around to here (& points to oppo=- : 3
site side of the table, 1800 orientation).

Now, which one 1is the house under? (E places
paper clip on deslignated 1lid for this and : Ei
following choices) Which one i1s the tree oo
under? Which one is the streetllight under?

.
Iy =3 PSE ISP AR R M.

.
ot gels 3 5 g s

; (After S chooses and looks under each door . E
- in order, E removes entire lid). Let's 3
y look at the entire yard. OK, now come back g

over here (E points to original position,
0° orientation) and look at it again (E

% removes entire 1id for Trial 3 and 5 only). ¢
» Look where everything is. (Questions con- SR N
A . tinue as previously. 3

A trial consisted of the S's prediction of where the
three objects were and his checking his predictions by look=-
ing under the three doors selected while S was at one posi- °
% " tion. A total of six trials were administered in the same
ordér for all Ss as presented in Table 1.

I >

|

—

Insert Table 1 about here . T 4

, If 3 did not choose the correct three doors on Trial 1Lf”

g he was given up to five triels at 0° to reach criterion. If'
by the fifth trial he did not choose correctly, testing was)
discontinued. This procedure was used to insure that all Ss
had sufficient memory to accurately locate the objects when'

covered without S having moved.

Piagetian task. The standard landscape was in view when

S entered the room, almost directly in front of § to avold its
being seen from any other direction than 0° ("south"). The ;
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choice boards were faced down. The foliowing instructions

were gilven:

Here is a school. Here 1is a flaz, and here
is a sandbox., And here are pictureas of these
things. (E holds up Trial 4 choice board to
S's right, not blocking the standard scene.)
The pictures show how these things look from
different places around the table. Look at
this picture, this one, eic. (E points to
each in succession from upper left to lower

right)

Now you are looking at these things from _ -
here. (E points to where S sits.) One of _ "y
these pictures shows what you see from here., '
Which picture shows what you see from here?
(5 selects) (If S erred, E said, No, look!
.carefully again and find the one that shows
Just what you see., If S again chose incor- 3
rectly, E indicated the correct picture.) | 3

~

- - | SESERY EPNAA L N 0
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All right. Now here is a boy (girl) doll. / &
sitting on this. Watch. (E.places doll
at east position.) The doll is looking at |
this., What does the doll see? One of these ™ s
pictures (E presents new choice board) shows =~ . 3
what the doll sees from there., Lock at thls : E
plcture, this one, etc. (E points to each as/ ;
before.s Which picture shows what the déll !
sees from there? (E removes board). (After o .
the remaining three trials are completed, E : -
says, Now we are all done. Let's go back to '
class.) :

I R i
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All Ss were administered the trials in the following order:

self (south), east, south, north, and west as the doll was ' ';

placed at each of these locations except in the first trial. ]
' Vo

Total time of administration for most Ss was ten minutes.

Dependent varliables. Three types of responses'were used

ot fiey

as measures of box task performance: accuracy in predic-

i

2]
7y
%3
3
kr

ting object locations; relevant verbal responses and rele-
vant facial responses to the two trick trials. Two'types
of measures were used for the Plagetian task: the number

of trials falled and a welghted error score., A more quali-

\‘l ' % LI ] A ‘
ERIC —— e . R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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tative analysis of the types of errors on both tasks was al=

80 done,

Box task. The first measure was the number of errors S

made in predicting the location of the three objscts (three
gsubtrials) on Trials 2 through Trial 6, Thus accuracy scores
could range from O to 15 errors. Trial 1 was a presentation
of the standard and therefore was excluded from the error
count. The second type of data was relevant verbal statements
by S immediately following his 1lifting each of the three doors
for Trials 2 through 6 as taken from verbatim transcripts of

the tape recordings. Relevant verbalizations included indi-

" cations of surprise, amusement or perplexity whether these

were vague references to something being different than ex-
pected or were specific'references to something having moved
or turned; The third type of data were relevant faclal re-‘
sponses immediately after the doors were removed or the en-
tire cover was removed. Amusement vas defined as a laugh, |
chuckle, or smile which appeared to be in response to what
was being viewed (as compared to "social smiles" at E);
perplexity was defined as a frown, squinting or questioning-
look immediately after raising each door; and surprise was
defined as a widening of the eyes, mouh dropping open, or
startle (e.g, a "double-take")., For dats analysis, the oc=-
curence of any one of these three types of responses was
considered a relevant faclal response.- On 8 Ss observed

by both observers there was 89% agreement as to the occur=-

mnce or non-occurrence of a relevant faclal response on each

of the 15 trials per subject.
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Shantz & Watson 11.
Plagetian task. This was assessed by two types of data:

the number of errors excluding Trial 1 (possible range from O
to 4), and the type of error made. The latter was scored by
the following welghting system: correct responses = O; cholice
of an incorrect view from north, east, or west = 1; impossible
view selectlion = 2; south cholce = 3, The rationale of this
system was that, as Plaget noted, the youngest Ss tend to as-
sume that the doll sees what they, the Ss, see regardless of

the doll's position. Since this was deemed the most immature

~ response, 1t was welghted as the most extreme error.' The im=-

possible choice, on the other hand, suggested that S knew the
doll at least saw something different than he, S, saw, but
was not capable of predicting exactly what that difference
would be. Thus, the impossible view was seen as glightly
less Immature a response than the south view. Likewlise, a
gselection of one of the directbnal views (north, east, west),'
while 1incorrect, appeared to be an attempt to actually pre-
dict a specific viewpoint for the doll, S having recognized
that the doll would see something different and S having

some notion of what bhat difference would bve. At the least,
S selected a picture In which the relations among objects re-
mained veridical whereas the impossible pilcture presented
different internal relations of objects on the landscape.

The posslible range of welghted scores is O to 12, the latter
being the selection of "south" for each of the four trials.

*




‘ment 1nvolved the number of box task errors and the welghted - -
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Results |
The ma jor hypothesis of this study was that a high posie-
tlve relationship exlists between a young child's accuracy in
predicting object locations when (1) the child has moved %o
various positions and (2) ﬁhen a doll is moved to various pos;
itions and the child does not move., The hypothesis, evalu~
ated by the number of errorson the box task and the Piaget

it
task vas not supported (X2 = 2,18, pr.10). The second assesf-

scores on the Plagetlan task. Again, the hypothesis was not
supported (X2 = 0.76).

The distribution of scores on the two tasks shown in

Insert Figure 1 about here

Flgure 1 sheds some light upon the lack of relationship.
Half of the total sample of 48 Ss had no errors on the 15
subtrials on the box task, i.e., perfect performance; 19 Ss
of the total sample faiied 2ll of the trials on the Pigget
task, and an add&ffgéal 17 Ss passed only one trial. That

1s, for the majority of Ss the box task was extremely easy

L T Ty M N R T LT LT AT AN T B,

and the Plaget task extremely difficult. This lack of vari-
abllity has the statistical effect of\Eévere}y—}&m&%ing—#he———————
size of a correlation. In summary, then, within the age —
range tested, there is no relationship between the agcur cy
in predicting locatlions of objects when S moves, andehen he
does not move but only "imagines" object=-locations from
another position, |

The second questlion posed 1s whether there is any rela-
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Shantz & Watson ; 13,
tion between tgg\f?cognition of an unlawful objJect arrange-
ment ("trieck" trial) and the child's ability to imaginejwhat

the doll saw from various locatlions. Relevant verbali%zzions

on Trial 4, the first trick trial; WSFB‘used“to*asBess'. is,
Ceey, "It's different!”, "It moved," "How did it turn around?",
Of the 15 Ss who verbalized such recognition of un}awfrlness, |
significantly more (N=12) had performed correctly on one or
more trials on the Plaget task than those who had gompletely
failed the Pilaget task (N=3), (x2 = 3.51, p<{.10)., However,
this relationship did not hold in the case of Trial 6, the
gsecond trick trial, nor did it when using the Plaget weighted
scores for Trial 4 or Trial 6 (21l X°2's=<1,0). L

Facial responses of surprise, perplexity, and/or amuse-

~ment were scored for 28 Ss. The relationshlip of such rele-

vant facial responses on the first trick trial (4) to per-
formance on the Plaget task was not significant (X° =<1.0
for both errors on Pilaget task, and weighted errors).:

It should be noted at this point that the various meas=-
ures of performance on the box task were not significantly
related: number of errors and verbal responses on Trial 4
(X? = 2,42); number of errors and facial responses on Trial
4 (X2 = 1.14); and the same measures on Trial 6 also did not
reach significance (X2 =<1.0). However, there was a sig-
nificant relation between the occurence of verbal responses
on Trial 4 and facial responses on Trial 4 (X = 4, '7‘5, p(.OS).
It seems reasonable that a child who showed surprise, amuge=
mept or perplexity would make a statement indicating some
awareness that fhe landscape looked incorrect to him. But
it hustgalso be noted that the relatlionshlp may be somewhat
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Shantz & Watson 14,
spurious in that the observers in the room could hear, of -
course, what the child sald at the time they were Jjudging
facial responses. It 1s noteworthy that even though the fac-
ial and verbal responses are highly related, only the verbal
responses relate to the Plaget task performance.

It was expected that children's ability to correctly pre--
dict object locations when they moved around the landscape
would improve as age increased., This was not found to be
the case: there was no significant difference between the
three age groups in correctly predicting object location, as

R\\R?uskerallis one-way analysis of varlance

evaluated by the
(H = 1.25, p) .10}, As—thedistribution—of seores 2

N .
the majority of children performed perfectly on this ta,k,

!
including 7 of whom were in the youngest group.: Thﬁs, be~
tween the ages of 3 years, 8 months and 6 years, 6 @onﬁhs, it

appears that children generally have & weli-establisheé abil-

1ty to locate objects when they have moved about in space,

Plaget indicated in his study of egocentrism using the

" three mountains that children below 7 years of age usually

cannot take the viewpoint of another (the doll)., This find-
ing was corroborated in the present study. There were no
aignificant differences between age groups on tﬁgwhumber of
tpials failed on the Piaget task (H = 0.91, p) .10), and
again, as the distribution of scores indicates 36 of the 48
S8 either failed all trials or passed only one trial.

There are some data to suggest (Shantz & Smock; 1966)

that when children are faced with spatlal problems they may -
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Shantz & Watson 15,
perform better 1f they deal with objects prior to plctures in
the task. Thus the order in which Ss were administered the
box task and Plaget task was assessed to determine whether the
order had any significant influence on performance. It did
not: +the number of errors on the box task for Ss administer- .
ed that task first and then the Piaget task, versus Ss under
the reversed order, indicated ho significant difference (Manne=
Whitney U test, z = 0.90), Likewise, the welghted Plaget
scores for the two groups indicated no significant differ-
ence (z = 0.38),

A more descriptive analysis of performance on the box
task and Plaget task yileld some additional information. First,
in the case of the box task, O Ss made one Or more errors on
Triai 2 which indicates that a relatively small percentagé ’//
of éhe total sample had difficulty making the reversals whenij
they walked around 180°, i.,e., "near objects" became far away,
those to the left were now on S's right, etc. On Trial &4 Sgylé
were tricked at 180° position, and yet on Trial 5 at 0° onljff

10 Ss performed incorrectly. On Trial 6 at 90°, however, 15

" 88 made one or more errors. This increase might have been

due to two factors: (1) greater difficulty children have in

accounting for objJect relations when they move 90° vs. 1800,

" and/or (2) given the unlawfulness they experlenced in Trial

4, they may have doubted their ability to predict or tried
to "out-guess" what they now thought was a trick game.

An analysis of subirlals indlicated that when Ss‘erred,
they did so most often when trying to locate the tree. The

woll-established principles of memory being greatest for
'y D |

-

/
/
/
f
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items that are first and last in a series (primacy and recency
effects) probably account for this finding in that the child
always located the objects in the seguence of house, tree,
light.

The types of responses Ss made on the Plagst task are of
interest also. First, correct responses were given most often
(N=23) when the doll was placed at south, then west (N=10),
then north (N=6), and finally at east (N=3). That 1is, starte
ing at south there 1s a clockwlss progression 6f increasing
difficulty in correctly matchling the position with the per=

spective. The types of errors {a total of 150) Ss made were

highly similar for all three age groups. Specifically, south .

was chosen in error: most often (N=70), corroborating Pia=-

get's findings that children tend to think the doll sees what -

they see. The second most frequent error choice (N=40) was

the impossible perspective, 1t seems reasonable to suggest

- that Ss who selected this picture had some notion that the
‘doll didn't see what they saw (south perspective), but they

did not know exactly what that perspective was. They there-
fore chose the "most different" picture, the impossible one.
The next most frequent error cholices, in order, were west
(N=16), east (N=13), and finally north (N=11), all three of
which were much less frequent errors than ﬁhgwsouth end inm-
possible choiéea.

| Discusslion

-'The predicted relationship between the two typéé of y

spatial abilities was not supported by the data. Instead ~ -

it was found that predicting the location of objects when
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Shantz & Watson 7.
the child moves is a very easy task for most 3%- to 6%-year

olds, but predicting the locatlon of objJects when the move 1s

'only symbolically represented 1s a very difficult task for

this age child. The discrepancy in performance on the tvo
tasks is particularly striking in light of the similarity of
the basic stimulus array for both tasks, l.e., three related.
objects placed in almost identical positions on each array.
Likewise, the basic task was highly similar in each situation,
to predict object locations from various positions. In light
of these similarities, it would seem that there are certain

differences in the tasks which have important theoretical and

'\methodological implications, First to be considered are two

major differences which seem to relate to certain cognitive

" abilities of the child. Finally, some specific methodologi-

cal differences in the tasks will be dlscussed.
- The first, apparently significant difference between the

two tasks is the fact that in the box task the child made pre= | ¥

dictions of objept locations when the objects were‘not in

view (covered), but in the Pilaget task the standard array was .
constantly in view. Thls factor of screening or leaving un-
screened the "standard" situation has been studied with con-
servation problems,-and it has been found that when the stan=-
dard is screened and children make predlctlons abopt thé ef=-
fects of some transformation of the standard (such as pouring
water from‘a short, wide glass to a tall, narrow one), their .
predictions are much more accurate than in the unsc;eened
condition (Bruner, Olver, Greenfield, et al., 1966). That

is, the soreening of objecis during and after transformations
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essentially removes interfering information. But the child's
ability to handle this so-called "interfering information”
while at the same time dealing with the effects of the transe
formation is the very point of conservation and egocentric
concepts. That is, that he must learn to inhibit his init-
1al response to the standard and shift attention to the trans-
formed standard (Flavell, 1961). In the egocentrism task,

the ability under test is the child's overcoming the limpact

of the:standard or his own point of view to consider another's

point of view. A systematlc study of the effects of total

. screening versus partial screening versus no screening would

- elarify the importance of this factor in egocentric functlon-

' +he box task the child himself moved to various locations,,.f“

whereaa in the Piaget task moves had to be represented sym-
bollcally. It seems reagonable to assume that the effects
of moving physically are much clearer to the child than the'*’
effects of moving "symbolically." This requires empirical -
study, however. It would be of theoretical value to know )
the effects on performance of four types of "moves" with'a

covered landscape, for example: the child moving to new

" ocations, the child remaining but the standard being

moved, both remalning motionless with the child symboli-
cally representing moves of himself and moves of the standard.
Finally, there are itwo more specific differenceé in the

tasks which may have created a spurious discrepancy in the
f

The second major difference in the two tasks is that 19//

Al

-~




g
¢ .
.
4
i
¢
s -
23

)
£
S
25
3

3
2oy

e 1433
AL,
«

3 RS gt 2L o
b ",:r‘, l?"é.l?- ‘3'{: i

'y

IR .'.:\'-«3».:;-,
PO

AU

:
.
5

~al chelces may have increased the difficulty of the task, as

3 .ecl’z'a FESTE O S ;4:

" trism task. For example, a card with green on one side and
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developed by Flavell (1961) and found ‘to apply well 7b pre-
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task the landscape conslisted of objects whereas the cholces
of various landscaps perspectives were photographs. The

shift from the three-dimensional standard to the two=dimension-

1s suggested by data comparing problem soiutlon with cbjects
versus pictures in spatlal problems (Shantz & Smock, 1966) and
classification problems (Sizel, Anderson & Shapiro, 1966).

The second factor which may have unduly increased the com- -
plexity of the Piaget task is the rather difficult verbal in-
structions required, i.e., to imagine what a doll sees, In-
deed, yocung chlildren can not understand the instructions suf-
ficiently to perform the task (Piaget, 1956). The instruc-
tions can .only "make sense" to the child if he has some vague
not?ons that the doll would ;ndeed see something different///

than he, which 1s the very concept belng assessed, -

It is clear from the present data that children who are '
, g

much more difficulty predilicting the effects of symbollc mové&l

adept gt predicting object locations when they move have

How much'more difficult: this latter task is depends in part
on whether the methodological factors discussed do have slg=
nificant influence. A clearer assessment of the hypothesis

of thls study would be possible by simplifying the egocen=-

red on the other might be presented to the child with the :
instructions to show the red side to the examiner., This
would require him to orlent the card so that he saw green

while the examiner saw red., <Tasks of this sort have been | ..
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Shantz & Watson 20,

gchool children. The clarification of these emerging objec=—
tive abilities is an important goallfor:develoﬁmental re-,///
search, particularly for the implicatlons these abilities".
hg&e as to how ch;ldren begin to represent or_symbolize BTy
notorle actions. 4
Lastly, 1t would bé of value to examine the relation-’
ship of egocentrism to certaln soclal varlables, such as
the sociometric status of the child among his peers, and
socio=economic class membership. Such relationships would
clarify some of the effects of egocentrism in the soclal,

a8 well as the physical, "realitles" confronting the young
child, A | |

R
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Table 1

Spatial Positions of Subject and Stimulus

for Each Trial of the Box Task

23,

Trials

-

S's position
Landscape poslitlon

2 3 4

5

-z
o

Type of triall

180° 0° . 180°
0° 0° 180°

{Real Real Trick

OO

OO

!
Real Trick

!

90°
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Plaget tasgk:
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Total Number of Errors
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