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The effect of role taking on written communication
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nine, and eleven learned to play a novel game fros a televised
"demonstration. Bxperimental subjects also viewed another videotape}. -
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rules tc another. The intent was to sensitize experimental subjects
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. guidance. Subjects then wrote instructions for pfaying the ganme.
Overall, sensitization increased the number of essential ideas - :

- expregsed, but .did not affect clarity of expression. It increased the
nusber c¢f words written by the. youngest subjects and decreased the
number written by the oldest,.and had the effect cf nullifying a
steep rise in wordiness observed between grades =ix and eleven among .
control subjects. Besults suggested that an underlying growth in °
role~taking capacity manifests itself in different surface
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. Role Taking in Written.COmmunication Investigated ) .,
. \ )

by Manipulating Anticipatory knowledge. R
RN . - \. . . ’.
L In research on comm nication skills, ‘the coﬁcept of 'taking the role
of the 1istener has-Suffered from be1ng linked (as_an opposite) with the
Piagetian c6ncept pf egocentrism. Explanations that attribute communication
«

failures to egocentrism tend to be vague or circular. GlucksHerg, Krauss |
, .

and Higgins (l975) have noted that "yirtually any poor message (that is, ‘a

'\\

message'conveying no uteful information) cduld be characteriz d\as ego-
. : ’ . .

centric'" (p. 321). Both operationally and 'subjectively, role taking escapes' R

—

-
4 -

. ~ . ’
this circularityms Asking subjects to ‘describe how a sityation would appear
: . , I ' " ) g
to a listener and asking them to construct a, message for that listkner will‘

~elicit different behaviors. One can experience 'taking ‘the role of the

. . LS . .

liscener as cognitively different from thinking “ofdwhat to say ‘to the

A -

,
jistener. Thus, Flavell (1974) has been able to treat rqle taking as an,

’

act, break1ng it down into: steps. : ' . L.
PO , ' I
= Testing.for a causal connection between rol{ taking and communfcation !

. » ¥

effectiveness 1s;not stfaightforward, however.:\The same‘circularity.arises
j ' < A . ‘- , * .
that Glucksberg et,al. have observed with egocentrism: communication

» . .7 - .

PR \ .'
effectiveness and role taking are judged by the same evidence. In principle,
> ’ . .

it should be possible to manipulate role. taking experimentally and to-

a . ’

-

observe its effect on communication effectiveness. But role-taking skills
'g 'Y -

have béeh found difficult to induce experimentally «(Flavell, Botkin, Fry, .

X N

Wnighc, & Jarvis, 1968, Fry, 1966 1969"Shantz 1976) A more fundamental
problem is that-ttaining in relevant kinds of role taking entails practice

or training in other aspects of communication task performance, and so,‘
e \

\f Asher & Oden (1976) suggest, - experimental effects on communication may not .
?

> . . o .
. L4 ’

be due to changes in role takingrf - - ‘iv
. . AR

»
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The brésent study‘ié_an attempt to test for a causal link between role
“t;kiﬁg and communication by a somewhat oblique appreoach. Instead of tEying

. to’‘manipulate role taking behavior, we manipulate access to information of

+

the kind role taking should be expected to yield. The experiment derives
. . . a

from an a priori gnalysis of how role- taking may contribute to communica- s
tion. This analysis is similar to that of Flavell (1974), but is expanded

' . ., . ) ’ , Y
somewhat to fit the needs of this expositioh. We assume that taking the

-

point of view of the audience does not in itself produée bECFei communica=-

.

tions. Rather role tdking should be considered as one link in a chain
: ‘ . N
of events anfid conditions that includes the following:

~

1. Content.  This'is' the khowledge base from which -the content of L
’ - X . .

the commugication is to be drawn.

"2, Anticipatory concern. The &ommunicator, concefn@d about possible

. b4

success or failure of the communihaéion,'looké-ahead and tries to
. . ' . .
s ~

‘e T .

anticipate its effecis.'

3. Role taking. In trying to anticipate effects, the communicator .
~ s s .

[(‘

- takes the point of vieﬁ'of the receiver, considering what the teceiyer.w;ll

and will not knaow, how the receiver will construe the message, etc.

( i> 4. Anticipatory knowledge. The outcome of role taking should be '
N ‘ ' ’ "' ‘M-
some knowledge of what' the communication problems are in the task at hand—
what the pessiblé mishnae:standings and gaps in understanding may’ be.

N : - )
Note that this.is task-specific knowledge, not general knowledge of audience
a6 o : .
characteristics. It consists of items such as '"When I say 'the.third - '
’ ‘ ’

ﬁ stoplight' peoplé may not be sure wheiher to include the one thef'turned

at." - ‘ . . .

S

2@

L 5. Audience-related specifications. In order to become operative,

-

this anticipaéory knowledge of possible audience reactions must be trapslated
) / .
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into specifications for the message--speciticatiQns such as emphasize a,

avoid suggesting b, warn against c, distinguish qlearly between d and e,
3 " v

6. Execution. 'The communicator must now bring his linguistic resources

3

to bear on constructiﬂh a message that meets the audience-related specific-

ations along with an§ other specifications imposéd on the task

o $

In actualfpractice the above steps would often be cyclical, of course,
. / - -
and not nearly so orderly. 'The steps are not set out as a process mddel of
-~ ' ) )
one-way comgunication but rather .as a decomposition of what is implied in

.
.

i) " c N
an expression like 'takingaccount of the listener's point of view.' This
]
decomposition makes it clear that the formulation of a one-yay communication

can fail at a number of points. In an ofdinary one;way communication task,
however, points 3 and 4 are indissocis lea A subject could not succeed at

[y

- role taking yet fail to gain anticipatory knowledge, because success in

role-taking consists in gaining anticipatory knowledge. .Conversely, a

-
-~ °

subject could not’succeejtigggaining anticipatory knowledge withou¢ role.
‘taking, because the expe mental paradiéh bars any other source of anti-

‘cipatory knowledge. The essgence of-our experimental procedure is that we

¢
- *

"do’ in factvintervene to supply anticipatory knowledge'from another source.

kh Subjects were taught, by a televised‘demonstration, how to play an

unfamiliar gane. Their task was to “;2\F explicit instrgctions for playing

-

the game. Experimental group subjects viewed an additional videotape,

. oy | ,
which shdwed someone trying to teach the gameAto someone else. The instruc-/

tion—gf§ér in the presentation gave consistently inadequate instructions and
the instruction-follower,consistently got things wrong as a result. What

céul be acquired from this presentation was, first, a general awareness

that the task contained many possibilities for miscommunication (anticipatory

.

concern) and, second, a good deal of specific knowledge ‘about potential

X

.
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trouble spots in the communication task--points of the game that might be-
’ ' “ . . I'4 . ~ : .
overlooked, terms that might'be misundetstood, and so forth (anticipatory \

, . . - A\

‘knowledgez. .The experimental treatment, however, did not provide subjects .
with audience-reieted specificetions nor did it provide them with any K
positive clues to or mwgels of adeqnate°commnnication. Thus it ‘would not '
contrihute directly to execution. ; ‘ ‘ T
A positive treatment effect could be interpreted a; eikdence of a N

causal linkage between role taking and communication by the following line

. JE inference: The experimental treatment could improve performance through
’increasing anticipatory concern or by contributing anticipatory knowledge.
In either case positive results would }ndicate.that subjects not receiving
the experimental treatment were hampered in thei® cqmmunication performance Co .
by failure to take the point of view of the audience. If increasing

" . - . . \ «
anticipatory concern was effective it would be because it.set into motion =

role taking and the ensuing. ch&in'of events postulated above. If increasing ,

-

anticipatory knowledge was effective, it would indicate’ that subjects were

not generating this knowledge themselves and herice that they:were not

successfully -engaging in role takiné. It would further indicate that if |
- L . ’ M -

“subjects were ahle to gain anticipatory knbwledge through role taking, they’

~  would be able to.uee this knowledge to goodieffectf

The tash used in'this study differs from the tasks used in most -

. : .. ) B )
research on one-way communication in two related ways. The task calls for

~

a much more extended message and it calls for that message to be-in

-

writing. Glucksberg et al. (1975) have aptly termed the kind of communication

v

+ © 7 investigated in most other research "referential communication.” The task

has typically been that of specifying a referent--a task that can often be A

p\

accomplished with one well—chosen phrise. By contrast, complete execution

-~
.
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'Econsidered to consist primarily of vauiring control over these features

investigation of extended written communication tasks.

- experiment. Subjects ranged in age from 17 down to 9 (the lowest .age at R j

: expected that there would be an:age at which broviding anticipatory

T e Role Taking
, , .

. .

of our task would require the expression, of 23.distinct ideas and the

1inking of them together in some comprehensible order. To perform’ such a,
) |
task o‘ally without fee!back would not only be difficult but would be most ' }
( : |

, unnatural. ,Extended communication without feedback from the receiver is:

» »

' ’
uncharacteristic of the oral mode but is the most salient feature of the

-

written mode of communication. Indeed, the mastery of Writing may be .

°

L3

of written 1anguage that make possible explicit ?ommunication to'a non=- '

communicating receiver (Olson, 1976). It seems:§h us, therefore, that
' . ) T S —
progress toward 4 fuller understanding of communication’and role~taking

-

abilities and of the relation between them can best be achieved through the

‘e
P

Although Flavell et al. (1968)'have obtained developmental data ®n

3

tasks involGing extended ideational coﬁtent, available evidence did not sgem ‘

. ) - \ 14
sufficient to motivate firm age-related hypotheses in the present . ‘

which basic writing skills were deemed adequate to the task). It was - . c

knowledge of communication difficulties would not be effective because

subjects would lack the ability to translate that knowle&ge into audience-

related specifications or would 1ack the necessary executive skills. It

was also expected that there should be an age when subjects could profit .
. ~ o
from such anticipatory knowledge, and a s(ill later age when it would not . )

be beneficial, in as much as shbjects could.by then construct the knowledge
4 : ‘ — N B ‘ $ 4
for themselves through taking the point of view of the reader. There was,

-

ho&ever, no basis for predicting what those agsffwouli be, nor was 1t

. - '
certain that they were all contained withing the age-range tested.

‘ ’
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. = Subject
,Tﬁzpe‘were 36 subjects at grade 4, 35 at gfade 6, -38 at grade 9, &nd-

" -
’ ‘v

oo .\42Vat‘g ade '11. Subjects at the two lower grades came from'a large

'Isnburhan elementary school serving a middle-income @rea. Subjects at the
B |

. J
two-higher grade levels were from a suburban high school. High school

. ’ ’ § .
subjects were all in the 5-year or university-oriented curriculum, which
) . L ) . ) . »
’ was the stream that most of the elementary school subjects would be~
. 4 . r . < 4

expected to enter, rather tham in the 4-year or vocationally-oriented

©

;}ogram. .&o objéctive data on comperability of the two subject pools are
available, however, and so developmental shifts from grades 6 to 9 must be

internreted witn some caution.

Materials

1, . -

»

Two 12-minute videotapes were prepared as stimulus materials. The
., \ ¢
production was of amateu;lqﬁality, done with Son} Porta-pack equipment.

There was no indication from the reactions of any of the subject groups,
< - * R B

however, .that huality of production interfered with attention to or '
credibility ‘of the stimulus presentations. e -

Instfuctionél v{EZchQA, This tape demonstrated the playing of a.

board  game invented for purposes of this experiment. The following unedited

. . protocol,fﬁom an 11th-grade subject describes all essentia} features of

'

the game:

e

- To.play this game you use a round. disc and a playing board. On’

—— ’ ~
y

f the disc are four mathematiecal signs around the edge of the disc.
. c N ) '
At one end of the board. €here is a straight rubber band. Place

\ .
. the disc with the gigns up againgt ‘the rubber band. Pull back and let

.- ‘.

F)
- 4 -
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» 1t go. On the board are several equations‘yith the mathemaf&cal

.
-

sign‘missing. ‘When the discilands over one of these it-must cover

<the whole box where the sign must: be. When this happens take the

K

sign closest;to the opposite end of the board._ And- that is your score.

B

" Bug., 1f + is closest and the two numbers are 5 and 10, you add the
numbers together if it's a x sign you multiply, ete., If there are two
signs the safe distance from,the opposite end (a tie) then you can
choose which sign you want to use. At the opposite end of the board
there 1is another rubber band i£ your disc, rebounds off of this and ’
lands on a box then you can chooose which sign you want of the four.
When you make a score yoy continue playing antil you‘miss and then it's
~ . N . -

the néxt person's turn. The game is won by the first person mho

reaches 1000 points. : <~ . ’

-

4

\\e»’“'The audio portion f the tape did not convey any explicit game rules "

but sometimes conveyed essential information in abbreviated context-bound
.form. For instance, to convey the information that the game ended when
. +one player obtained 1000 ‘or more points, the tape showed pne player record-

ing aceumulated points on paper, upon;which the ‘player wds heard to say,

"That's over 1000, so I win."

Sensitization videotape. This tape.showed'one of the>players'from the

e
preceding tape attempting to teach the game to another person. évery rule

given was either vague or incomplete, and the learner invariably performed

i . . 2

;some wrong action that-was consistent with the instruction given.
. . L K ' -t ‘
_ . Correction was not by correctIy-formed rules ‘but by showing or by abbreviated

restatement: "N6t Ehat‘way. Like this." '"No. All the way." The intent,

N
thus, was\tODayoid modeling any well-stated rules but- to provide extensive

o

exposure to poorly-stdted rules and;evidfnce of their effects on.communicationﬁ

/ T . ¢ o
. 4 -

L3
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Procedure

¢
rd

Within, grades 4 and 6, subjects were randomly assigned‘individually

. - ‘
to three treatment conditions. Within grades 9 and:11, for practical «

reasons,~intact classeg were randomly assigned to treatments.. The treatment

conditions were (1) instruction only, in which subjects viewed the in-
structional videotape twice; (2) sensitization, in which subjects ViEWde

the instructional videotape once and then the sensitization vidEotape once;
\

and (3) sensitization plusscript, which was identical tp the sensitization

~

. . A .
“condition except that in additidn subjects were provided with a script of’
. the sensitization videotape to refer to while writing. .

Af ter viewing the videotapes, subjects in all eqnditionsbwere

»

- ! ‘ . .
instructed to write out instructions for playing the game so that a class-
! '

mate, who had not seen the videotape but who did have the game board '
available, could learn how to play the game.

The day after the.experiment, all available grade 4 subjects were

interviewed individually to determine tpe extent of their recall of ‘the

game rules. The actual game board was present at the time, so as to
. .

enable subjects to use pointing and demonstration in expressing‘the ru‘
‘Subjects were first asked to tell a11 the game rules as they remembere them

(free recall), and then were quegtioned about any unmentioned rules t

§

_ determine whether they had grasped and remembered them (prompted recall).

Initfal prompts were. on the order of "There are two other rules. you/haven't

.
. . -

said anything about. Later prompts were more directive; for instance, !

o0
"Do you remember anything about when the game is over?" The primary
R .
purpose "of this interview was to determine whether the youngest subjects
4 i .
> / / [
had in fact comprehended and retained,the’game rules. ‘/
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Séoring . p

Althohgh the\game.consisted of 7 essential rules, these rules could /\;
) T+ Dbe subdivided into 23 distinct ideas that might or might not be present in
a subject 8 account of the game. These 23 ideas are,listed in Table 1.

hal ~ v /
J * ’ 2

A \. Insert Table 1 About Here

—

.
-

Subject protocols were independently scored by two raters and these—ratings

LI , . « 1

- were averaged to yield'the,foliowing variables:

1. Igeas. The total némber'out.of'the possible 23 ideas. that were.

i expressed in some fashion.

"

2. ‘Clarity. The average rating, on a 4-point scale, of the clarity with

¢ which those ideas counted in"item 1 ‘above .were expressed. The scale - * ___~
RN . ’ . I
points were: ) : . ) . ~

1. Would be very unclear--would have to guess.

‘2. Would probahly get theAidea:hut-WOuid be.unsure of it.

", 3. Would be'able to grasp the point with certainty, but only with )

.

effort. ' ‘ . .
4. ZWOuld grasb the point easily and with certainty.. ,
3. Words. The total number of words in the text produced by the suhject.
Tﬁrough use off analysis of co;ariance, the following additiZnal derived

.
g e
.

scores were obtained.

4. .Wordiness. This is the score“for words, controlled for number of
(’éd ) . - -

ideas expressed. T '

-

5. Ecomomy. This is the éEb?é for ideas, controlled for numbér of words. .

Logically it is the inverse of variable 4; but empirically it is not.

3
Both economy and wordiness may increase with age, for instance, if
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ideas and words both. increase ag@d are not highly eorrelated.: . ‘

6. Ineffectuél words. This is the score for words, cOntrolled for both _ -

>

¢

ideas and clarity. It-is designated as 'ineffegfual"word;'because it

represents that part of the yarianqé in humbgr;of words thaé baq,ﬁo
correlation with either the number gf 1deas'ex§ressed ar the clarity

witﬁ which those ideas are expressed. Thus, wiéhin the confinesipf the

variables considered in this study, tﬁis/component of variahce i%‘number M

of words #sed has no effect. . . Y .
- ) . a he
Protocols of the oral’interviews with grade four students were' also T

g [
’

scored b; two -raters and combined. They were scored more globally,

- ~ .

however, since, the intent was to assess comprehension of complete rules
{

ratheér than memory for 1solafed details. Tyree.scores were obtained:
(12 the toal number of rules (out of a ppssibIg seven) adequately repréducéa
thréugh free récAll, (2)vthe total n;;ber of rules repréﬁuced through
free recall combined wifh,thosg producgﬁ.th;ougﬁ prompting, and (3) a

rating, on a five-point scale, of the clarity with which the rules'werg

expressed (referred to hereafter as oral clarity).

Treatﬁgg;'of Data = ~ ' ] . -

. The .six variables drawn from written protocols were analyzed‘py—ﬁﬁi-

variate analyses of variance or covariance, using a fixed-effects model

oty
with two crossed factors--grade (4, 6, 9, and 11) and treatment (instruction

e

only, sensitization, and sensitization plus script). It must be emphasized”

that analysis of covariance was not used.in its conventional application,.

-

as_a means of_adjusting’for pre-existing differences. Rather, it was used

as a means of obtaining residua}ﬁoriderived scores. To avoid confusion

° » r "

on this point;'results will be reported in terms of analyses of variance .
v

v
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performed.onvdependent yariables as.previous efined, and derived scores

. will'be treated as scores in their own right rather than as adjusted

versions of other scores.

L
-~

.. ‘ Results \~\\\\\"

As indicated in Table 2, the number of ideas recorded by subjects

varied significantly with grade and with treatment. There was also a’

'highly eigniflcant interaction between grade aﬁa treézment. As Figure l.a
¢ 1Y N

shows, .this interaction is partly the result of a.ceiling effect.

) DA > -
’ Insert Table 2 and Figure 1 about here

Grade 11 subjects\in all conditions recorded g¢lose to the maximum possible
. ~
number of ideas. The effect of sensitizing treatment seems to have been to’

lower the age at which ceiling is reached. Subjects in the instruction only
. N F * -
condition do not approach ceiling until grade 11} those in tHe 'sensitization

AN

condition approach it by grade 9;'and those ip the eensitization plus o

script condition approach ceiling by grade 6.

Treatment had no significant relation‘to the rated clarity with which .

" ideas were expressed. There was nevertheless a. highly significart effect of

[

3

grade. '
- A‘. * - Y "
With respect to number of words.used, there ;.ras no significant main ’
effect of treatment, but treatment did interact significantly with grade.
¢

- As’ indicatéﬁ in Figure l.c, the effect of the sensitization treatments _was

.A-—-

to increasetthennumber of words written by the yourigest subjects and to

decrease the number written by the oldest. . Lo ©\
) " ki
On-the variable of wordiness (number of words_used, controlling fork
) .. /:‘1/.."::‘ * - ’ K
" !'f""'/(* ""‘g’i’” N

..




L -

.

«

’ < Role. Taking . -
/ ) . 13

. number of ideaé), all effects were highly significant. As Pigare 1.d s

N\ ]
shows, there is a tendency for wordinegs to increase sharply. with age from

_ grades, 6 fo 11, and the effect of the sensitization treatments issto.

- ¢ . . o

* dampen this tendency. Essentially the sgme);esult is obtained with

ineffeq;ual words (number of words used, controiling for both number of

. ] .,
. 1ifBleas:and clarity). As Figureil.f indicatedf/:he dampening effect in

this case is even more pronounced, such that in the sensitization treatment
groups there is no overall age increase in ineffectual words. ~ This
- i

effect 'is reflected in the fact that the main effec% of4age is in-"

significant with respect to ineffectual words--the only dependent variaEie

+ in the study of which this is true. ) . -

‘P ‘ With respect to economy (number,of ideas,'qontrolling for numbeggof.
words), both mdin effects and the interaction are significant. As a

. . .
' comparison'of Figute l.e with Figure l.a indicate;, the results for *
» economy‘egséntially‘reproduce those io; ideas. L. :
e Results relate@'éo the oral i;terviews of g}ade 4 sﬁbjeéts are

presented in Table 3.. . ' . A ! ‘ . .

-

4

. ; ) Insert Table 3 @bout here

With prompting, subjects were\ab1e~to recall all'gamé rules with viftﬁally

<

no error. By free recall only they‘average'fBur to five out of the seven bﬂ\\
" rules. Treatment effects were analyzed by one-way analyses of variance .

or covafiance. . Treatment effects on free recall and oral clarity were not °

significaht, although there was a tendency for éubjecté in the instruction
only group to recall fewer rules spontaneously. ) ' . ' .
-Among grade 4 subjects the number of rules produced in free recall was -4

-

[
.
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significantly correlated with the number of ideds recorded in writing

(r = 545, P < .01). Oral clarity'did not correlate significaﬁtly with
T~ written clarity, however (r = .18)3 Within the grade 4 group there were
. \ .o
significant treétmen; effects on both written ideas and clarity. Adjusting

these scores.for the corgespéﬁding oral scores
] Ny A
the results, although it re%}ffﬁgegﬂbthé

- ) 4 g I
. \ ‘
, ! . o &7‘ |

’

d'not‘appreciably change

. / v
¥ .o 7 - Discussion : ?
A P

The maig/obj%ct'of“this study was to inVestigate the effects of

~ -

role taking on-written coﬁmunication by providing eiperimental subjects \;
Qithlghg hyg&thesized 'fruits' of role- taking and observing their effect

. on communication. The sensitizatjon treatment was intended to impart

’ specific anticipatory knowledge about possible  communication difficulties—-

¢ . - ‘ ¥
the kind of kﬂowledge that would otherwise have to be derived from taking
. ‘ ‘ , _ N "
4 the per§pzctive of the reader: .
The: experimental treatments had a markéd~effect on the number of N

essential ideas that subjects embodied in their Ebgmunications, but they,
did not have any overall effect on the rated clarity with which those ideas

were expressed. Given the nature of the task, this result is quite reason-
4 - '
able. In communicating some complex body of content such as the rules of a

game, the most important failing is likely to be omission of small but
essential details. In.normal two-way'communication,‘feedback from the

’

,— receiver often takes ‘the’ form of questions invol@ing what 1f? which one?

" hOngg_youhtell? etc. The response to these questions often cansists, not
: X , N‘ L .
of ‘a clearer statement-of an idea already expressed, but of additional __

informaéion'peglected[in tﬁ; initial exposition. A major functién.of‘role
5 Ay AN

. ' i

taking (that is, 19?£ing at the task ffom the boint of view of the receiver)

- . .

¢

-

o | B 15
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is to ‘enable the communicator to anticipate these informational needs and

-
.

.supply the relevant information on the initial attempt. Accordingly, the

-

be taken as an indication that they were functioning more in the‘manner; of

'only with effort." While such scores indicate considerable room for‘

fact that experimental group subjects did\supply more essential ideas may .
people who took the role of. the receiver. \,\\ L . 'ﬂ

Although theré was a highly significant age trend towafosgreater clarity

in the expression of ideas, treatment had no significant effect on this

-~

trend. Several reasons may be suggested for this result. Clarity of

expression may simply be harder to change;. it may depend mainl& on
executive skills unaffected by short-term interventions. Even if clarity

is affected to some extent by taking the viewpoint of- the reader, the .

N

experimental treatments could not be expected to duplicate that kind of

effect.” In the sensitization videotape we tried to anticipate the items

&
ra

of content subjects might fail to communicate We could not, obviously, -

anticipate all the many kinds of inadeouate expressions that subjects might'

use. Consequently, the treatment was more relevant to ideational content - .

than to clarity of expression.: Finally, it should be noted that the ,

average clarity ratings of even the lowest-scoring groups indicated a
minimally adequate 1eve1 of clarity The lowest mean scores fell about
halfway between scale points 1abe1ed "Would probably get the idea but would

be unsure of it" and "Would be able to grasp the point with certainty, but
" - .

iﬁprovement, they also indicate that in the raters' estimation the ideas -
. ( . ’ .. ’

expressed would, by and large, get across to a reader. Thus there was no.
obvious denand, within the context of the task situation,.to strive for

greater clarity. . . . J
B 3 . '
The number of words used in expressing the game rules increased -

-

- ; -~ . .
. B A s »

= . .
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.steeply and almost linearly from grade to grade, with grade 11 students in

the instruction only group averaging more than three times as many words as .

o
»

o - the grade 4 subJects. This fs 8 much greater difference than was found by

1

Harrell (1957) over a similar age-range. ‘With subjects retelling a story

viewed on film, Harrell found subjects of age 15} writing compbsitions about

.~

. . . N
507% longer than subjects of age 9. Interestihgly, in thekpresent study,

'df word counts are adjusted s%atisticaily for number of ideas (yielding

the variable designated here as uordiness), then the difference between ¢

é ~ - 2

f-.:L -

*

. grade fi and grade 4 subjects in the instruction only ‘gtoup reduces to

»

)
the same magnitude.as was observed by Harrell. Thus the pre-eminent effect
T N .
) of quantity of ideational content is again manifested. The effect of

<

‘experimental treatments on pure verbal output is best examined in the
.- N - N
S derived variable, inefteétual words: which-is the number of words used,
5 ' .
when clarity and number of ideas are held constant statjstically. Here ° .
.the normal‘;rend -as indicated by the performance of subjects in the :

-

instruction only group, is for ineffectual words to increase7from grades -
6 zo 11. The experimentai treatments had no effect at all on this

& variable in grades 4 and’ 6 but they seem to have had the effect of -

”

eliminating the upward trend in grades 9 and 11.D It appears, then, that

the effect. of sensitizing older subjects.tojthe possibilities of miscommunication

is to fnduce them to focus more sharply on essentials, reducing superfluous

~ elaboration, whereas the effect)on younger subjects is to make them
- : N s . - '
include more details. - ) : r .

v -

. Fry-(1966) using 12-year-old subjects, found that ‘the main effect of
training on one-way communication tasks was to reduce .the number of words

ol used. Fry's result is consistent with the present findings, but it does not
. . : -

necessarily feflect the same effect. Fry's subjects may have learned that

2
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te se messages generally\work better, or they may simply have learned how

to xpend less effort.

- ° L3

\In one experimental treatment variation, subjects not only viewed the

] sensitization videotape but were also provided with a script of the vidggtape

for reference. In the grade 9 and 11 groups, the effects of this treatment

closely paralled those of the treatment without script. In grades 4 and 6,

however, the effects varied. Viewing the sensitization videotape without
.

script seemingly had no effect on grade 6 subjects, whereas given the

script they hpproached ceiling in their coverage of essential ideas. In

. grade 4 ‘on ghe other hand, performance of subjects in the sensitization

.

-

- to do so, not ,having yet acquired an appreciation of the need for ex-
" ‘ ,

plus script & dition was between that of subjects in the sensitization

~

condition and those in the instruction only condition on-all the underived
c . . .
variables: The study does not provide any basis for explaining these

variations. A<tentativé explanation, which.would account for the results,

is that by grade 6 subjects already appreciate the need for exhaustiveness
in reporting contents but they are de%}cient in retrieval. The script,

therefore, serves primarily as a memQry aid. In conducting the experiment with

* - -

grade 4 subjects, however, it was observed that those in the sensitization

plus script condition actually referred very little to the script. Perhaps
/ ~ L]

they 1acked the ability to scan a written text or perhaps they saw no reason

.

haustiveness. “ ‘ ,

° L}
[ >

. Overail, the results suggest that role taking is a significant variable .

affecting wriften communication in subjects across the whole range of ages

L

treated in this study. At the youngest age, failure to tdke the point

. o
of viéw of the reader leads to omission of significant content. At the

older, adolescent ages, it leads to a lack of focus on essentials and an

e
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attendant verbosity. Before feeling confident in this conclusion,

L4

however, we need to consider alternative explanations of the results

-

One/explanation, impossible to rule out altogether, is that the experimental

treatments simply led to better mastery of the content to be communicated.
Subjects in the instruction only group Vviewed the same instructional
videotape twice. Subjects in the experimental conditions viewed what

could be regarded as two different presentations of the same content.’

They mi‘ht, therefore, simply have received better instruction. The

oral interviews with grade 4 subjects were used primarily to establish
that these'youngest subjects had in fact comprehended and retained all

the game rules. Recall, as tested through free and prompted recall, did -
: : , -

r
i
*

prove to be nearly perfect. Free recall wasinot perfect, but controlling
for differences in free recall did not eliminate tneatment effects on J

written communication. “Thus we are prepared to argue tw't knowledge of
ontent was at or near ceiling for all subjects, and therefore not a‘~

likely source of varfation in treatment results.

Another perspective on the experimental treatments is the following,
. . . : o Y )
The instructional videotape showed only the right way to play the game.

z s ’ s
The sensitization videotape, on the other hand, by demonstrating a variety

Al

of. wrong moves and misconceptions, provided contrasts which ﬁighlighted the
. 1 4 . * , B ,

d&stinctive and critical features of the game., Thus the sensitization

Py
videotape may have served to isolate and make prominent those very elements

which were scored in subjects Aprotocols as essential ideas This we

e

acknowledge to be a true characterization of the experIEEntal\treatments.

We would argue, however, that the above'explanatipn is not an alternative to

-

an explanation in t&rms of role taking, it is simply a way of elaborating

such an explanation. Among people who already understand a game " and

- F% S
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. . -
know all its rules, the concepts of-'criticalgé_'distinctive,' fcentral,'

etc., as applied to the game rules, have no significance. Experienced
4 2. ‘

bridge players never have to give a thonght to how the ‘game is different

. . ! - ‘,’: . a;
from pinochle. It is only when one is trying to teach the game to #

someone else that such relative concepts take on significance Conse- R
- quently, to say that the sensitization videotape made prominent the_/
ﬁggistinctive elements of the experimental game is simply a more precise

way of characterizing the knowledge which could be gained by viewing the

-

[

game frOm the learner' 8 perspective. S t- |
The present study suggests that psychological experimentation has ///
sometning to_contribute to an understanding of the development of‘nriting

skills. ‘Valuable information on the ndrmal course of writing development

has come both from studies that.coléected writing samples under controlled

13 - v

task conditions (e.g., Harrell, 1957)- and from studies that have'exAmined
! . \ .

writing produced under more normal and varied conditions (é.g., Britton, .’

2

‘Burgess,’Martin, Mcleod, & Rosen, 1975). QP our knowledge, however, the

«

present g&ndi is unique in looking at writing 3rotBCOls with both age and
experimental conditions-systematically varied. Had the present study been TN
limited- to the instruction only condition, the results would have ‘shown

that as subjects grow older théy communicate more ideas, with_greater

clarity:\an use more words in doing so. These findings would thén tefd

) to colIapse.into\a‘ ndifferentiated statement that 'older is better'--the
most degenerate f;j;g::\EEVelopmentai finding.' The experimentaI results~t
indicate that the several dependent variables are not simply manifestations

-~ of the same progression toward more mature.writing skills. Sensitizing

subjects to possible communication difficulties had Qg: effect of increasing

. *

number of ideas communicated, without influencing c1arity.' Moreover, it had
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~ "\ Table 1. °
1 - . . . [ ¢
Checklist of 23 Constituent Ideas in Rules ) . -+
v for Pléying-Experimental Game ( e v
‘" +1. That the game involves shooting the puck . ,'

~

2, That the puck is propelled by a rubber band

3., That the rubber band to use is the one situated atrthg front °
(open) end of the board ’

4, That. the object is, to make the puék land on one of the stuares

5. That it is possible to get pointé by landing on one of the squares

€. That the puck must completely cover the square .

1. " That when a box is covered by the puck, an arithmetic oﬁeggtion is .
to be performed on the two numbers on either side of the box

8. —That the operation to be perfbrmedhis determined.by thé signs on
the puck . - *

9. * That the sign to be used is the one farthestoaﬁéy from the shooter

10. That the player's score for the turn is the numerical result obtained

by the arithmetic operation ¥,
11. That a ﬁlayer geCS'hnothgr turn if and only if he scores

. 12. That scores accumulate from turn to turn .. . -

'13. That if the player calculates a wrong result, he gets no score
14. That a wrong answer ends the player's turn

15. ‘That es -
16. That a tie occurs when two arithmetic 3 _s‘ﬁ?ﬁ’éﬁhally far forward
17. That when two signs are équally }?r for;ard an&vihe puck covers a

18. That the choice is between operations indicated by the two tied signs

there is a‘special rule for ties . .

square the player has a choice of operation

19. That there is a special rule for rebounds ' ,
20. . That a.rebound occurs when the puck. bounces off one of the rubber
- bands at the far end of .the board - )

That if the puck rebounds before landing‘on 3 square, the player has

21,
; a choice of operationé to perfbrm. . 5 s . 7
.22, That the choice is. between the 4 operationsshown on the égck
That the game ends when a player's~cumulative score reqéhes 1000 _

23.

L3 - -




Table 2

‘

Univariate F. Ratios and Probaﬁlities for Grade, Treatment, %

?
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k)
. and Interaction Effects on Six Dependent Variables .
[ -_:/ i - .‘/ . {‘ .. ) . )
) Grade X
Grade Level Treatment Treatment ~
(df 3;139)%  (4f = 2;139)®  (df = 6;139)°
Depentdent Variable " F P F P . F rp_ -
Ideas- o 56.388 .001  '5.032 .008  3.593  .002
\ - LN * -
Clarity 62.335 % .001  1.342 .265 1.365 .233
_Words . . 42.862 .001  1.356 .261 4,156  .001
Wordiness R 6.618 .001  6.856 .00l 2.805 .013
Economy 14.597 .001 10.791 .001 2.273 .040
.093°  7.120 .001 .017

Ineffectual Words 2.184

— N
y

¢

I

~

2.690

aError df for wordiness and economy is/ 1 1ese/than number BhOWI}, error df

for ineffectual words is 2 less, because scores were derived on the .basis

of within-cells regression slopes.

S

~4




- : . 7
¢ . , L ‘ . A

. . - - ’ : \\‘ ' nose iaking.
' . ' - : ; . © 26
{ . ° ‘1‘ . /\ . Tables3 '
: h ‘ :. Comparisons, b; Treatment, of lRating,s" §rom Oral 'In}:el.:views' )
. . ) " and Written Protocblls./ of Grade % Subjects
“ . . ’ Treatment .
y s_; ’ N Instruction I Sénsitizatiou Sign:i:ficance
- ’5: ‘ . " only ) > Sensitization, plus script‘ of tr;aatment i
K Cwm o - (N = 1i) (] - 10) (N =9) ”differences
'Varia"ble . .\ '
Oral l;tlnt;'erviews B ’
Rulés-recalleé
Free “r;.can, - w2 sz 5.1 <20
' | Total (n® 6.7 6.5 6.8 L
c' icla'rity (9)° ‘ 5.1 5.7 , 4.1 2,20
Written Qurotocols
Ideas (23)° 7.6 1420 9.4 <.01
Clarity (4)° 257 7 a0 o 2.6 - <.02
L Ideas, adjusted - 8.5 , 1.3.2' . 8.7 St 14,02
. for oral fn;e ‘ .
g 'xzti(:all : * : . . "
Clarity, adjusted 2.5 2.9 a7 ‘ <.04 \
jm"" .foz‘: oraj ;
) élaritfy Y h X
o ) v o - e ) ( -
i aMa:gimum possible score. ' ' ' . . e
) ) L s
. ‘
. o ‘ ;
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- ’ ' « Flgure Caption
e SR ' )
Figure 1. Mean scores on six dependent variables, by -grade and )
. , “ < » - .
treatment. Ideas and words are actual counts. Clarity is scored on a <
L4 4 “ .

4-point rating scale. The remaininé variables are derived variables,

arbitrarily scaled. ) : o
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