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Interpersonal thought in childhood, preadolescence, and adolescence: a structural
analysis of developing concepﬁiqnslof peer relationships
Robert L. Selman

Harvard Graduate School of Education
and ,

The Judge%Baker Child Guidance Clinic 4
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r T ~ L3 ) ;
Part 1: Introductory perspective on social cognition' | . . r\\\hﬁh

Qver the past ‘decade there has .been an increasing acceptance of and interest

t

in research whose focus is developmental_chaﬂges in conceptions of social reality.

While Pisgetian “theory cap ‘take credit for stin;;lariﬁa moch of the recent =mpirical

activity in this area, more important and prior influences can‘be tréced to the
qiphasis pgf on the soéial and ethical aspects of menggl development gstressed by <‘
James Mark Baldwin (1906) and George Herbert Mead (1934). 1In particular, Mead stressed

v that the origins of inéelligence were cast in the“social,experience of the child, and
that the developing human -capability to t;ke the self's attitude from tﬁe perspective =

of other(s) was the core element of social developBent. Unfortunately, Mead's

philosophical concern with the relation of social cognition (mind), social develgpment

(self), and social fé%ations (society), while genuinely developmental, offered little

in ‘the way of methpdolégica; framework within which to study the relations among these
» ’

T v
- phencmena. '

n\- - - -r‘ ! -
In our attempt to fit Mead's emphasis on perspective-taking intc a develop-~ -
. | . . N
mental framework, we have turned to criteria first clearly articulated by Baldwip,lu

later adopted by Piaget (1970) in his studies of logical structures, and still later |
by contemporary theorists, such as Kohlberg (1968), in the study of social cognition

and development.

a -

-t

. lForﬂa fascinatingly clear articulation of the strictural-developmental
approach, see Volume 1, paged 1-27, of Baldwin's Thoughts and things: a study of
the developm®nt and meaning of thought or Genetic logic (Macmillan, "1906).
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Psychologists who study the logical or structurai aspacts of dhveldping social

concepts and proceséés need to consider three basic issues in their research:

"

. 5, . L]
1) First, which aspects pr categories of sdclal experience are worthy of study

from a structural developmental framework. ’ ’ ! ¢

>

[ » ' . -
2) Second, what is the relation of a given area of social reasoning to logical "

r cognition, to the cognition of PPYSiEal and mathematical concepts, and to other -
‘coﬁcepﬁual areas of soclal experience.
3) Third, what, if any, is the nature of the correspondence betvzen social ‘ .-

. % : . .
reasoning and actual social relations; how can such relationships be conceptualiz

1 would like to discﬁss,our‘ow11research project as it bears upon the first of the

above issues.l A.majbr\emphasis on this projéct is the study of stages in the develop-

ment of interpersonal relationship concepts, and, in particular, developing conceptiona

of.role-relationships such as peerlrelatianships, parent-child relatiomships, group

» 4

relationships, authority relétionships, sibling relations, societal reiations; atc,

Today we will focus on the development of conceptions of a particularrrole-relat@onship: .

friendship, friendship concepts in childhood, preadolescence, and adolescence.

1

Qur current study of the-development of interﬁersonél relationship. cordcepts is

based on our previous studies of the developmental charagteristics of the process of

4

soclal perspective taking and of procedures for its assessment in various contexts!
' ,

Whereas Mead and later Kohlberg stressed the ecore social nature of perspective taking,

neither 'has ventured further to specify and describe a fuller structural-developmental
picture of this ﬁrocass. Our earlier wdrk has been an attempt to do so (Selman, in-

ﬁress, Selman & Byrne, 1974).

lTimh does not permit the discussion of our research as it pertains to the second
and third issues, the relations of interpersonal concepts to either logico-physical or
moral reasoning (issue two), or our study of the comparison of the performances on our °
measures of children with severe interpersonal problems and children who are better
adjusted (4ssue three). Details of these studies can be found in The Second Annual
« Progress Report of the Harvard-Judge Baker Social Reasoning Project, available from the
author. : ’ .

ERIC = - 4
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. By pointing out that this analysis is stfucturdl—developmental, we mean to stress
that our interest is in the formalistic aspects of how the child comes to know the .
~ .

relation between the perspectives of self and other(s) (and, here, how this relates to
_ . | | ‘ X
his- reasoning about interpersona} role*relationships).l The criteria fcr accepting a
»
phenomena as structural developmental are now familiar: qualitative differences between.

"

stages, hierarchical-logical relations among stages, invariant sequential development
through stages, and structural integritf within stages. Each level of knowing is
lcgically based on the prior level but qualitatively disticct'insbfar’as it is a
reorganizaticn of and an addition to-the prior level. The follcﬁing‘Paragraphsidescrice
levels we have observed in the develcpment of social perspective taking.

At_lecel one, the child overcomes his prior egocentrism and ic able to cleéxly
differcntiate the subjective perspectives of self and other; he begihs to understand

that even under the same circumstances, other people's thoughts and feelings may be
- b

the same’ as-or different from his own, or that others may think differently‘abouﬁ social

events depending upon the information available to them. That is to say, all peoplé

have subjectivd interpretive abilitips.

F

it icvel two, the :hild incorporates this awareness into a new realization. Now

viewing both.the self and other as subjects, he realizes that other can view self as a
' a - c ¥,
subject in reciprocal coordination with self's view of other as a subject. This .

F

generates an awareness that in considering other's Liewpoint, one must include other's

»
.

parspective on the self's own inner views.
At level three, the preadolescent is able to step back from the reciprocal cooﬁdina--
tion of perspectives, and comes to realize that there is a reality to the infinite
L]

regress nature of interpsychic subje rivity. With this logical extension in mind, the

preadolescent conmstructs & new and qualitatively distinct third person view which is

g

lit also bears clarifying that the interest of this kind of investigation is in the
structure of the child's reasoning about social realities, rather than the content or
changes in content of specific attitudes or beliefs. .

A
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-qualitatively contrast sets and types of perspehgives.

. . {
inclusive of the reciprocal dyad perspective, and ficm*which 1s gemerated a concept of

“

mutuality of perspectives. ’ ’ l

At level four, the adolescent generates multiple third person perspectives which
. L~

. N .

abstract out as a societal perspective, a\group perspective, the total of which is

- ‘? -
greater than’the sum of the parts. At thie\ievel, the subject can compare and

"

As described, these levels appear logically to. be developmental. And yet, although

they deal with the social content of human perspectivég they axecextremely formal by
nature. Furthermore, although the perspective taking 1\\els are viewed as raal, not as
hypothetical constructs, they represent a process and are rea{\only as they operate 1n

some soclal context. In othér words, to be psychologically 1nﬁbrestihg, observable,

and useful, social perspective taking levels as social cognitive structures must

!

search for a context, a category or categories of soclal experience to which they can
be applied. The particular context may lead to some variation in the rate of develop~

ment of the domain reasoned about, but not to variation of the order of -development.

-

Our first working hypcthesis; dne which guides the rest of this-presentation, is

that the social’perspedtive taking levels defined in our previocus research provide

F}

the structure’ of stages of developing conceptjons of interpersonal role-relationships.

Part 2: Procedures for the study of developing conceptions of interpersonal

F}

relationships: peer friendship concepts ’

e e -

To study developing conceptions of friendship’ relatians, we have used a semi-

“

structured verbal interview procedure in which-children, adolescents, and adults, are
encouraged to exercise their 1nterp§rsonal ccncepte in the process of resolving
componplace interpersonal dilemmas. To fecilltate the expression and assessment of

each subject's highest level of conceptualization ﬁin particular.the Teasoning of i ;
preacolescent subjects ages six to twelve), a one-to-ome interview follows the viewing

of an audio-visual presentation of the dilemma. ' (Preadolescent actors present the




gstory on color-gsound filmstrips of approximately eight minutes duration.)

In our prototypical dilemma, the general theme of which is eqpathy in peer rela-
tionships, a drama is portrayed in which a young boy, Tom, is trying to decke what
present to buy his friend, Mike, ‘who will be given a surpr!se birthday party the next
day. Tom, by chance, meets Mike ‘on the street and learns that Mike ig extremély upset

 that his pet dog, Pepper, haa been lost for two weeks: in fact, Mike is so upget that

. he tells Tom, "I miss Pepper so much, I never want to look at another dog again." Toxm

goes off, only to pass a store with a sale on puppies; one or two are left and these

will soon be gone. The dilemma, then, is whether to buy the puppY for Mike's bitthday

and how the chosen action will influence the friendship yelation.

For this and three similar interpersonal dilemmas, we ask a series of open-ended

- \ '

but standardized probe questions which are’ designed to elicit the subject's reasoning
-  about Specified categories within the dodLin of interpersonal relationshins, We have

. definéd two categories which are basic across all relationships: these are (1) con-
' ~
ceptions of persons, and (2) conceptions of relations (here, friendship relations in

particular). In addition to 'eur basic hypothesis thaf perspective taking levels are

the logical structure which underlies stages in conceptions of Interpersonal relatiom-.
’ -

‘ [ 4
ships, our second basic hypothesis is that the development of these two basic cate=
&

gories of interpersonal relationship conceptions, conceptions of persons and of

! ‘relations, can each be characterized as developing through levels which are structurally,

¥
’ isomorphic and develop psychologically in close synchrony with one another.

I will attempt to substantiate these two hypotheses in three ways. Firat, I-will
briefly sketch out developmental stages for each of these two categories and the sub-
. S8

categories within each, Second, I will examine at two stages the horizontal corres=

o

pondences among perspective-taking level, Ievel of persons conceptions, and level of .

relations conceptions in order to substantiate the claim of structural relationms.
:

Third, I will report some of Fhe results from the initial phase of our research on social

and logical reasoning in pteadolescent subjecta.

ERIC T
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A. Stages in developing conceptions of Persons and Relations
. Within the persons category we define three subcategories, each of which is

defined and assessed by a sépa;ate set ofrprobe questions.

' - kJ
The first subcategory in person conceptions is subjectivity, the deve&oping con~

ception of subjective mental content, the nature of thoughts, feelings, motives, etc.
;} persous. For exdmple, responses to the questi;n, “Can Mike be both happy and sad.

eat the szme time ig'he gets a new puppy for a gift?", are responded to with denials
prior to stage one. OQur youngest subjects éeny the possibility bacause they

~ assume persons are either happy or sad, but not bth at the sameltime. To be both‘is
Seen as auﬁhysical impossibility, like being in two placés at the samwe time. Only one
subjective state is possible at one time. At stage 1, the chiid can conceive of con-
flicting mental content within thé same pefson buf thot toward the same social object

" of thought. Mike can be sad about the lost puppy &nd at the same time happy about
getting a new one. At stage 2, there can be conflicting feelings within the self

towards an object, but theée feelings are segregated from one another. It is not

+ until stage 3 that a single object or act canm be seen to arouse truly mixed mental
contents, mixed feelings or motives; and it is not until stage 4 that it is seen that
mixed feelings can generate a syntheéis,'which leads to a new mental content qualita-

i -

tiavely distinct from either mental content from which it was derived (e.g., ®he

new dog may make Mike feel kind of melancholy, both happy and sad, because .it sti£s
up old mgmories"). I ) - -

Qur second subcaﬁegory of persons conceptions is labelled self awareness; ip refers
to the subject's ability to reflect upon h?s own imnner subjectivity. Subjects with
stage 1 conceptions of persons respond to self awareness probes such as, "Does MiLe really
mean it when Qe says he never wants to see anothef puppy again?", by taking Mike's

response at face value. Although aware that persons can deceive others about their

overt actiong (having taken a cookie, one can say he did not), stage 1 subjects do not see

that deception with regard to the inner thoughts or feelings of self is possible. At

O stage 2, the child becomes aware that self's inner ‘subjectivities can be obscured fro;

8 v

* v
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athers hut does not believe they can he obscured from the self. At stage 3, the self . -

can be fooled but only if one does not focus on or pay attention to one's own behavior;

gself-deception is a ;;tter\of giving something enough thought. It 15 not until staéé'4
that the adolescen; invents ''ubconscious" explanations~for psychological behavior.
The third sabcategory of person conceptions is the developing c.once’pt:l:on of pglinl'.:nali
-In response to the question, "What kind of person is Mike, the boy who lost his deg?", a
question which is made more meaningful by the :epiction of Mike on the sound filmstrip, a
-typical stage_l response reflects an awaréness of personality in terms of specific y
actions, e.g., "Mike is a boy who has lost his pupp&." At stage 2, one's personality is
still characterized in terms of specific actions but these actions are related to the
. responses of other 'pero-ans to the self's actionzs, 2.g8., "He is a boy who wants the othezf
©  kids fo feel sorry for him." At stage 3; persons are described in terms of simple
traits which‘reflect a new concept;on of personality based on a cogrdinati&h of - -
individual actians,ave; time, a conglomerate view of perscnality, a mind viewing éLe
éelf's many parts. At stage 4,‘p;isons an& personalities afe seen as complex and
oftimes conflicting systems of values, b#liefs, anﬁ at titudes.
In the relations conceptions category, the standard questions we ask about frien'd- -
ship relations reflect an interest in the developing conceptions of the dynamics of all

L]

relationships; five such sub-categories are defined, 'and here illustrated witﬁ examples

£

from the specific relationship of friendship.

1) formation - how do persons get to be friends. !

2) induction - on what basis does one decide to let another person be a friend.

3) maintenance — what factors are important to the contimuation of friendships.

4) exclusion - on wﬂgt hasis do persons reject others as friends.

+

5) termination - what factors contribute to the breaking up of;friendships.

In the sample dilemma, the probe question, "If Tom brings Mike a new puppy for his

-

birthday apd Mike does'not like it, will they still be :.Eriends?.", is oriented ".o the

elicitation of the subject’s concepté of maintenance and/or termination_of friendship.




At stage one, friendships are maintained on the basis of an uneven-handed
B :f . T
reciproecity; 'a reciprocity between the specific overt social acﬁions of one actor
and the subje{tive evaluation of these specific social actionq*by the other; Mike's

displeasure a receiving a new puppy is grounds enough for .terminajion of the

friendship at this stage.
At stage two, friendship relations are comstrued as Hoth parties’ reciprOcal
attitudes toward each other. There is a sense of the necqssity of cooperation in the

service of each party's self interest. However, relationghips are tontext specific;
s .

they are still terminated relatively easily in the face gf specific negative incidents,

but just as friendships dissolve easily, they can be rea ily reconstituted.

. It is not until stage 3 that the particular action$ of friends are seen as pre-

dicated on the nature of the general relationship rather| than the reverse. Friendships

are seen to be maintained for the mutual cOncern of bothlparties rather than for the

reciprocal interest of ' each. Just as relations are noWw Seen as mutual sYStEmSa they - 1
1Etion is in part a function

also have a constancy over time; the strength of the re

of this temporal component and in part a function of the| common interests of both

parties. Also characteristic of this stage is a distinction betWeen kinds of friends

-

based on the quantitative amount of common interest or m*tuél concern that the
partners have. ' ' R 1 ’
L] LY

At stage 4, friendships are conceptualized as beinq qualitatively'different from

X
one” another. Close friendships are more than quantitativgly digtinct types, they are
qualdtatively distinct, intimate relatiops go-beyond the LOnmon interests of stage 3

to a sharing of deeper psychological meaning. As one ado}escent subject said.

— ) " " i
“Friendship is sharing intimate secrets at 3:00 A.M. with)Clearasil on your face."

S

e




B. Horizontal structural correspondences )

In the above analjsis we have defined subcategories within the categories
of conceptions of persons and relations, and givgh capsule déhcriptions of stage
developmental aspects of Bach. Such a procedure is based on the assumption that

there is some structure which integrates all cabegories at each stage. This v

assumption requires hoth logical and empirical evideuce.

e ety e

_;ogically, we make the argument that each perspective-~taking lsvel provides the
structural basis for each of the intarpersénal telationship conceptions stages, Leét us
take stages 2 aﬁd 3 as examples. At level 2 perspectiﬁe-taking; the child realizes that®
one's perspective on others must take account of other's perspective on the self.

In the persons category, this corFeSponds to the awareness that the sglf can conceal
.his own inn;r suhjecti;e reality from other's view. Similarly, this ;eadg to an

orientation to (dyadic} relations which is based on a concern for reciprocal subjective

attitudes (e.g., "We're good friends because he likes me and I like him'}. The
context specific nature of stage 2 interpersonal relationship conceptions is also a \}
functfbn ?f the limitation of level 2 perspective taking; becéz;e the child cannot
coordinate perspectives from a third person viewpoint, he is unable to step outside
the relation to see iﬁ.as a mutually functioning system rather than a series or
sequence of moment~to-moment sets of social actions. _

The reciprocity of stage 2 turms to mutuality in preadolescence at stag&‘& %pf"
a function of the level 3 third person perSpecttve. This third person perSpecttfé;qn

) o
persons concepts allows the preadclescent to view both the inner and oufér aSpecta

of his own psychological behavior as a complete system, and 1ea¢5 to the notion
of the observing ego, the idea of a wmind viewpoint which can coordinate the gelf's
ability to be reflective on itself. Persons can get outside of themselves and

view theilr actions as representations of systems of traits or psychological dis-

positions. The third person perspective in relationship conceptions is also the

-

i1 .
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basis for the transformation of peer relatioms from Etrict reciprocity to mutual
concern and understanding. Whereas at stage 2 a good relation required good
intentions on the part of each_party, at stage 23 good‘mutﬁal intentions are .
assum;d on the basis of ;here being a good ongoing rflationship. It 18 interesting

to note that Harry Stack Sullivan (1953) ideqtif;gd similar behavioral shiftsz in the ’
nature of interpersonal relations from childhood to preadolascﬁncé; a shift from a

. :
cooperation based on self interest to collaboration baked on shared feelings and

mutual interest.

C. Empirical approaches to the idsue of interpersgnal relationship stage
It is most important to the structural develop®ental approach to attempﬁ to
demonstrate that, indeed, within the suiject, these diffe;ent stage conceptidnﬁ for
each category do indeed hang together at th; same Or adjacént stages and are more
tﬁan logical fiction. We wisﬂ to'dgmonstrate that if a cﬂild has a stage one
' conception of persons, he is likely.to have a stage one or two cop;eption of
relations. Wide variations in stage conceptions across gategogies or even
across tasks would be a severe embarrassment to any structural developmental claims.
I would like to report scme data now available from our project, the general
aim of which is the study of patterns of developmeﬁt among various domains
of logical and social reasoning in normal and interpersonally maladjusted
children and preadolescents. A major emphasis of this project is to validate ﬁur tech~
nigues for the assessment of the ipterpersonal relationship conceptions as well as to

examine subjec;g' performance on these measures in rélation to performance on

measures of perspective taking. . \&
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« Im one study (Sehmsn, in preparation), 48 boys, twelve eachffron grades 1, 2,

-

* 5, and 6, were interviewed on the four interpersonal dilemmas, and on two measures of

’l
perspec:ive taking, one adopted from Flawell (1968) and the other developed by Selman

_and'Byrne (1974), to aasess level of perspective taking in the context of socio-moral

+

1 4330 adaninigtered were two logico-physical meéasures adopted from Piaget. .

dilemmas.

and Inhelder (1958) and used to assess Piagetian cognitive stage. For each area scored,

. . v -~
the child's highest level of performance was used for subsequent comparative analysis

-
/s . .
g : @ .
across domains. FF - 4 : N e
’ L )

1. Stage charafteriatics of, categories within the domain.of Interpersonal
-]

Relationship Conceptioﬂs

The interpersonal relationship conceptions measure was scored for'pverall stage
in two ways: £i:st. alt fanr dilammas-un:u scored .for sach of the forty-ssven

subjects; second, each of the four diletmas was scored separately from one. another
g
5

across all forty-seven subjects. The correlational matrix generated by comparing

scores for e2ach dilemma under beth procedures ranged from .68 to .88, Using the

second procedure, one which is less amenahle to bias in scoring from oné dilemma or .

task to the next, the correlations among dilemmas ranged fram 61 to .85 ' This
o -

speaks well for the ¢laim to generality of stage across tasks.- Only two of the

forty-geyen Subjects had scores among the four tasks at a greater distance than

adjacent stages.

A similar procedure was used to assess/ghefinternal consisaency:between persons
and relations‘categories‘ _The overall'correlation,between scores in'each'category
for all dilemmas was .89, We took one'dilemma_and°first scored the standard probes
designed to assess person concepts across all,subjects_and”then went back at a later

"

time and scored all ‘subjects for (dyadic) relations concepts. The correlation between

categories-was +71. Table 1 presents a cross tabulation anmplysis of the highest
stage for each category within subjects. = 88% of the 47 subjects' scorée were at the

hypothesized structurally parallel stages across the. two categories. The other 12%

» i

were one stage hipgher on rhe persens eategory.

W

h
: ]

. ' . ' ]
. . 1

1One subject’s ‘interviews proved unscoreahle. "3




% ) Insert table 1 here R

——

T i .
2. Characteristics of the Interpersonal_Conceptions:- perspective taking
. relationship | ' . . . - .

3

We found a significant correlation of interpersonal relationship stage :o ,

" grade level of ..6Q and to perspeetive-taking of .68. The sigpnificant correlation
° between interpersonal relationship conceptions and perspective taking was maintained

' with grade, mental age, and Piaget cognitive stage partialled out.
{ ) . .
The cross tabulation of the highest level of performance acrosé the domains

ot pe:spective-taking and - tnterpersonal relariunship'tonrapt*a:lst £cr -each of-the

/’

- forty—aeveu subjects suggests that the highest level of perspective taking as manifeats&

- - = »

-in sgeparate social contextzmeasures emerges.a: the same time or prior to the

assumed structurally- parallel level of interpersonal relationship conception

(see Table 2). These data, although psychological in nature, are E&so somewhat
suggestive of the necessary but not sufficient logical relation of level of per-
spective taking for structurally "parallel interpersonal reasoning stage (in which
interpersonal stage implies perspective taking level hutJPGISPGCtive takiﬁg dSeé
, not imply interpersonal stage). Insofar-as no subject had a higher performance on

the inﬁerpersonal stage than on the assumed parallel perspective taking level; the

W

¥
data are supportive, though certainly not.conclusive, with regard to this assertion.

' ' 2 .
an - l
[] L)
. ]

Insert table 2 here

- ' ) * . L
Summary - ’ .

*
ry
o ¢

In trying to understand the basic natLre of a subject’s conception of inter=-

personal relations, the question we ask is this: At each’level, hoéLdoés'the

A . . - -
subject structure interpersonal Eelationsl_their meaning and value? Our cl%im .

is that each developing level of per3pective-taking providea 4 new organizing

LS
IERJ!:\ principle by which the subject can structure or view interpersonal relationships.

N - - ¥ i
. , .14 .
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}"‘- . At‘level one, relationships are based on one party's subjective evaluation of inter-
personal acts and on the self's perception of the consequéi!rs of other's actionms
for the self's expectations. At level two, relationships are based on the situation-
or context*spectfic, rec%procal'expectations of both parties. At leuel three, EE
. relétiouships are based on-the generality or -temporal contiuuity of mutual eXpecta-

. tions of each party across situations or contexts. At level four, relationships are
based on the underlying or qualitatively deeper meaning each .party gives to each
"other's uqhavior and on the underlying common understanding each party has of the:
complexity‘of other's values anc beliefs, of other's seif~system. At ‘each level,

> one c;u see both an advance over the previous level, and also a limitatiou to be
resolved at the subsequent level. At level ené, there is a_consiheration of
su&?ectivity,-uut uuly of one party. At lavel two, both parties* subjective views
arelcouside;ed hut only in a contextrsuecif&c framﬁworkt AtIIEiel three, the

4

framework is one which considers reciprocity in general and mutval terms, but only

* +

on one plane‘or level of interpersonal understanding. At level f?ur, mutuality
I between persons occu;s at a.range of qualitative levels, but eacﬁ person is ]
defineé as a separate gself~system independent of the other. ' ) -a \
ih closing, I would like to briefiy spell out some direttions of ourf research.
The data drawn upom are frcm initizal interviews of a longitudinal study; eventually we
hope to speak .more directly to the issue of the nature qj the sequence of stages. Cross
cultural reseaxch, carefully carried through, would also help us to clar?fy how we;l
we‘have diﬁferentiated the structural and conceptual aspects of the stages. - Both method{
will eventually lead to modifications and corrections in the stage descriptibnsu
. We do net claim that our research on interpersonal relatiomship concepts is pre:
liminaty, for in a cettain sense all research islp;eliminary. However, we do insist
that it be.cleAr that we are ;reseuting evidence taken during a period of descriptige

stage construction, not a period of stage verification. Stage analyses are studies

of a broad spect:um of ontogenesis; it may take as long as the ontogenesis of the s

v
»

subject to complete the constructive period of the research endeavor.
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"\ , Table 1 *

Structural correspondences between Persons and Dyadic Relations categories of

. IInterperfsonal (peer) role reiationsﬁip
i
lLevel of Dyadic Relation Concept *
. - . 1 2 3 )
I 13 Lo 0 13 .
Level af Persons . : ' v
Concepts ' ' v .
- - 2 4 25 0 9
3, 0 » 4 5
‘ 17 26 4

-
L

N = 47 (1 wissing)

x? = 67.3, p <.001, & df

17

»
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Table 2
’
L}
Y " * - .
) Structural zelation between perspective~taking level and Interpersonal . *

relationship stage >

e

Interpersonal (peer) relationship stegg.

. ¥ _ 1 2 3 4%
1 5 | o. | o 3y o 7
pefspecttve-tgking level |
. . 2 10 11 ] < 0
: 3 1 13 2 0
- > ) -
‘ 4 0 3 2 0
. ‘ ;
i
x2 = 25.7, p<.001, 6 df-
N w»
- -]
ig
* * ‘ . e
; .




