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ABSTRACT

A study involving 39 retarded (24 to 9Z months o¢ld)

and 61 nonretarded (18 to 54 mcnths o0ld) children was designed to
determine what fundamental social cognitive skills young retarded
children possess, to describe the characteristics and developmental

" factors of such skills, and to deite¢rmine whether previous f£indings on
the develcrment cf these skills in young nonretarded children are
replicable in 2 broader socioeconomic sanmple. Using teachers as
informants, a social age and social quotient was obtained for all
children frow the Vineland Social Maturity Scale. & teacher
estimation of each child's social nmaturity was also obtained. Each
child was administered 23 comnmunication tasks which were essentially
nonverbal and involved three skill domains: percept prcducticn, or
the ability to produce a visual percept for ancther person, i.e.,

showing:

tercept deprivation, or the ability to remove a visual

percept grom another person, i.e., hiding: and percept diagnosis, or
the ability to determine what another person was attending to
visvally. Findings indicated that young retarded children are aware

of other people's acts and abilities. Appendixes include a summary of
siacial intelligence measures, a skills checklist, a description of
tasks and procedures, a sample communication tasks protocol, and
tabtles showing strategies of Ss. (SBH) _
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JANET BLACHER=DINON, Soclal Cognition in Barly Childhood:
% Study of Pundamental Communijzation Skills in Young

Retarded and Nonretarded Children (Under tha direction of
RUNE 3. SIMBONSSON. )

Comminication and Folestaking skills are considered
important factors in determining a child's social competence.
For youny ratazded children, these skills may ba particu-
larly inportant in detemining their success in blending
Into mainstresmed or integrated snviroiments, The present
study explored the development of these skills in young
retarded and nonretarded children withih the theoretical and
enpleical franework associated with social cognition, In
this context, communication and role=taking were vieved 38
baing both cognitive and social components of social
compatence:

The major purpose - this study wae thresfold: (1} to
deternine what Eundamentsl soeial-cognitive skills young
retarded children poagess! (2) to describe the characteris-
tics and developuentall factors of guch skille; and (3} to
dsterming whether prevlous Eindinge on the development of
these akille in young nonratarded children are repliceble
in & beoader sodiosconoaic sample., The 9 retarded subjects
sslected for the study randed In chronalogical age from 24
to 92 months {X = 55.6) and in mental age from 7 to 45
montha {x = 26,6}, The 61 nonretarded children sele :ted
for the study ranged {n chronological age from 18 to %4
monthg {X = 37.7), A1 nonretarded children included in

tils geudy sttended either some form of preschocl or day

care, and all the retarded children attended developmental
day care eanters,

Using teachers 23 informants, a social ége and social
quotient vas obtained for a1} children fron the Vineland
Social Maturity Scale (Doll, 1953}, A teather estimatlon
of each child's sosial maturity was sldo obtained using an
ingtrunent developed specifically for thie stufly, Fagh child
vas adninistered 23 commnication tasks based on the mater-
fals developed by Lempsre, Plavell, and Plavell (1977},
These tagks wete easentially nonverbal and lnvolved three
gkill domains: (1} percept production, or the abillty to
produce a visual percept for anather person, i.e., showing:
{2) p,ercapt deprivation, or the ability to remove a visusl
wercept from another person, i,e., hidlag #nd (3 pa';:cept
disgnosis, or the ability to datermine what another person
was attending to visually.

Reeulte of the study demonstrated that:

{1) Young retarded children can be assessed in the
areas of role-taking and gociel communication
using appropriate materialy with limited task

demands,

{2) Retarded children are mot restricted to the use
of any single strategy, but utilize a wide
variety of gtrategies in responding to task

demands,



{3) The pacformance of both mentally reticded and

noneetsrdad children appears to be related to
social age level, such that children at social

age level two recelved "no credlt® for most of
their responges o the tagks, children at secial
age level four received “complete credit” for
nost of their responses to the tasks, and children
at soclal age level three were intemediate,
i-e., their respon:seé were typically scored either

"partial credit” or "complete credit.*

{8) The emergence of the social communication skills

assessed appears to conford to a developmentsl
pattern characterized by a hierarehical sequence

from simple to nore complex foms.

{5} Guetnan scalogram analyses produced significant
soefflolents of reproducibility for t;m five
items In the percept deprivation demain and for
the three items in the percept diagnosis domain
for both retarded and nonretarded groupa.

{6) Multiple sealegran analyses of the fifteen percept

production itens indicated that they did not
reliably fit one scale for either the retarded or
nanfet:arded geoups, However, ﬁine of the [ifteen
itéems dld fom a reliable scale for the noneetarded

group only,

(7) In further axploring the relationship beewesn
gocial age and curmunication task parformance
in each of tha three danains {percept production,
percept deprivation, percept diaghesis), correls=
tien coefficients wore computed. Pot both
the retarde: .retarded geoups, soclal
age was ¢ignificantly related to tatal scores
on percept production, peccept deprivation, and

percept diagnoais 1tems,

(B) For the nonretarded geoup anly, correlatlon
coefficients between totd] comiunication task
performance and chrenaloglcal age were computed,
indicating significant agéociations between
chronological age and total scores on percept
production, percept deprivation, apd percept

diagnosis items,

{9) The findings with punretarded 2=, 3+, and 4-year-
old children replicate some general findings of an
earlier atudy (Lempers &t al., 1977) using non-
tetarded 1=, -2-, and J-year-old children, In the
present study, the J-year-olds primarily qave
tesponzes that received "no credit,” the 3-year-
olds primarlly received "partial credit® for their
reponses, and the 4-yedr-olds primarily received
*complete eredit® for thelr responses to mest of

the tasks,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The findings of this study demonstrate that young
retarded children: at the gocial ages of two, three, and
four, are aware of other people’s acts and abilities. The
replicability of earlier findings with nonretarded children
further attests to the diagnastic utility of these tasks.
Some potential uyses of the tasks include: (1) development
of a criterion-referenced checklist appreach to assessing
social-cognitive development in young retarded children:

(2} the development of curriculum materials to enhance social
competence and awareness; and (3) the implementation of
systematic training in fyrdamental commnication or gocial~

cognitive skills.
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CHAVTER I
INERODUCTION 70 THE DEVELOEMENT OF SOCIAL SKILLS

the enactmant of Public law 32-142, the Bducation for
A1 Handicapped Children Act, has vesulted in the plasenent
of mentally rétazded ehildren in increasingly less restric-
tive educational envitorments, In many ingtences this means
totsl integration into mainstreamed settings contalning both
rataedéd and nonretafﬁed shildren. In such integrated ar
mainatreaned settinga; the mastery and utilization of intepe
peesonal skills by retarded ehiddren 16 of ceitical impor-
tance for adjustment and acceptance (Edmonson, 1974
Greenspan, 1979}, For many handicapped children, the
failare to commnicate vith others ina auﬁially competent
panner becames 2 slgnificant problem in blending into the
reqular school classroom or in%n socisty {n genetal; such
fallurel in turn relstricts forther social integration, Thus,
the ability to commnicate socially, either through behave
iaral or verbal means, may be a significant factor in detey
. Wining the child's success in hlemjinq into less restrictive
placements, |

Nonverbal comminication in the form of exprassivé
behavioral skills {5 thought to precede the development of

more sophisticated forms of commnication and sezial

awareness (Lee, Note 1; Lempers, Flavell & Flavell, 1377,
Such basic skills include pointing, orienting, showing, and
varbal raaponses. fater developments in interpersonal com=
mnication skills include how:childréﬁ diffarentiate théme
selves from others, and to what extent they ara abls to take
intd sccount another's fealinge, intents, informational -
néeds, or perspectives.

Recent research M3 shown that the neneetardad child,
by two or thees yeats of age, is aware of other people's
acts and abilitfes, Such awareness has heen documented by
the poasassion of nonverbal as well as verbal communication
skille in experimental (Lampers, Flavell & Plavell, 1977)
and natuealiatic (Wellman & lempers, 1977) settinga. There
is, unfortunately, no comparsble rasearsh on the development
of gocla) awarenéas in young retarded childcen. This lack
of knowledge about <rly comunicative developnent in young
mentally zetarded children seriously limits {1} efforts to
evaluate preschool mainatresming or Intervention programs
(Anderson & Mesalek, 1974), {2} the development of curricu~
lum materials to enhancy soclial conpetance and awarenesa,
and (3) the implementation of systematic training in commu-

plcation, The purpese of this study 1s to docunent social

'canipatence in children theough the ue of tasks and proce-

dﬁm developed within the franewock of social cognition,
Pundamantal social commnication skills will be assessed in
young retarded childtan and young nonretarded children,
with the goal of ldentifying the developmantal featured



" .- of sm'.'h skilla. .

" the foucmng Literature the need for 4 clearer
_unqgrs_tarsdigg of_thg deuelapment af welal metence and
uqéial Q’{lii‘ﬁlllﬂll 1n mentally retardad childeen will be

developed. " ‘The First siction of this review vill tesce sone

o previaua attlnpta to conceptualize, define, and asess

o cmpetem» Perticular enphasis vill be placed on
- l:he utility of soclal ccgnitiob for operatlonaliaing and
- researching aspacu of gocial conperence, The second and
third- ‘sections of this review pertain to two CONPORGNts of
soeial Gﬂgﬂitiun--role-takinq and refarential comnumicat ion,
the final gection 1dentiﬂes problens and {gsues related to

meamh of thle tipe as they pertaln to the rationale for
the prasent study,

Refinitisns and Conseptuallsations

A numbe; of cenceptual approacties aze available to '
research the development of skiils uhiéh are soiclly dater-
nined, The goncept of soeial compatence represanta one of
these approaches. Raseatch uader the label of social cone
petence, however, has often projected more commonal ity than
' actually exlsts, The concept itself has fncluded guch
dlverse areas as cognition, soclal relstions, elagsroom or
woeational agjusteent, and mental health (henar, 197),
and has besn baged on research with subjects va;fyinq widaly

i age rangé Por example, there has been a msiderablé

anount of research on compatence in infants (Bronson, 1974
Goldberq, 1977; Murphy & Morfarty, 1976; Rheingold, 1946,
1969; Shirley, 1331-1933; Stone Murphy & Snith, 1973;
Wenar, 1976; White Higm. 1973}, Howgver: the focus of
this ransarch has nore often inoluded the de\?elownent of
Fastors such as mogorie behaviora, pereonality, copnitive _
capacities, or affect, rathar than the development of more
soxial aséects 0f competence, On the ather hand, specific
attempts to study the development of soclal competence In
pre:_nhool' or 8chool-age chlldren have focused more dlrectly
on the actual soclal skills involved. Ae a means of helght=

ening the undervtanding of mocial adaptation and interper-

. gonal behavior of all children, the study of social conpe-

tence has particular relevance for handicapped children and
adulte (Edgetton, 1967 Xleck, 1976 Simeonsason, 1978,

Sacial Competance

_ Historically, the concept of social competence haa
often been eqtlaied With skills measursd by the Vineland
Social Matatity Scale [Doll, 1953) or the Adaptive Behavior
Scale (NMihira, Foster, Shellhass, & Latands 197}, Both of
these lnstruments represent a "mixed bag" apProach to the -
definition of soelal compatence in that they assess a nusber
of salf-help, cognitive, linguistio, and social skille.
Similarly, 4 number of other lesa well-known but available
instruments purport to peasure some aspect af gocial compe=

tense {Cain, levine, ¢ Elzey, 1963; Johnson, 1976: yohn &



E Rosman, lm;_.Le»ine,IElzey, § Lewis, 1969}, Houever,
theae -gﬂ-ﬁléala]-,&ﬁ rep:esélﬁt. the "mixed bag* appméh in that
i;lier"cnna{at of a nixt'ufe of competencies (g.q.) comunice-
tionlskillu,' peer interactions, linguistic skills, cognitive
;kilii) iﬁich hnfe dlstlnctivn-fnaturas at various devalop-
.mﬁi }é?&l&. For-the purpose of auch general develop-
néntal assesment, scales developed by Bayley {1949) or

uagtrie and une (1975) ate probably nors velid and relianle
initments.

e majer imitation of these gross measures of soclal
competence is thai: the concept is lacking a clear or agreed=
upon definition (Andereon & Messick, 1974) relavant to bath
handic_apped e nonhandicapped populations, According tﬁ
Fouth and Nessbov (1979), soctal conptence refers to those
attrisutes of an individual which are desirable to both the
individual hinsel€/herself and to others. Bdnonson (1974)
hae proposed a behavioral concept of compatence which views
gompetence aa involving activities or hehaviors on the part
of the individval, e.., respomaibility, self=firection, as

“"ell 2 an uderstanding of others, On the other hand,

- ("Malley {1977) defines acelal conpetece in children n
temms of gogial intaraction batween a child and his/her
p;ers or betwesn & child and adulte, 0'Malley dascribes
secially 'mpetent interagtions 45 efther productive or
satisfying, vhere prodictive Interctions are those which
help the childladIApt toa settingf and'gatisfying interac-
tions are those that are rsceived positively by others.

In an attempt to deternine which factors aceount for
varying degreet of social competence shown durlhy soclal
interactions, some itvestigators have examined Icurreiates
of soclsl compatence. In a recent review, Simsonason
(1978} identities tha following corralates of gocial compe-
tences socializing agents, wosial settingd, persomlity
variables, and ability level. Newaan and Doby flan)
included the variables of social intersttion, teacher wipece
kation, homa enviranment, age, sex, race, Intelllgence, and
the number of years in school in a multivariate analysis of

gocial compatence, A major finding of this amalysis wag

-that positive gocial interaction accounted for approximately

25 of the varlance on social competance, sﬁgqasting that
skills in this area were assczlated with higher perfomance
and adaptabllity of erainable mentally retarded children.

Clarification of the concept of sooial compatence may
810 lmptove the assassment and training of adaptive skills .
in ratarded indlviduals. For example, i & followup Istudy
of deinstitutionalized retarded persona in the community,
Ednerte st Barcovici {1976) Found that compatence was one
criteria that could be used for judglng succesafal social
adaptation,

In addition to potential usefulness as an outcome neass
ute in deinstitationalization studies, socinl conpetence his
been ﬁ:opoaed L an asgessnent measure for early interveptlon

profgrams.- Recently, investigators have Nantifiéd specific_ ’

Iy
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. Ii;énem fui miaéainq social ebmpetence in youny ehil= -
dren a8 a Beans. of evaluatlng educational and intervention
B Jprogralm such 8’ Ilead Sta:t. A9 opposed to the genaral

'"mixed bag approach to soeial tompetence, Anderson and
- ;Hessick (19?4} h!‘fe pmantad 2 "shopping list" of 25 seeial
\ cmpetence mpomts. Thai: 1ist is the produst of a 1973
OfElee of Child Devalopnent Pana) wilich met to define the
néini:tg ard haasiirengnt of social competence in young chil-
dréﬁ_. and to Propese the development of aocial competence
2 agoal for early i_nteriv_eniﬁn progréms.h The complex and
‘ mprahmivé nature of -soeigl mpétenee becemes gvident
when ghe r’wiah the 3 dcmpﬂnents. tncluded are basie
skills {n memory, critical thinking, perception, language,
yross 4nd fine motor araas, problem solving and creative
thinking, a8 wgll L role parception, lanqi'iivity and under=
standing in social relationships, curiosity, norality, ete,
Clearly, this “shapping lis-i:" appears too long and diversu
to be practical \far vide=scale progras use,
iiglﬁr and Tri&att {1978) have more fecently articys
lated the aignificance and content of social competence,
tigler a@ Trickstt's index ineludesr {l) a neasure of
physieal health and vell being; (2) a measure of achieve
nent; (3) & nabsure of formal sognitive ability; and (4} a
measure of notivatienal and emotional varisbles. This
index seems nimilar toa definition of soclal conpetence
proposed by the Ldniniétratiun tor Children, Youth, and
Fanilies {ACYF) which has defined ancial competence as

. the child's averyday effeecivensss in dealing
with his environment and later responsibilitiss in
school and life. [It] taked inko account the inter~
relatedness of cognitive and inteliectual develop-
nent, physical aad mental health, nutriticnal needs,
and other factors that enable a ehild to function
optimally. (Prom Lee, Nota 1, p. 1)

Using & different type of instrument, Les (Note 1) has
propoced an observational maasure of *comunicative ob¥pe-
tane:” which seems hamonious with mf‘s definition of |
social compatence, Iee operationally defines communicative

competonca as: ' .

+ + 1 & beltvloral wanifestation of the ability to
use linguistic, cognitive, and socfal skills
affectively in conveying and responding to a meddage
it {nterpersonal contexts to achiave qoals desired
by self andfor others. (p. 2)

Le¢'s definitlon ineorporates nonverbal, or behavioral,
social cmunicltiun'skillsr thug, it appears to be &ppro-

‘priate for studying children who vary widely in age range

and ability, |

' g conseptualizations of soclel éonpetanca uffered
by Anderscn and Meseick {1974}, Sigler and Trickett {1976}
and Les (Hyte 1} were developed 1n response to a growing
demanﬁ for mathods to assess young childran’s social compe-
tence for evalu_aticn and pnlicf ﬁ::pose_s, M factori rave
linited the practical utility of these conceptualizations.
Plest, .‘_ilthaughlmany investigators agree on the relative
importance of soeial compatence for the successful adapta=
tion of fetarded children, they tend to disagree on the

actual components of scelal competence. Recause of igs



multidinensional natyre, successive refinenents of the con-
' eépt_of.qocul competence may be a necessary prelude to
valﬁ ﬁaselangnt and training of suc;'ially competent behavior
{Simeanason, 1955}; Secondly. 'l;hese nodels or descriptiong
. of sockal gompetsnce lack theoretical frameworks in which to

congider the devalopmental nature of social compatence in -

young chilcifgn. .

Mthough not equivalent to t}he area of social compe=
tence, &ere are tuo topics in the recent literature, socis
intelligence and social cognition, which overcstie some of
the abave limitations, The tople of social intelligence i3
useful to explore becsuse it descrides the pultidinensionsl
natura of social competence by identifying its key research
components, The tozic of soctal cognition, based on
_goghltive-developmental M:y. provides & useful research

Eramework which emphasizes both cognitive and social domains,

social Intelligense/Sovial Cogition

Greenspan (i&?ﬂ] has recently proposed a medel of
social intelligence which provides a f:anﬁm for studying
tha broader areas of adaptive behavior and social competance
in the retarded. The actual temm, *soclal intelligence,*
appeared in the literature a8 early as 1520 as partlnf
Thorndike's (1920) tripartite model of intelligence. Soclal
inieiligence was later the topic of 2 review by Halker and
Foley {1973}, hecording to Graenapan's {1979) proposed
ﬂQﬂeip social intelligence refers to dne's ability to

10

understand and deal effectively with social and interper-
sonal objects and events.

' .Groenspan's model cottaing & munber of opecifie vari-
ables which can be operationalized and potentially used for
assessing soclal Intelligence, The;e variables Include
rele-taking (in perceptual, affective, and coghitive realns),
gocial inference, social comprehenzion, payehological
insight, moral judgment, raferentizl cemtunicatlon, and
social problem~solving, 1In order to assess these social
intelligence components in young ehildren, a battery of
measures Gzawn from the relavant social cognitive and
psychnlﬁgical literature has besn conpiled (Chan, Graea-
gpan, & Blacher-Dixon, ¥ote 2}, (Appendix A contains a
guptary of thesa measures.) |

It should be noted that several of the social jntels
liglence components (e.q., psychological Insight, soolal
ecomprehension, social problem solving) involve coaplex cog-
nitive processen, For example, prychological lnsight is
de!j.n;g@ as the ability to underetand individual differences
and why people hehave the way thay do (Cresnspan, 1979),

The complexity lmplied in suéh deﬁhiﬂons clearly restricts
the applicah-;il-ity of thig component to-verkal ﬁhifdren. In

" praotical tims anly & portion of Greanspan's soclal intel~

Ligeice model appedrd to be applicabla for resesrch with
ve:y-young children,
In summary, Greengnan's madel is & taxonoRy proposed

to olassify components of paychologieal processes into

25
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catsgories useful for stadylng social behavior. As a theos
retical model, {r requires data to valldate the prodosed
relationships awcniy [t componants, Several of the indi-
vidual components (role-taking, roferentisl commuaic:tion,
maral judgmeat) of she model ha\*;. howaver, heen rasearched

undeg the tubrle of social cognition,

Social Cognitinn, shants {1975) has defined social
cognition as the child's intuitive or loglcal pepresentas
tion of othere, and hew he or she makes infarsnces about
their inner peycholeyical experiences. Dufined in this
nanner eccial cognition provides a framework for lnvestis
gating the deve opnentsd nature of sgeial compatence la
young children, The teim senial cofnitiongenerally encom-
pagsos reseatch based on the cognitivesdsvelopnental
approach of Piaglt, 30d ha# been reviewsd extensively by
Shantz {1975) and Younlsa (1978},

Buring the past decads research in the area of social
cognition has flourished, addressing q&estioﬁs goncerning
the chilld's understanding of others under such toPics as
role-taking, roferential comunication, empathy, moral
Judghents of person parception. Table | summerizes the
ques{tiuns appropriate for each of the sorial cognicive
research domaing,

The appeal of socisl cagnition as 2 domaln of research
is_ that it lacozporates @ developmental approsch to the

study of social competence which is appropriate for studies

12

Table 1

Research Juestions Asgupiated with Social Cognition

Regeareh Domain

kegearch Question

Rele-taking:
perceptual
Mrlective
Cognitive

Refetential
Communieationg!

Iistenar

Speaker
Horal Judgment

Porson Peruaption

What i the other person seeing?
What is the other percon feeling?

‘What i3 the other person thinking?

What ig the other persgn gaylng?

What are the ligtening needs of
the ather persoflf

What is the peher patson
lntencing?

What 15 the other person like?
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across the Life-span (Chandler; 1976). Por exampls, it has .

been shown that growth in social cognltion {i.e., one's
Interpersonal cognitive systen) during adolestence s chae-
acterized by the organization and integration of psychologi-
cal constructs formed during eacly ehildhood (Barenloim,
1977}, &uch a stage<hased view of soolal codnition high-
lighta the ukility of this approach for studies in early
¢hildhood and on into adolescence,

Much of the research cn social cognition has focused
on éxtending Piaget's early work on role-taking developpent
in which attempts have been made o validate or dispats
Piaget's chaervations of childhood *egocentricien® (risget,
1926, 1932}, Other social cognitive fegearch hae focuged
on dlmengions of enpathy, moral judgment, or pefsreatial
communication which iavolve swne sort of sovial understand-
ing of ability to make Infereices about others. For example,
naking inferances about ope's fealings involves "empathy,”
making inferences about one's intents involves *noral
Judgment" makifg inferences about one's gpeech or choosing
uné's on communication on the basis of thess inferences
involves "referential communication.* What complicates this
inferentisl process is that the young child is frequentiy
thable %o take other people's representations into account
wher 82zlvlng ot such inferences {Piaget, 19200, Nence,
perapectiva-taking may be central to the developnent of the

ehild's socisl counitive orientstions, slthough this issue
has not been antirely resclved {Rubin, 19131,

14

Thete appears to be a link between role-taking, of
taking the viewpdint of another person, and connunicating
about one's own point of view, Indeed, raferential commys
nication has heen defined as “a persen's ability to convey
acturately to gthers what the person is percelving,
thinking, or feeling® {Greenspan, 1979, p. 28], Ths cur-
rent 5tudy draws heavily on the two areas of role-taking
and referential comuaication, both of which will be
deseribed in move etall in the following sections of the

review,

Role-feking

Much has been written on the developrent of rolestaking
and other soclal cognitive skills in nonhandicapped childeen
{e.y,, Plavall, Dotkin, Fry, Wright, & Jarvis, 19687 Shantz,
1375}, but tie research pertaining to similar developrent in
handicapped children i8 quite limited, Thia section will
review (1) some of the definitions and developmental
tppreaches to role=taking, (2) measures typlcalily used to
agsess role-taking, and (1) empirical findings of rolestaking
skills in nonhandicapped children,

There are several definitions of role~taking wnich ail
refiect the interpersonal nature of the skill; Greenspan
{1979) defines role-taking as the ablllty te Put eneself in

the shoes of cthers: to understand how others arn

29
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eaperiencing the world, Others have also Sugaested that
rola-taking involves Buteing oneself In the shoes of snother
Person (Chandler, Helm, & Smith, Fote 3), or viewing the
world thrgugh another person's eyes (Kitano, Stiehl, &
Cole, 1978}, Ritano at al. (1976} deaignate role-taking as
the covert ooonitive pfocess of predicting another person’s
parspective, Furthermore, they distinguish role=taking fron
rale-playing<-the overt ansctment of the sharacteristics
and hehaviors of others, Sooid=drama, toy, is often con-.
fused with role=taklng, although this tem refers to 2
process wheraby individuale participate in or witness their
own reality throush d:ama (Blumberg, 1376: Poster, 19751
Klepac, 1378) Robinson, 1970),

Some views of role-taking or soeial cognition have
been oriented around lssues of stage sequentlal development,
Fox sxanple, Piaget's (1970) theory has been hd to study
the energente of aocial apd psyehologicsl concepnions in
children, and has been proposad as 2 useful model for the
assesement and habilitation of mentally retarded iadivide
als {Simeormagm Grunevald, & Scheinsr, 1976}, Research
on role-taking often lnvolves the use of piagetian Pethods
or concepts for examining the child's understanding of
hisfher social, as opposed to nensoctal. world, Much of
the current reseacch on role-taking focuses on the com
struct of agocentrisy, in order to validate or dispute
Pladet's sbaetvations (Plaget, 1926, 1932), Pimdinge from
studies using soclal cognitive tasks with nonhandicapped

1§

subjects have generally provided support for Plaget's’
proposed gqualitative ghifts in cognitive structures, essens
tially showing that the precoerational child (up to &ge
five or pix} is unable to decenter; that is, he/she fails
to effectively consider tvo or more dimensions sinultanes
vusly in reasoning or juddment situstiont. This may be
reflected in the failure to take into sccount the porspess
tives, thoughts, or fuslings of another perscm §n role
taking tasks, or inadequate recognition of the informatisnal
needs Of the other in referential communlcation tasks.

Aceording to Piaget, not untll the age of seven or
eight are suffioient role-taking skills acquired which
allov children to engage In social, nonegosentric, communi-
tative betavlor, The Link between egocentrisn and role-
takihq thus appears to be a bldirectional causal relation-
ship wherehy peer interastion is 8 necessary fagtor in the
development of role~taking skills, and vice versa. Piaget
{1965, 1967) suggested that egocentrism dacreases ps a
result of confrontation with peers whose wishes, perepec-
tives, and thoughts are different £rom the child's, It ls
through these ¢ontacts shat children are furced to Fecog-
nize that ether views and perspectives are po-:ible, amd
thus leazn to "take the roie of the other."

In addition to Plaget's work In this area, several
bther investigators have aleo tutlined models to rePresent
the developmental, sequential nature of the emergence of

role-taking skiils in nonhandicapped chiidven (Flavell,
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1966, 1972, 19%4; Flavell, Botkin, Fry, Gright, & Jarvis,
19757 Xurdek & Rodgom, 1775; Selman, Note 4; Urbery &
Dochertys 1976}, Plavell and his assoedates suggeet a
model of rolestaking whereby role-taking activity serves
at @ meind to some 6nd, e.9., that of effectively comnuni-
cating with another person (Plavell et al,, 1375, They
propost Five components that need to develop in order for
4 child to role-teke, These components are: existence,
need, prediction, maintenance, and application. Existence
refers to the child's knowledde that there is such a
thing ag & "perspective,* i.s., that vhat the child hay
Percatve think, or feel in a given gituation my be dif=
fevent from what another person perceives, thinks, or feels.
Need inplies that the child roalizes that some analysis of
the other person's perspective ig pecessary for achieving
one's [role-taking] qeal., The prediction conponent indi-
cates that the child realizes how such an analysis might
be carried out, f.e, what abilities are needed to accus
rately discrininate relevant role attributes, Kaintemance
refers to the way the child remains aware of the cognis
tlons yielded by the above analysls, even when théy are in
competition with che child's own point of view. Application
19 how the child applies such cognitions and behaves
appropriataly, e.6,, translating what one knows about the
other’s listener tole attributes into an sfféctiva pessage.
This five component model of Plavell's (1974} appesrs to

represent an {nformation-proceasing approach to role-taking.

18

Plavell {1974) has further ;roposed that role=taking
can be sxsigned to four specifle, developmental levels,
Level 0 is charaCterized by the ahsence of symbolie repre=
sentation of any visual 4ot or experlens, 1n other
words, the child ean anticiyite ohjects or parepectives
that he/she can see, Bt cannot aa yet represent to hin/
herself any one else's perepsctive, At Level 1 the child
6till cannot reprasont other's perspectives, but he/she
Can detsrmine vhat objects the other person may be seeing,
At Level 2 tha child can represent the fact Ehat he/she
ahd another person see different obecks from different
Perspectives, lavel 3 is a farther elaboration of Level 3
involving the ability to represent apothar's parspect fve
with such precision and clarity that both the child and the
other can go on congidering each other's point of view
indefinitely. These levele appear to represent oritical
stePe in the developnent of role-taking ability.

Flavell's approach to role-taking es described above
is 2 struetural developmental appeasch, i.e., he hus
proposed a gequence of developmental age-related structures
that are displayed at different lovels of social understands
ing, Flavell and hig collesgues (PLivell, Rotkin, Fry,
Weight, & Jacvis, 1975) have alsd demgnstrated the exist
ece of theal; Btages uaing various communication and social
problen-galving tasks. Sinilarly, Feffar (19%3, 1970:
Faffer g Gourevitch, 19601'_5:(910:&& role-taking stagas

Using projective story-telling tasks, as dig Selman and

-l
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Byrne {1904), by focusing on role-taking within the context
of moral dilemmsg, Hence, role-taking structures hava been
1gentified in several inkerpersons) sontexts.

“In another exploration of the developmental aapacts
of role=takiM, puraek and Rodgen (1975) exanined types of
role=tafiing in kindatyarten through slxthegrade children,
They utilized three kinds of pérspective or role~taking
tasks: PeTCeptual (l.e,, what o the "other" sesint?),
coghitive (f,e,, what iy the “other' thinkina?), apd
affective (i,e,, vhat is the "other* fasling?). Intercors

relationa batween the tasks were low and consistent, sug-

gesting that role-taking may be a multidinenslonal sosial~

goghitive construct, Purther evidence for the multidimens
sional natuze of role-taking appears in 2 study by Orbery
and Docherty (1976}, These nvestigators presented five
tole-taking taska tp three-, four- and five-year-olds,
which formed a hierarchy such that skille néeded for easlier
tasks were prerequialites for lster ones. The data were
analyzed by scalogtam and ¢luster analyses which revesled
that the taske were highly seaiabla and formed distinct
elogters related to the type of role-taking tagk. The
major structural difference between tasks vas the type of
docanteriti lnvolvedegequential versus sinultaneous decen=
toring. Similar to Flavell et al. (1975), PeEfar (1970},
and Selman and dyrne (1974), these investigators identified
three sequential levels of role-taking skilla,

A fev liveatigators hive taken approaches to soclal

0
cognitlon and/or role-taking gifferent from those just
reviewed, For example; Youniss {1975} sees such development
a8 an interpersonal of rocial process in whith coqnitive
daveloprent téoulates the “self* while the child comes to
know others, Both <handler (1976) and Barenboin {1977
have attemPted €0 explore aspects of social cognition in
vlder {ndlviduala, e.9., adolescents or adults. thege
ragearchers gresent thousht provoking analysea of zolee
taking and goedal cognitive developuent theoughout the 1ife-
gpan, An extensive Ereatment of their work will not be
detailed here because the present fevisv a concerned mainly
with research and theoretical formulations relevant to
role-taking and conmunication in very young (chrenically
and developnentally speaking) children.

The following section outlines some of the experi-
mental tasks vsed to sesess role~taking in children up to
five years of age. Most of the tasks explore the domaln
of parceptual role-taking which corresponde to the question
"What i the other parson seeing?" The literature to date
geens to contain More peasutes of perceptyal role-taking
than neasutes of affective or cognitiva tole-taking in
early chilghood (Chan, Greenepan, & Blashar=Dixou, Note 2},
Purthermore, percaptual role-taking has bean mors fresuently
studied in children 23 young 48 one, two and threc yoars
of age than othee types of rolestaking {Borke, 1975;
Plavell, Shipetead, & Croft, 1978; Lempers, Flavell, &
Flavell, 1377: Masangkay, mgmm, NcIntyze, Bims-Rnight,
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Vaughn, §Plavell, 197; Strayer, Bigelow, & Ames, Hote 5).

Agaessmant

Role-keking skille have been agsessed in children
during infancy, early childhood, later ¢hildhood, and
3dolescence. The conplexity of thé measures may inrease
with the age of the child by varying tasks along one or
moré dinengiong, The tasks themselves may differ as to
the type of inference required of the child por example,
i8 the child acked to describe another's pigusl perspeciive
oF Psychological proparties? The kype of response required
of the child may be verbal or nomverbal, and the task jtself
mey be i zone gave formats story-telling fomat, or mote
standsrdized testing situation (Hudson, 19783,

Kost OF the perceptual role-taking e for pre-
Echoolers and young children are sinplified variations of
Piaget's and Inhelder's "three mountain® experiment {1956),
In this study, & child vas shown a three-diensional land=
scape and photographs taken of the landseaps from 4t ferant
viewpolnts. The child was agked to select the photograph
which idantifiad the perspeéctive agmmed by a doll who vas
placed at various locations arvund the landseape. On the
basis of thelr performance on this task, yuﬁng children
were found to ba egocentric” if they attributed their own
perspective to the doll,

Since Piaget's origlnal experiment was too complex

for azdessing role-taking in preschool thildreén, @ nunber of

EH
simplified varjations have been developed. A classic
modification of Piaget and Inhelder's (1936) three-mountain
task s viilized in a study by Borke {197%). novke
{ncluded several threa=dimensional displays varying in com-
plexity. Using three and four-ysar-olds, she found thet
the nature of the task complexity seemed to determing the
ease with which chilfren could diseriminate cues far visual-
izing ancther's perspective. Using nore complex toy dis-
plays and photographia, $alatas and Flavell (1976) also
shoved that childran mede more egveentric errors wnder
complex ask conditions,

The collection of zole-taking tasks for three to flve-
year-olds available in the literature vary slightly, hut all
lavolve the presentation of a stimulus to the subject and
one or two questions regarding the orientation of that
stimlus, Masangkay et al. {1974) carried cut an experimnt
with ehildren three to five years old using taeks which
varied from simple degoriptions of picteres to viewing whole
objects from different vantage points. In tasks of Ehis
type, the experimenter asked the subject questions sbout the
various vigual displays, The age-related trends in
accomplishing tasks found by Masangkay et al. {1974} were
consistent vith similar work by Fishbeln, Lewis, and Keiffer
(1412,

Flavell and his eolleagues investigated perceptual
role=taking with 3-, ¢, 5= and S=year olds vaing tasks such

Eas 2 tardboard cobe with different pictures on its sides

C
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(Flavell, Botkin: Fry: Wright, 5 Jarvis, 19681, Tha tazks
@l thelr scoring procedures are fully described in Plavell,
fotkin, Fry, Wright, & Jarvis (1968), 2s a besic scoring
technique, these authors developed a range of possible
ahiwers children pight glve, and theén indicated the numbar
of subjects at each age who zeapanded at each level. Thase
sesponse categories, and the tagks themselves, can thus be
ugad by other investigators. FPor example, Wiléon and
Shantz (1977) adapted meveral of FMlavell et al,'s (1368)
tasks i & study which attempted to relate dépendency in
sarly childhood with role~taking skills, The Wilsor and
Shantz study stilized a binary scoring procedure, where a
responsa which reflected eqocentrism wag stored "0" and a
retponge which demsnstrated any type of role=tsking ability
wag scored 1% Similar tasks and procedures were adopted
by Jahn-Haxler, Radke-Yarrows and Brady-Smith (1977} in
their study relating perspective~taking to prosccisl behav-
ior.

A unigue perceptual role-taking task developed by
Liben {1978) has also been used with children 25 young as
thres years of age. The “glasse# task” imvolved the use of
a pair of child's sunglasses with ye'low lenses, a yair of
adult sunglasses vith green lenses, and 2 white unlined
index tard. The experimenter agked the child, "What color
does thig oard look like to youy What do you think this
card looks 1lke to me?* Conditions included glasses
vatn by child only, by experimenter only. by both ehild and

A

experinenter, and bv neithet child por experimenter.
Abthough young children wers aware that they amd others
¢ould see things differantly, they did not show this aware-
1255 on more complex spatial tasks,

Chandlar, Helw, and gnith (¥ote 3} and Blacher-Dixon
and Simeansson (1978) utilized a perceptual rale-taking
task; the "Droodles,” which was adapted from a set of
eum‘mrcial cartoons. The taek consists of a eet of cards
vhich have a conplete black and white draving on one side,
and a limited or partial view on the pther eide. After the
¢hild is asked to identify the complete view: he oF she is
asked to describe what the key hole view would ook like
to a friend who did not have access to the complate pleture,
The {dea behiind this task is that only the nonegoCentric,
of decentered, child would be able to azsune the limited
perspective of the "other” persos.

parceptual role-taking seen¢ to be the earliest and
most easily meagured social cognitive gkill in ehildren as
young as 18 to 24 months, 2nd thers are several measures
appropriate for this age group. In the Eest part of a
stl'.ud? by Masangkay, MeCluskey, MeIntyte, Sime~Xnight, Vaughn
& Flavell (2994), two= and three-yesreolds were adninisterel
a "picture task" and an “eye positlon task.” The picture
tagk contajned slx subtasks consisting of carda or pleces
of Plaxiylas with pictures of cbjects pasted onto_both sidés
of them. The task variables were size of atimvles and

construction materials, The sets of stimulus pictures



%

_ Ilmimde'ﬁ'bﬁjlctl such 1 a cat, doy, spple, or duck, The

h _chnd_-'yd_{u;q'hg- dhow 2 stinulug material and aske £ nane
- r.he plctmmeach side. The exparimenter would then hold
the st-inlnii'u's card vertically ard ask; "What do you see?

What d0 I nes?* The eye position task involved placing
four toys around the child, pointing to each chject and
iiki;i:q the €hild ﬁ name Iit.- The exf:e.rir;nenter then looks at
each toy with hls/her eyes only and repeats the quesﬁon.

Hmr&hy ot al, allowed some lesway on scoring for
zheslalltaské. l.e,, leas verbal ehildren could point to the

Iappro-prim object on the eye position taek. This study
presented some evidence tlﬁt uaing these simple meazures,
even byo-year-olds 'cpu‘lfl’ &xpress aone rudimantaty knowledge
about other people’s visual acts and percepts, Strayer,
Bigelow, and Ames (Note 5)I found sinflar results, “hey
adninistered a modified version of the plcture task to chil-
dven at thy ages of 3;9. 22, 25; 28, and 31 montha,

An & result of the two wtudles clted ahove, Lampars,
Flavell, and Plavell (1977) develaped 23 perceptual role-
taking tagks fof use with children betwéen one and three
years of a-gs., Three types of tasks were Included:

g (1) Percept production; l.e., requiring the child o produce
A visual pazcept In the other, ‘prirharily by sﬁnwin;
objects; (1) Percept deprivation, l.e., lvolving the
child in a varlety of ubje;:t-hidiﬁg taﬁk‘s: and {3} Percept
diagnosis, i.'u., asking the chil. to detorming what the

Al'ef Sl M b

othar is louking at or attending to. These taeke are

+

2

gimilat to, but less complicated than, those wged ky
Mazanckay et al. {19%4),

Using measures of the type deseribed in this sect.en,
researchers have gathered dats to support many of the theoe
vetical views of rolemtaking, The followlng pages preseat
findingé from dévalopmental and ooMparative studies of role=

taking in childeen,

%&M
and Comparative

Pindinge from etvdles in role-taking situstioas support
2 stage=hike developrent of role-taking akills (Piﬁuell,
15M; Selman & Byrna, 1974; Orberg § Docherty, 1976), with
chravalogical age (CA} proposed as a celtical factor in pre-
dleting role-taking performance (DeVeies, 1970). Studies
uslng nonh_andicapped'subjicts have ganerally heen in support
of Plaget's proposed qualitative shift in cognitive strye-:
tures, espentially sWoving that the pre-sperational child
(up to 2ge flve or glx) is unable to decéﬁter ﬁetween ¢oh-
flioting suas, roles, and/or pésmctives. Thesel findings
ray at least in part be based on 'apeciflc tasks and/ur
theoretical formuldtions adopted to define role-taking,
Remréh studles utilizlng sinpler tasks and/or operations}
definitions have revealed that aven very young preschoolers
are able to a_saﬁma spatial perspectives of another person
{sc:i'ke, 1§?5: Flavell, Shipstead, & Croft, 1976) and are

characterized o some aspects of affective rcle-taking or
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'-Iﬂltﬂlim liﬂl’kﬂ, 1971, 1972 Hofﬂuan, 1978), Thue, rathﬁr

' ‘thian tqing to :e!ulve the debate in the literature (Berke,
1972, 1975; l:handlex & Greenapan, 1912) as to the age when
role-taking abixity spacif;eelly energes, it seems fiors
' productive tn maider the conetituent cmponents 0f sonial
cﬂgnltim ur mrenesa. In this wntext, prncuxsors of
sucial eugnition 1e, g., slmpla mle-takinq and referential
cmunication] have been noted In preschoolers [Mnsslgr,
Hmin, iﬁmﬂhe:g, 1976; ﬁellman é Lempera, 1977] and
: _avidenne of pimptually baged knowledge of other 5 visual/
' attentional acts and ahilities (Gemonstrated by skills such
& shwing or hidingl ‘ﬂaa begn shom 1n the very young child
fron ages one tfn-ough thres (Lempers, rlavell. 1 Plaveu,
1977) o

Thm are few studies of roln-taki.ng in handicapped |

' pﬂpulat.ims, and those that exiat m:y widely in the subjects

. and tulsa uaed. 'merefore, a diract cmpa_rj,son of findings
fron rtgearch uth handicapped and nonhgndicapped childzen
1a nnt possible. Hmvever, the identiﬂcatwn of 4 develop-
mental sequence of role-taking i ll\ nnnhandicapped children
,‘avides 3, typa of *oen* against which to view resultg of
. tegts with handicapped populatione, Studies of enctionally
dlstucted chldren (Noale, 1970y Slascnsson, 107 Chandler,
Greenspan ad Batanbotn, 19M) bave shown that both 2he
natnrétional'trm of sopiglization and the reductioy of
pgocentrisn vere less e_vident In disturbed than iy nandis—--

turbed ehildren, Octhopedically handicapped children have

b

algo been found to parfors more poorly on role=taking
tasks then nonhandicappsd chilren (volpe, 1976), In addi-
tion, low levals of role-taking ability have been found in
retarded populations by Affleck (1975 a, by 1976,
simaonsson and Foye (Ncl:ite 6) found that 2 role=taking
defieit in retarded audjects wés ohtalned even when compared
to rtclrl;iret-arded subjects of sinilar ¥A, - In general, sﬁdieg
have indicated that handicappedlchildren ate delayed -in‘
mciai=cuqni£ivé developnent ané that they are charasterized
by qr‘eate:'egw_eiltrlsll anlmie-ta\klng tagks than their péers.

Rolo-taking, & vell as coemunioatfon effect_iveneaa,;

sppea ts be critical componént2 of interpersonal c@ﬁmpetenca__ '

_m ‘handicapped populations, just ap -they are in hcnhhnﬂi- ]
-capped pepuiations !Heinatain, 1815), For example, Afflack

{1976) has shown that role‘tahing ahility is a dsteminant
of Interparsonal tactics in that mﬂividmla who performed
vell on taking the rols of others used hettar atrategieu for .
solving an lnterpersonal taxk.

Role-taklpg may #1%0 be related to coaminicative
effectiveness in children, In a meries of studles, long-
hurst {1974} ﬁanonstratgd that the retacded child's ability
to communicate i8 1ot simply & function of vocabulary or iﬂ, "
but of perepective taking ahility as wull. mploying a
speaker-listelner peradign for a referential communication
task, Longhurst {1572) found that mentally retarded adoles- |
ents could Follow their own instructions, but vere imdss

quate: In their comnunication to others, The retarded

43
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| o adolascentl thus demnitrutsd their failure to take mto
- -_ account the listeuer s needa. despite -the ‘fact that t,hey

- had demnamted the Rosaeasion of apprapriate verbal
skllls.

Based on these research findings. 1t ean be concluded
'thatt (u) gonial cagnir.ive akill® in retarded individuals
are ot dgtemineﬁ solely by intelligence levels; and (bl
_ role?taking'and mmuﬁieatian, a8 componant #kills of soolal
oognition; are related 1 socially'c'empetent behavior in
retarded or haﬁdicnppeﬂ persons,

* Raferential Conmundgation

Definitions and Approsches

_ In Shantz's (1975} Qﬂliprehenaiva xeview: referential

" communieation vas cited as 8 mpnneﬁt of soolal cognition,
‘Research §n thls domain often corrasponda to the question,
"Wbat 1z the other persen saying?*, but it may involve- the
study of both spéaker and listener skills, For evample,

- Rosenbery (19?21 detines referentis) comunieation as the
way in which & speaker selects from his repertoire of

_ naneg, descriptions, and gestures in order to cemmupleate
with his listaner about certain objects, events, or rela=
tionships. It also involves the way In vhich a Listener

correctly ot incorrectly identifies the speaker's ‘rafarent

*_from the speaker's utterance. Greenspan, Butka, Tlotlow,

. and Barenbolm {1975) have described referential commenicstion

o) : 3

more si;ply ag the pracess- by which one atterpts to provide
sufflcient descriptive information regarding 4 particelar
object or action on an object such that & second person has
8 olear idea of what the first person has in nind,

Plaget's (1970) theory a also sppropriate for goncep=
tualizing developmest in the area of referential communicas
tion, According to Piaget, not until the age of seven or
alght are role-taking ekills sufticiently developed to allow
children to engage in nonagocentric, social communicative
behavior,

With reference to comwnication skills, a commmnica-
tively egocentric child is one whose speach i3 not auc&m-
dated t¢ the needs of the Iiatener, and & communicatively
nonegocentric chlld 1s one whose apeech acoommodates the
listener and/or is adjusted in responce to listener feedback.
Hence, ogocentric speech may be due to the child's ilnabillity '
ko predict the ﬁerspec@ive of others and to }:allox' his/her
speech to fit that perapective,

The speech of yaung ¢hildren has often been chatacter=
ized as 'egocentﬂc" ot 'private"{ﬁnnlberg, Yeagar,';
Hjertholn, 1968; piaget, 1326; Vygotsky, 1962). FHowever,
L&CERL fesearch ngqests that young children do possess
forns of sorialized municatiun. An aminal:ion of tmique
task variablas nay accwnt for aome of the diucrapanuy _
found in ditferent studies on the ecrmonicative abilitiés'of
young children. The next aection briefly r;aviews relevant

referential comunlcatiof tasks or measures approprlate for
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" joung childson, and 18 folloved by mpiricel Findiags in
e T
| et

j _:"ﬁ'fr'afirential dmmunicatiun studies have adopted

: - it tlan of & 'llstenex-speaker piradign, & tvo
e pmon cowﬁnlcatlon nltuat!.on used to study the flov of
hahavlor betmn : speaker and 2 nstaner. Krauss and his
: samiam {ﬁlucksherg i Kraun. 195‘!: Glucksbarg, :rausa,
§ lugglns. 19?5; musa aclueklberq, 1971 Krbuss &

, Gluckmrg. 1!59: I!:auss k Hainheimur, 1964) have populare
' .I'imd this technique. In t.hrir classle upezinental task the
| '-‘.’Ispeake! and listener are, aaparated by a barcleE or seredn.
rhe speake: ls asked to dencribe navel forms of six blocku
umm onto 8 ﬂowell to the umner on the other 3ide

of- "the gcréen. Tha liatm:, ﬁho haa an 1dentical array of

o _ blocks, befo:a himfhn:, 19 t chuose the correct blaclcs In.

" Iorder 'to nntch-th.e speaker ) stao.k. ﬁiffmnt varsiuns of |
- this mk hwe been uaed wlth subjects ranging in age from
preschmlera to sdults,
o puticular falavance ta this study ace those refer-
: e'ntial comtunication msuras appropriate for chronologically
and dmlupnentilly yuung ch:.ldrén. gtudies by Karatsos
(19?3} and Heissner arﬁ Apl:nerp {1976) have utilized a :efer-
ential comuunication task aprropriate for three to tlve year
olda. poth stedies required the child to commnlcate to
alults whe vere aither hlindfolded or not blinifclded, The

L}

)

two experinents differed on the actual task used (pleying
a game vs. playing "stove*; and on experimenter charactar-
istics (male ve, female "nrlblacl vg, white),

The Communicating All Necesaary Stepa (CANS) task
(mlon. Greanspan, & Simeonsson, 19795 hod bean uged with
kindergarten children {Honson, 1378) and could be eaelly
a\.apted for uge, vith praachoolem .‘mis task 16 8 modified
version of the ‘taek developsd by muga and hia collesgues,
The CANS utilizes the fﬂlldnrg set of stinull {a) four
large cans--tw red and t"?&.’?.!!}fz..,-.i?’ four snall cang=-two
red aid two blue; and (¢} five objecta--paper clip, exaser,
pencil, panny, vhistle, One can of eazh dlscrlptinn ls '
placed in 8 row of fonr oh tﬁp of a table and oinilarly
beneath 2 tahle. Mtex pninting out the amngamnt of camd
to the child, tha exparhlenta: explalng that both of then
will leave the roon {or o behind & dlvidax} and that the

: ghud alone should ret.urn with one of tha ohjecl;s_, place it .-;

under 3 can, and return-to the expeiimte;. Tha subject

.18 then, asked to report exsotly whers the object vas placad,
- #hd then the uﬁerlmeﬂtar"rmlma' the rajeot, providing
‘feedback to the child, The entire procedurs is repeated

for all flve objects.  The chila's descelptions are scored
aemrding ta aceuracy, which Inclides the dimenaicns of
location (o or tnder the' teble), size; and color of the

can.

i, perspective taking taske of Lempers, Flavell, and
Flavgll (1977), desceibed in the previcus section on fole-

Ll
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taking, allm assesd  rudingntary commindoation skills in
child;elﬁ.ll Ih many af the Itasks {acluded in Lempers et al.,
the child do required to dimenstrats knowledge of another
petson's perapactive and to comunicate that knowledge to

the other person in efther & verbal er nonverbal papner,

Major Findines: Developwental and Compaative

Many af the reinltu fram atudies o tefarential commue
nioation in nonhandicapped children confim Plaget'a (1926}
notione about tha davelopment of comunication. in ganeral,
yound endldren's comunicative efforts tend to ba eqocentric
and lscking in acourdcy (Alvey, 1968 Msher, 1976; agher §
Oden, 1876; Ixarabenick & Miller, 1977: Rrauss 5 Glusksbers,
1969). Results suggest that the compatent listener myst
have the sana ekille 35 the poMPetent speaker (Irenamith &
Whithurst, 1978), but listener proficiency may develop
eatlier than speaker proficiency (Krauss # Glucksberg,
1969), Both skills, however, seem to increase with age,

Sevef'al vatiables may affect the performance of chil=
dren on teferential conmunication tasks. Such factors It
olude menory (asher & Oden, 1976}, ability to decode
nedsages (Bearison ¢ Levey, 1977), Perceptusl diserinination
soildty (Susswein & Smith, 1975}, the development of plans
on the Ipm of the listensr (Cosgrove & Pattetzon, 1977;
Pattevson, Kassad, & Oosgrove, 1978), and perspective
ok roleetaiinq abillty (Garnlea & -Bnisfeld, 1376; Kepes,
'h;}mam',"; Rogers, Note7): Pobinison & Robinson, 1976), Bven

M
fanily backgrownd may affect comunication perfamance,

Aceording to Eaari;en and Cagsel (1975}, childeen fron pre-
doninantly person-orientad fanilios whowed greAtst evidence
of accommodating thelr comunication to the 1atenerts
perapective than children feon pesition-orlented fauilles,
The {nvestidators characterize parssheorientéd fanilies sg
having the relationchips anong famkly menbars hased upon
individual peychologleal properties, &.g+, hetds, intente,
or pativee, Fosition-oriented families have relationships
daged on Positions of members, €0, 98X, &8, pr gratye,

A nunber of othet investigatore claim that eqocentrign,
or centration, is only one faotor whioh may account for the
generally poor commniestive performance of young enildes,
Purthermore; the notion of egosentrisa nay be insufficiant
to explain the variation fn childran's commpnieation task
pecfomance. Shatt {1977}, for example, suggests that
researchers have wndarestimatsd the abllity of-presehuolef!, :
whose comtunicative compatencies may be masked or unused
in gpevitio experinental gityations, _

Shatz 1s by no naanz the ssle supporter 6f tha jdea
that young children are comunicativaly campetent, Koy
{1975) claing that many measures hased on the spesker's -
conmunication alote, vithoyt regard to listener attributes
or gltuational paraneters, may lead to spurious estimates '
of the egnoentrie content of childrey's comunication.
Stlﬂdiés by both Maratgon (1472) and Medssner and Apthorp
(1576) have shown that preschomri are able to take 2

blindfolder listener's condition into account in 2
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uomnnlaation tuk; Findiugs Eron both studies showed thal:

" preschoolm um aensitiva © the unusual vigeal needs of
. _the._lmeuqr. as .mﬂicated_by. _theu.appmprim verbal pes-
ﬁgéﬁ : mdgon, Hurtdg, & Rurdek (hote 0) also clain that

mschoolers are avare ot tha need £0 respond to & listens

. ep! s dnm, aven i thay are not sute or capeble of doing

Bﬂa' i

Resedcch with youny childzen has showi that basie

mmunieatm m?ks' can be assessed -wi'th children 29 young &

one to three yem of ags Accardiug to. Wellman and Lenpars
(1911] uus t]rpa o! mial mmnication includea three
thi.ngu (1 hhe ahll.itv tn engaqe cthars in 2ome kind of

interaetiun; (2 the aoillty b take the rle of another

by mwmdetipg ghe's nessages ta listener needs; and

S 3} the ability to retarmuiate ohe's mesdage in responge to
1istensr fesdback, This concept of ‘sociailzed communices
i:idn seems to 'réqui:e pecial and cognitive shilla beyond

those of & preschocler, yet investigators much 2 Temp s,
Flavell, and Plaveil {1977} have shown that .-year=olds
vere perfestly -capabla in thig reg;rq when appmp'riate
tagks were used. These itvestigators explored early soclal-
cognitive '}levelqpneni: by Assessing the young chitd's
behaviorally 'éipresae& knvledge of people's visual-atten-
tional actsl and abilitiea. Thedr 60 gubjects ranged in age

" fron 11-1/2 to 371/ nonths, Mres typés of tasks were

used, none of vhish required 2 verbal anawer from the ehild,
but which did require Some raceptive lénguage gkills. The

3

tasks assessed childran's social understanding in the fol-
louing areas: {a) percept Iproductinn 6.9, Shoving), in
wlhich the child vis asked to pﬁm & vlsual parcept for
another person; (b)' percept depeivation le.g., hiding),

in which the child ﬁ{la agked td}ii:ar.takg in & numbor of hid-
-1 tagka; and (c}: percept diagnosis {e.g., pointing}, In
which the chiid vay agked to determine what ansthet person
wad viseally attending to. .

The £indings of this study suggested that very younj
¢hildren do have a rich fepe:toire Of communication Akills.
Althogh w-ysarwlds cauld produce .id comprehend point-
ing, #nd perhaps show & toy in & rulinentary way, they did
little else, Three-year-olds, on the other hand, were
nearly at mnng on nost of the tagks, The tasks appeared
ta be age-related, sueh that older childres vere mote likely '_

o do then carrectly. Biding abmty nlearly amerged lmr '_ ._

than showing ahllity. On the basis of Guttsan acaling
analyses, t‘herle vas evidence thal the tasks forned an osdi- _-
nal sequence, The authors clained thet bhe age trends in
the data -:éflm inportant developments in the area of
social {nteraction, communication, and perceptual roles
taking, Specifically, they asserted that the skills of
pcinting and showing, for sxample, were "aets of spelal come
munlcation and instru.mants of social interaction {p 48}. L

" The above Findings yere not reatricted t.o laporatory

. or exparimental epttings, but also observed in natyralistic

settings. In chervational studles, praschool children have

01
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demnstrated their ahility to produce socjal apeeeh apd to
-I-adapt thei: speech . the neads of the listener {Garvey &
Hogan, 19?3. shatz. & Gelnan, 1973; Spilton & Les, 1977),
_ Unlike research with unnhmdicapped populations, how-
gvar, eomunicatiuu studies vith retarded subjects tend to
- invqlva primarily achoakage children or adglescents. Sush
Istudial‘ h$vq generally adopted the model used with ronhandi-
-~ caped subjesti==h tw-person comunication situetion vsed

to seudy the Elow of behavior betvean a speaker and a lis-

ﬂaf:ciem:isi of setarded childzes n describing ob;ects,
mnts, ot rslatlanships to Liateners, a number of asgunp-
tions ara wade, 88 pointed out by Ionghurst (1872). For
eianple, the child needs to have a unmher of 3peech and lan-

quage skill; in order to be sucmssiul at producing deacrip-

N tiong, - The child's speach st be iptel,ligible, and liis/her

,vacabulary muit be large enough to diEterentiate between.
att:ihutes of the referent {. &,y the thing to be described)
_and any non-raterenr.s; Flnally, the child must be able to
discrmirmte amng ubject.s in an areay, people, ot other
fteng mvolwd,in the task, Dys to the verbal nature of

_ imlt ht&p&fmuil'omibﬁtﬁan tlaaks used with the

- retazded, older ohldren-hava usyally been included a9 sub-
fetts in tﬁe;&_ls_thﬂlliea ‘_I(e.g., ﬁoy,-s Woknight,. 1977 'Lonq-
hurst ¢ Berey, 19751 Donghurst, 19,

Résul‘ts-.‘_n_'f' comunication studles with retarded adoles-
dents have shown that they generally have communication skill

3

defleits, ' In one study by longhusst {iS’M), which utilized
the clagsic istener-speaker paradign, retapded adolescents
in the speakar zole gunorabed ratlinr ag)|Ekdy HENE]pkinpl
which had maaning to themselves, but little meaning for

. their listenera. In amother, byt similar, étuﬁy, Longhirst

and Berry {1976) Civided retarded adoloscants into three
levels on the basis of their Intelligence and adaptive behav=
ior, Again, the smbjects’ task was te describe figures fora
confederate adult liatener go that the listener could selent
sintlar seinuli from an array, After speakers recaived |
feedﬁa@k in respone to their communication failures, they
Were given & chance to provide a second description. Signiff=
cant, diffarences in nunbar and types of redescriptions were
found among subjects of different Intelligence levels.

' In stulies of commication style vetng retacded chil-
deen {t has been shown that both high ievel c@ﬁunicatars
and low lovel comunicators can alter ther style of commue
nication to low levqi 1isteners {Hoy & McRnight, 151?).
Rowever, éven these communication adjustnants were inefface
tive in producing grester listener understanding, The
AUthors tuggest that conmunication skill taining for
retarded children must be concentrated on both the lin-
guistic form and the appropriateness of tha meggags.

19 suamary, refarantial conmunication reseatch tfith
rotardd or handicapped sbjocts {ndicates that older shil-
deen or adolescents are genarally poor comunicators on teskt

invalving eithsr Listener or speaker ekilla, Communication

5
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studies with young hendicapped or retarded children have
not, to date, Been published and point to aa inportant

area for resedsch,

problens and Rationale

Although the development of role-taking and communica-
tion skills in childten has been widely researched in non-
handicapped children, thers are several unresolved basle
insues in exi;ending these findings to handicapped children.
Por example, there is an ongoing debate in the literature as
to the specific age and/or characteristies of the decline of
childhood egocentrism. Many research findings have indizated
that young childeen are unable to take another persen's per-
spective into account, Preswmably, the ability to comiuni-
gate follows a developmental trend similar to that assiciated
with role-taking, 1.e., children do not demonstiate mature
comunication skilia ynti) the age of at least seven or
eight years. The dispute as to the exact age that certain
social cognitive skills appear (Bocke, 1971, 1872, 1975; Chane
dler & Greengpan, 1972) ; however, may be dueat least in part o

. discrepancies in the type of cocial cognitive measures used.
I 4.2 ares ﬁf comrunication, for example, one can see
| that It'he note concaptually difficelt 2 task islfor a chilg,
the pooter his/her comunicative ability vill appear (Krause
§ Glucksberg, 1977). then comunication tasks require chil-
dren to verbalse descriptions of meaningless designs or

geometric patteens (Krauss & Glucksberg, 1969; Longhurst,

{0

1974; Longhurst # Berry, 1975; Peterson, Danner, & Flavell,
1972), hoth young nonretatded children and retarded children
and adolescents do quite pc;orly. (n the other hand, when
children are required to give behavioral or gestural evi
dence of thelr comunication skills, {indings suggest that
childeen a5 young a2 two or three years of age are competeni
comunicators. Blank (1904) has suggested that three-year-
olds may prefer to conmunicate via gestures if they aze not
canpelled to used language,

Conmunlcation defielts clearly charscterize the social
intaraction behaviors of many retarded children and aduits,
In studying communication skills of the retarded, reseazch-
era have focused on tagks which direetly or indirectly tap
thelr linguistic abilitles, rather than focusing on other
nonverbal varisbles which may algo reflect their copmonics=
tive ability, Srhiefelbusch (1969) ciaimed that communica=
tion 13 an Interpersonal process which involves both verbal
and gestural behavior betwean two or more people. The
varied uses of such nonverbzl communication have been sug-
gested by Argyle {1972), For exanple, nonverbal signals
may be used to manage one's imnediste soeial Slteation
fe.q., to convey one's enstional state), they may support
gthet verbal communication le.g., facial expressions or hand
rovenents), oF they may replace verbal communication {e.g.,
sign language), Very little research on nonverbal or bazie
comnunication skills in retarded indlviduals has been

reported. That wiloh is described in the literature involves
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primarily moderately to sevevely retarded, rather than
mildly zatarded groups. For examPie, landesman-Dwyer,
stein, and 3ackect (1976) have shown that severely and pro-
t-oundly retarded Individuals can communicate their basic
needs through nonverbal means, Monson, Creenspn, and
Simeonsson {1975) used refarential comouniczation tasks with
mderately retarded ciiidren who had mental ages as low a8
four years, bub the nature of the experimental pagk required
a specific level of verbal compatence. In their review of
ronverbal eienents of socdal behavior and successful commu-
nlty adaptation of the retarded, DeRiai and Alelly (Nots 9)
suggest that nonverbal communication deficlencies early in
1ife might interfers with the developmant of both verbal
and nonverbal communication skills, In light of the impor-
tance of this topie, it is {ndeed surprising that resssrch-
BrS l:avé not examined the communication skills of retarded
children using taske which make limited linguistic demands.
Based on Rrauss and Glucksberg's (1477) appraach in which

a communication task appropriate for adults was suctesafully
perforeed by children when tasks denands were greatly
veduced, it should be poseible to further reduce tusk
demands to be appropriate fov preverhal retarded children.
It would be lmportant, diagnostically and therapeutically,
to deterning if early comunicative abilities are present
in young retarded childven, just as they are vresent in
youny nontetarded ¢children. The methodolosy proposed by
Leltpers, Flavell, and Flavell {1977), which vas described

{2
eatller, hay potential for exploring basie sosial-cognitive
Bkill development in young retarded children. rowever,
certain linitations isherent in the original procedure of
sempers et al. should be recognized. First of all, the
children were tested in their own homes with their mothers
present and, in many cages, arving as one of the tvo e
perimenters, All childten were white and tmin ﬁiddle clasg
families; in most cases both parenta had college education,
The generally high socioscononic status of the parents,
couplad with the fact that cuch child's own mether vas
present during testing, might have conteibuted to 2 spuri-
ously high child performance. It has indeed been suggested
that the presence of the child's own mother in standardized
testing situations {e.q., during admindietration of the
Bayley scales or the Stanford-Binet) may promste higher taat
behavior on the part of the child than a situation {n which
10 mokher i5 peessnt or in which an unknown female adult iz
preseit (Haskins, Ramey, Stedman, Blacher-Dixom, & Plerce,
1378},

In sunmary, the following problens are gétsine to
this study: _
fa} Therp has been 1ittle or no affort made to
deternine what sacial cognitive skills, if any,
developmantally young ratarded ¢hildren have,
{b) Thers i# an availabla methodolegy for e;ihring
the sbove-mentiohed skills which Places faw

linquistic demands on the children by requiring
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nonverbal indicators of socfal awaveness, such
a8 showing, hiding, or pointing (Lempers et al.,
1877), towever, that methodology is confounded
Hy soeiceconomic factors and prncedu;;al problens,

(¢) Although there s evidence that young nonhandi=
¢apped children demonatrate early socizl cognis
tive skills in a developmental, ordinal sequénce,
similar vork with retarded or handicapped chil-

dren has not been earried gyt,

In keeping with the problems and {ssues jdentified In
this review, the purpose of the following study vas to
systematlcally investigate soefsl cognitive development in
young retsrded children by analyzing their rele=taking gnd
fundamental nonverbal communication skills, A secondary
purpuse was to confim Iand elaborate the £indings of Lewpérs,
Flavell, and Flavell {1977}, To achieve these purposes, the
approach of Leapers et al. was adopted as a strategy for
assessing communication behaviors in developmentally young
retarded children,

The major questions addressed in this descriptive study
are as follows!

1, What are the fundaments] scial-coonitive skills

of developnentally young retarded children? o
answer this question, the sarliest demonstration
of social cognitive develoment in young retarded
children will be Jovumented vsing a set of experi-

martal tasks.

&

N

i

What are the characteristics and developnental

features of such skille? fThe emexgence of these
social-cognitive skills will be systematically
analyted using descriptive statisticy and scalos

geam techniques,
Are previou. findinga on the development of funda-
mental comnunication Skills in nonretarded

childten replicable in a broader sociseconomis
gample? An attempt will be nade to confimm the

Leapers et al, findings uaing a local sample of
nonretarded children. Simllar apalyses to those
carried out on the data flram retarded zubjects
will be performed. Data from the Ronretarded
subjects will be used to extend the findings of
Lempers et al. and to detesmine whether their
regults are replicadle and reliable with nonce-

tarded preschoolers,

oY



CHAPTER, IT

HETHOD

Subjects

The ubjects for this study were 19 nentally retarded

rhildren ard 61 nonretarded children.

r

Retarded children

211 of the petarded children participating in this
atudy were anrolled in one of two local devel-pnental day
care centers, the Aappy Time School dn Butlington and the
Sara Barker Development Center in Durham, North Carolina.
the children ranged in chronological 23¢ fron 24 months to
" 47 pontis (% = 55.6), Mental ages, ovailable from records
for 11 of the ckildren, ranged from 7: months to 43 monthe
(X = 28.8).

" fn order to insure that specifie Sensory or shySlcal
dicabilities of the retarded children would not be 2 oon=
founding factor in the study, 8 skills checklist [see
Appendix B) for deternining sabject gligibility vas filled
out for each child by teachers, This vaz done after pemmis-
sion foms were obtained, but priot to any child's inclusien
in the stedy. This instrument is @ checklist uged to

deternine whethar children had the physicel abilities
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required for participation, e.g., adeguate visioh and hear=
ing, ability to grasp objects in some rydimentary way, stc
The items on this lisc were selected from the Learning
Acconplishment Profile {Sanford, 1974}, Of tha 50 retarded
children who were porentlal subjects for this study, nine
were elininated on the basis of thelr low skills cheekllst
score, The appropriateness of using the skills checklist as
an jndex of basic competeice to détermire the eligibility
of subjects for this study was demonstrared by the fact that
significant correlations of .67, .76, and .59 were fourd
between the chacklizt and the mental age, social age, and
social quotient of the subjects, respectively.

In swmary, the following criteria were ustd for the

inelusion of retarded children in this seufy:

1. A pindmun of five selected items on the sensory/
physical skills checklist,

2. Evidence for an crganit stislogy of retardation
haged on eithet cliﬁical Judqment of staff
members and/or records on file.

1, Chronological age between two and seven years,

Table 2 contains a swmmazy of demographic characteristics of

the retarded children who particlpated in this study, Jest

_ seoreg and etiologles of retardation for individual subjects,

wherg available, are contalned in Appendix C,

Nonretarded Children

A sample of notretarded children was included in this
study for two purposes: (1} to replicate the findings of

b1
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Table i
Denagraphic Summar for Retarded Subjects
_ {239
Child Charasteristics N M 50 Range
Sex
Fenala 15
tale H
Race
Fhite n
Black (non=white) Y
Cheanological Age (oAl 5.5 154 2.0-82.0
vental Mge (W% WS 3 %0450
tevel of Retardation”
Hild (5565} 1
Hoderate {40-54) ¥

Bevere/Profound (£39) 9

Yot specifically
gtated

Syumberz 9lven represent months.

bHental ages wara given or derived for 31 of the retarded
subjects,

Cthaga were derived from available test data and reprasent
the 1973 ARMD classification levels; If ri tast scores
yere given, the information on etiology/diagnosis was used,
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Lenpers, Plavell, end Flavell (1977) using 2 local sample
of children vithout a socioecononic biss, and (2) t0 obtain
2 normative franevork from which to view the perfornance
of the retarded subjects,

Jilke the rstarded subjects, all nonretarded childssn
participating in this study attended preschool or a day
care center o a full-tima hasizs The 6l nonretar'ed sub-
jects weze deawn from tvo Chapel Hill and one Durnsm,

North Carolina, settings, The three canters combired chil-
dren from both black and white families of various eduta-
tional levels and of high, medium, and low stciseconomic
gtatus, The incone of pavents, at cach 3chosl, tanged from
under $5,000 to over §15,000.

Children between the ages of | year & nontha and
4 years 6 Rodths, yhose parents signed the consent forms,
could participate, lonretarded children at each of the
approxinate ages of 2, 3, and 4 were included, Toble 3
containg a surmary of demographic characteristics of the

nonretarded childran,

Subject v_é_ri_ah_les
In 2ddition to the use of the Skills Checklist
described eatlier, snformation on several elassification

variahles wag obtained for all subjetts.

—

Vineland sotial Maturity Seale

the vineland Social Maturity Scale (VSMS) was selected

B
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Table 3
emographic Summary fu;ﬁlunreturdeﬁ Subjests
N=
Cidld Characteristics K 50 Rante
gex
Fenale kE
kale 28
Race
thite 1
Black {non-white; 11
thronological Age (cit W6 18.0-56.0

dHunbers given represent months,

5
as @ peasure of social competence which esuld be collected
for all subjects in this study. Even thoush the limltations
of this instrusent have been Jelinented previeusly In this
reviev, its selected use a5 an gatimate of developmental
status in this study wag felt to be appropriate. The actual
scale itens, arranged in order of increasing average aiffi-
culty, represent pengressive maturation in the domaiss of
self=help, self-Girection, location, ocoupation, commnicas
tion and social ralations, Qne of the ynderiying assunptions
of tha geale i that maturation in social independence mey
b taken 28 2 measure of progressive davelopment in soclel
competence. For each subject, the seale ylelds a Sooial
hge (SN} score and a Social Qustient (80), For descriptive
purposes, the SA may be congidered statistically and method-
alogically comparable to Binet nental agee (MA's! aid the &)
ta Binet 10's. (Additional information on the Vineland Soslel
Social Maturity Seale and & sample test protocol are pre-

Sented {n Appandix K.}

Social Matwcity Rank

This inst:ﬁmﬁﬂt, develoPed specifleally for this study,
relles on teacher eatimation af how sotlally mature a child
is, relative to all other members in the child's classroon,
For each subject, the Socis) Haturity Rank 1g expreseed as &
percentile, which iz derfved by dividing the rating zssigned
to & child by che total nwmber of childzen in the class,
Although the instrument camnot be used to compare socdal

saturdty rankings for children from different classrooms, it
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does provide A genéral index of gocial naturity within groups
of retarded and Donretardad childréu in thiz study, A sample
Soaia) Maturity Rank protocel, with divections for scoring,

is presented’in Appendix D.

child characteristics

A few days belore children were tested, teachers vere
Tequested to complete the skills ehecklist for 2ll ehild“en
whose Darents gave permission for them to participate.
feachers of the retarded children were 8lao asked to indicate
vhich children {a} required special reinforcers, (b) requited
unusua) teaching strategies, ot (c) had bizarpe or destrue-
tive bebaviors. The expérimenter also obtuimed relevant test

ing, 10, 4nd diagnostic information for aach subject during this
time,

Haterials
communication Tasks

The cOWMINication tasks used in this study vere based
o those deveioped by Lanpers, Flavall, and Flavell (1377),
Theit materials consisted of 1) nonverbal tasks lavolving,
in their terminvisgy, “percept production,” “percept
deprivation,” and "percept diagnosis,” In percept produe-
picn tasks the child was to produce a visual percept for
anothe: perscn, i.¢., showing, For example; the child would
be asked to ehow objects varying in dimension or form &0 a
person with varying “pecceptual needs," In percept depriva-

tion tasks the child was to remove a visual percept from
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another person, i.e., ‘hiding. These tacka examinc things
siuch gz the child's knawledge of hiding objects or the
child's ability to hide himsslf or herself. In porcept
diagnosis the child wan 0 determine what the other person
vas already visually attending to, either by losking to
where the other’s finger was rointed o to where the other':
eyes were directed. These tagks thus examine the child's
ability te comprehend and reapond to anokher's gasturas,

A conplete list of the Lempers et al. tasks is con=
tained in Table 4. Pictures, blecks, toys end ather common
objects were use! for all tasks with the exception of
Tasks 92, 9b, 1la/ 158, &nd 15b, For thase, the ainple
toy apparatus depacted 17 Figure 1 was u-m' The conskruc-
tion and presentation of stimulus materials wos accomplished
according to Jdirest instructions from Lampers, who served

a8 @ consultant to this project,

Procadure
Study breparation

Prior to the collection of data & werkshop was of.ered
for teachers and staff at each of the developmental centors
containing handicapoed children, This consisted of an over=
view of the study and the potential significance of the
£indings, and alcc a specification of the responsibilily of
the school personmel,

Informed consént from each child's parent{s) or foater
parent(s) was obtained through a detailed pevent permiseion
letter (see appendix E for sa.vle fatters).
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_ Pable 4

Tasks Used in the Present Study

percept Production Tasks

1, Bhow toy
¢, Show card plcture
&, Presented right side up
b. Presanted upside down
3. Shew blegk picture
a. 0's eyes open
b. 0's eyes closed
¢. 0's eyes covered
{4, Sshow cube picture
3. Show §'a back
¢, Show Targe, inmovable object
1. Show stick picture
9. Shew from behind screen
2 §'s hand
b, The stick picture
9. Show on toy panel
4. Suppert board movahle, obstacle hoard fixed
b. Suppért board fixed, chstacle board movable
10. 5 points ’ ,

Peccept Deprivation Tasks

- 11, Hide on toy panel
a, Suppert hoard movable, cbatacle bosrd fixed
b. Sypport buard fised, cbstacle board movable
12, Ride large, immovable object
13, Ride §
M. Hide §'s hands

Parcept Diagncsis Tagks

. Eyes-face convergent
b, Eyes-face divergent
16, ¢ points

5

Figure 1

Toy Apparatus

{from; Lempers, Flavell, awd
Flavell, 1977)

Lo
Rt
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| Mninlstzation of Communication Tagks -

Tha battery of 1 tqslks wak 6&Imil-liitil‘ﬁd to each child
individually during one, or Lf hecessary, two sessions,
Host c‘hi,lqiré'n required only one sesalons however, if a child
grev tired or lrritable, or 1f the sessiﬁq #as excesgively
| long, a second sesalon was used, ALl tasks vere adninis-
tered in an avallable room at each centelr. M average ses-
sion lasted apprﬁ:imatei} .ilﬂ ninites, With a range of about
1i miniitss to 45 minutes,

The tasks were adninistered according to a modified
¢linical format, The ‘emphgsis of tazk adninistration was on
determining 'uhether'or ot a.given child had ¢ectain
_ perspactivewtaking or comunication behaviora iy his or her
behaviorsl repertoire; the expetinenters, thetefore, made
every effort to maxlnize opportunities for the child to re
gpond, |

W0 experimenters were preseit during each ssssion,
One played the tole of the “other” snd was responsible for
direct Intersction uith the child, The second experinenter
presented stimulug matecials, coded all-of the child's
those which lnvolved standing behind 2 scraen,

Mppendix P contalins complete deseriptious(af all tasks
a0 procedures for thelr administration. Thers vere several
differences in thig procedure from that foilawed in the

study by Lempers et a), (1977), The flrst difference vas

e ————— e ——

-1

that the ltems in €his study vere administered in a Bystene
atic fashion. All jtens vere adninistered to each ¢hild,
encept under the folloving conditions: (1) the gsgsion
ended eacly due to child fatigue or irritabllity (2 1k
wag claar thak thelehild had fo hiding sknls,l i which
case the rest of the hding items were omitted. lenpers
ot al., on the ather hand, 4id not administef all itens to
avery gubjéct. Rather, they asoumed that if certain more
difficult skills vere aunonstrated, then a few casier Gigs
could be safely assuned, ﬁnae the present study uead 2
population quite different frem that of Lempers et al,,
such assunptions did not seen watranted,

A second difference wap that the subject's mother was
not present In this study. However, two of the nopretarded
children would not participate wniess thelr teacher vas
present during the seseion. The teacher was thus allowid
to axaompany these children, but did not participate in any
way in the tasks,

A third, but adnct, differcnce was that, in contrast
to the Lempara at al. study, & doll wag not used as a promst
to ellolt child vesponse, Lempers at al, had included the
uee of the doll aé substitute for the "other' when a child
failed to response to eertaiy bask itﬁm Far example; the
experimenter might say fomething like, "M ehow the dog to
the doily.*

1
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" iltionsl. Procadures

Within two weeks of the adninistration of the communi~
cation tasks at each canter or preschool, the teachers com-
plated 2 Sozial Haturitf{ Rank protocol and a Vineland Sosial
Haturity Scale fomm for exch child included in the study.

Polloﬂng éamplstinn of all procedures, workshops were
held to prﬁvide feedback to inkerested teachars and parents.
Mthough aueh information dissemination was offered to
patents and schodl personnel from each preschool or center,
only these from the davaloprenta) day care venters reguested

thage meatings,

Recording and Scoring of Res@-nsea

The original coding categbrii_s of Lempers et al, uefe
nsed for codlng children's responses to the connunication
tasks. X sample protoced if included in Appendix €. Each
:task wag coded directly dm;inq the session. If the child's
response did not fit one of the codlng categories, it was
racorded and described under the category of “other.”
Rdditionally, zelevant anecdstal data from each session were
recorded directly onto the scoring form, Thase anecdotal
reports wers later used to sunmarize child behavior or
statls, to record unusval or nmorous occurrences, and to
aid in interpratation of the communication task data,

For the purpose of amalysis, all Yespanses were coded

o gredit,” "partial credit,” or “complete credit.” A

ecmp_lefe list of eoding categoriss for each eask is containad

-

in table 5. *No credit” responses received mumerical cudes

fron 1 to 10. Hence, a subject could recelve no eredit for

an itep because he or ghe refused the ilem, threw the

object across the room, did not comprehend the task, ete.
*partial credit," i&entified by numeri¢al codes from 11 to
FY as;igned to responsed vhish weré incarrect, but
Which reprogented some attempt to perform the task, s _
indicated in Table 5, the mumber and types of partial re-
sponses (and, 1ikewise, of no credit and complete rasponses)
varies wi-th the speclfic task ltem, -*Corrplete credit® for
an item, indicated by a numerical coda anywhers from 21 to
30, wag assigned to & correct response. This means that
the subject did, in fact, Suceessfully completa the tasx

(i.e., Ehﬂﬂ tw# et«@;h ;

Relianility

The children's responses to the communication taske,
which were recorded durlng each sesgion by ona of the two
experinenters, vere all scored later by one experimenter
according to the "o credit,” “partial credit,” “complete
eredit®. system dascribed above, The other expérimenter
scored 254 of the toeal group of protocole. Rel_iabilities,
caleilated aeparately on the data from the retarded and m-.
ratarded subjects, averaged 93% {rarge = 704 to 1008} for
retaﬂed gubjects and 923 (range « 764 to 100%) foz non-

retarded subjects,



Table %

Ceding Categories or Stratoegies

Lavel of coding

Taek

*No Credit"

“Partial®

foomplata®

1. Show tdy

No r&spénse

Rafused cr threw
object: pushed it
away

Othar = locorrect

Shows horizontally
Qther = correct

Shews vertically
Shows unorianted
Pushed toward Q
Pointud

Other = partial

24, Bhew sard picture
{right~side up)

¢ rasponse

Isfused or threw
nbject: pushed it
away

other = incorrect

Glvas
Shows horizontally

dhoewa vartically.
uhoriensed

Puah#d toward ©
Folntaed
Othar = partial

vartically
alde up

= grrect

Shews
right

Other

b, Show card picture
{upside down)

o raspense

Rafused or threw
obiact: pushed it
away

Othar = lnvorrect

Givas
Shows horizontally

Shows vartléally;
unoriantad

Pushed toward O

Table 5 {contlinuaed}

vartically,
side up

= gorreéct

Shaws
right

Other

-1

Task

Laval of Coding

"No Credit”

"Pareial"

"Complata®

2b, (tontinuedl

Pointad

Child ra-orients
picture

Qthar = partial

g

.« da» Show block
picture

No raspense

Rafused in come

way

Othar « incorrect

Glvaes .
Shows horizontally

fhows vartically,
unoriantad

Pushing
Pelnted
Othar = partial

Shews vartically:
right sida up

Other = correct

3b. Show block
?1cture
‘s eyes closed)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Ho' respanse

Rafused in scme

way

QOthér = incorrect

74

Stares

Gives

Opéns ayas, no show
ShowWs, svas closed

Shows closely:
oyas olosad

pointing
Pushed toward Q

Opans eyas, shows

Child tells Q
what to do

Ochar = sorrect

09
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tarle 5 {continued)

Task

Level of Coding

“No Credit®

*Partial®

“Complete*’

3b. {conZinued)

Touched or poked at
Q'a hands or eyes

Qthar - partial

3c. Show bleck
platura
(O's eves coverdd)

Ho responae
Refused in some way
Other - ingorrect

Stares

Glvas

Movaa hands, no show
shows, covered syas

Shovs closely, covered
ayas

Ploture between liands
tnd eyes

Poked or touched hands
tc move them

Polnted
Child covers own evas
Qther = partial

Hoves handas: ahéws
Child telis & What

to do
other - gorract

3, Show ouba No responda Pointa shows pictura,
picture Refussd in mome way Glvas right side up
Othar = lnecorrect Shows cube, not Other - oorradt
plcture
Table 5 (oontinued)
Level of Coding
Task *lie Credit" “partial® "Complata"
4, {continuad) ghowa picture
unoriented
Shows eube; open and
up :
Qthar = partial
Pointa to back Turns back

g, Show §'s baok

No i+ - -anae
poegn't Know body’

parts
refusad

Naed# to be shown
©'s or E's back flrut

Qthaer = partial

Other = ingarrect

Other - ¢correct

6. shew large,
immovable objact

No reaponas
Unreliable response

Pointa to okject
Qthar = partial

Other = inforrect

Turns @

S walks O %o
another door

8 commands @
Other ~ correot

7. Show stiek
picture

Mo responag
Other = ineerrect

Gives

Shows horizentally
Turns partially
Pelnta to bunny
Qther = Dartial

Tyrns fully
Other - corrgeot

. 5

19

9
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Tablas 3 {continuad}

Task

Level of Ceding

"No Credit”

"Partial®

"Complata"”

3. Show from habind
acreen (58'n
hand) =

No responde
Refuses
Incosract

Goss around and shows
Shows and packs
Pasks through cracks

Pushas hand up against

scraen
Othse = partial

- Showa hand{ms) only

Puts hand{as)
through orack

Other = correot

Bb. Show from bshind
acrean {stick
picture)

No radponsae
Rafumes
Othsr = incorrect

Goes sround and shows
Shows snd pseks
Pasks through craok

Pushes up against
acramn

Other = partial

Shows piloturs only

Puts rabbit through
crack

Puts rabbit over
top

Otliexr = correct

9a. show on toy
pansl {support
board movable
only)

No rasponse

Too difficult for
c¢hild te manipulate

Unrsliable
Other ~ incorrsct

Points to objast

Grabs toy! tries to
pick it wp

Othar = partial

S1ides board

Showed by soms
othar neans

Other - corraot

Points to objmot

b, showlo? ;o{ Ho rasponse §1idas board

snel {(obstacis

Too difficult to Cralbs toy! tries to Showed b
o wne
oﬂg;? movabls manipulats plck it up other m.in.
Tabla 5 fcontinued)
Lavel of Coding
Tagk "He Credit" "Partial® fComplete”

9h. (continued) Unraliable Ochar = partisl Othar = corract

Other = incorract

10. & points

No rasponis
Unreliabls
Rofugses

Other = ingorrsct

Looks from O to X
Othar = partisl

Points at X
Points st X, looks
at &

Points to sorasn
Other = gorract

1le. Hids on toy
anal {(support
gard movabls
only!}

Ho raspOnaam

Too difficult to
manipulate

Unraliabla
Other = jncorrect

Showe

Grabs toy: trigs to
pick it up

Points
Othar = partial

Hidea

Hides by soma othar
méans

Qther = correct

11b. Hide pn toy
anel (obatagls
card movable
only)

No rasponse

Too diffioult for
child to manipulate

Unreliabls
Other = inocorract

Shows

Grala “oy! triss to
plrk it up

Pointo
Othar = Dartial

Hidss

Hides by some other
maans

Other = corrsct

12. Hidae large.
immovable object

Ho rasponas
Refusas

Points to object
Other = partial

76

Turns @
Craates obstacls

£3



Table 5 (sontinued)

Leval pf Coding

Task "Ho Credit" “pareial* "Completea®
12. {continuad) Unrsllable Moves Q pomewherd
Cthsr - lncorrect Pushes hand over
- O's eyes S

Com:inds O (to close
or cover eyes, ets.)

Dther - correft

13. Hide B8 Ho response Hides egocentrically Hides nonegoten-
Refuses Other - partial trically
other -~ incorrect other - sorrect

14.  Hide 8'# hands Ne response Hidas whole salf Hides
Refuses Other = partial Other - correct
Bhows
Other - incorrect
15a. % looke Ne response Lovks at O Correst response
¢§§::;;:::, Refuses other = partial Other = correst

Incorrect response
to ®ye sontast
Qthar - incorrest

Table 5 {continued)

Laval of Ceding

Task *No Response" ) "partial" *Complese"
15b. D0 lacks Locks at O No rasponss Corrett response
dfﬁ::;:::? Othayr - partial Rafuses Other = incorrect

Insorradt response

No 8ye contact
Other = incorrsct

16. © golots Loocks at face Mo respunse Looks toward object
rooks at hand No sye contast Other - correct
Other - partial othar - incorrect

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

59

99



CHA-TER IIT
RESULTS

Study Purposas and VYariables Revieved

The foliowing major questions war: addressed as part

of this descriptive study:

1. What are the fundanental social cognitive #kills
of younq retarded children?

%, Lnat aze the characteristics and developrental
features of such gkills?

3. hre earlier findings on the development of funda-
_ mental conmunication skills in young Ronretarded
children replicable in 3 lotal sample of children
grofi families of broader socioeconomic levels?

the dependent variables of thiz study were 2] basic

: communication skillg tagks adopted from Lempers, Ilavells
and Flavell {1977). Independent variables included social
age, as datermined by the Vipeland Social Maturity Scale,
and social maturity vamk, 2s determined by an inatrument

daveloped for this study.

Approaches to bata Anal-g‘sis

Results are prasented intwo parts, with data for the
cetarded subjects presented first and data for the non-
retarded subjects presented second. Within each of these
two sections describtive statistics and correlational analy-

885 are presented first, followed by Guttran sczlogram

68

anatyres.

Deseriptive

Descriptive gtatistics weré used to indicate the
distribution of task varlables and included measures of
central tendency and range in the groupd of retaeded and
fonretarded children, In addition, the strategies demon-
strated bv children on each task are displayed by soeial
agu for both the retarded and nonretarded groups, and by
chronological agé for the monretarded group only,

Correlational analyses Were used to explore the rela-
tionst;ipi between subject or classification variables (2.,

social age) and communication scale scored,

Guttman Scaling

ve e +othe second. level of Eata.analysis involved a pracedure

known a8 Guttnan gcaling, which has been used previously in

developmental research to examine ordinality and scalability

of task itens, and parallalism acrces domaing of development

{Kogers, 1977; Grberg & Dochierty, 1976; Uzgiris & Hunt,
1975). This type of scalgéur“m ahalysis can be performed
using & number of commeecially available computer programs,
e.9., SAS (Barr, Goodnight, Sall, & Helwig, 1976), SPES
(Wie, Hulls Jenking, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1375}, and SOUPKC
(1973}, Its inportance for this study is that it provides
means for amalyzing the undeklying characterlstics of the

communication tagk items ta determine tMether thelr
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interreiagionsh'ips meot Bovera! special properties which
dafina a Guttna\n scals,

The Gutimdn procedure -:esr.a whether the task items are
unidimensional, 1.é., all component items must measure muve-
ment towerd of away from the same single underlying object
!t *universe of content” (Guttmann, 194;1!. In the present
' study there are three such universes of content==percept
peoduction, perespt deprivation, and percept diagnosis--
which require three scparate Guttman analyzes. The Gubtman
procedure also tests whether the component itens in each
group are cunulative: i.e., ordeted by degree of difficulty
such that subjects wip teply positively to a gifficult item
will alvays respond positively to less diffizult items and
vice=yeras,

In 4 petfect Cuttnan scale, items have a cumlative
prdperty',uh.leh justifies the assunpiion of an ordinal scale,
Ttems may he arranged from easiest to most difficult so that
the m.lct response pattern of an individval can be 'repruducéd
fron ﬁi:/her total scors. According to the literatuze on
this topie (Blalock, 1972: Cuttman, 19441 Nunnally, 1961
Uqulria § Hunt, 1573), the perfect ﬁutmn scale patterr as
showh in Pigure 2 is #aldom obtained. 'lhére will alvays be

{ndividusl subjects whose responses deviate from the 1dea1J '

pattern and the quéstion {8 whecher or not te designate.those
. Yesnonses aai grrors. The researcher must be willing to

assume that 2 legitimate ordinal scale exists for the itens

in order tc elaim individu>l responses as errors. OF course,

i

Figlte }

Cunulative Pattern of Scalogrsn Analysix

Scale Type
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1f the number of errors 1a larce, one may suspect the scale,
but a relatlvely small number of grrors is wdually acoept~
abla, This principle of a small number of errors supports
the arhitrary decision to accept the items as an erdinal
goale (Blalock, 1972; Guttman, 1944; Lingoes, 1963},

The coefficient of reproducibility (REP) 15 the actual
neasure of the numbex of errors in a Guttmen scale, The
RER pay be obtained by Counting up the num_lber of responses
vhieh would have been erronsously predicted for ssch subject
on the basis of his/her scale score, dlviding these sreors
by the total number of rasponses and subtracting the resulte
ing fraction from 1 {Lingoes, 1963}, Guitman {1244} claimed
that scales that are *85§ perfect” or better have been used
as approximations t6 pecfect scales, The general tule for
actepting the reproducibllity of a Scale is that the coeffi-
gient obtained i¢ .90 er above (Lingoas, 1963).

The Guttman scaling progeans alse vield a coefficient
of snalability whiich is simblar to Green's (1856] index of
congistency, Green's index iz é medification 95 Byttman's
scalogram analysis which uges sumnatf statistics, Green
states that a set of items for which the index of consistency
{1, a coefficient of reproducibility corrected for charce
reproducibility! is above .30 aay be considered to form a
geale, The coafficient of scalability is a ratlo of how
much the scale is imprived over some basaline Jevel of
reproducibllity, 1If the coefficients of reprodusibility and

gcalability do not meet acceptable levels, the items are not

i
assumed tv yield an ordinel scale and - underlying cone

gtruet 15 not agsumed to be unidlrensicra) (Phillips, 1968),

Data Processing

In order to analyle data according to the Guttman pro-
cedure,.ail items or taskn mast be scored dichotomously, e.q.
vhere 2 *1" is equivalent to"pass® and a*0" is equivalent to
"not pass,” Hence, for the purpoe of these analyses, only
the response codes In the 21 to 30 range (see Table 5) were
given 4 goore of *1°; all partial and no credit responzes were
given a"0", Since the Guttman sraling technique assumes 20
missing data, two noncetarded subjects and six retarded sub-
jects wece eliminated from the scalogram analysés becayse
thers subjects did not complete the sasaion,

§oalogram analyses for the percept production, percépt
deprivation, and percept disgnosis items wers performed
separately for the retarded and noncetarded groups, Fof
the {tems {n the percept deprivation and percept diagnoais
groups, the Gittman procedure described in 5a§ (Bart, Good-
night, 5ail, & Helwlg, 297¢) was osed, Thig computer pro-
gram accep_ggl_lthe items as belag scalable iF the criteria for
unidimensionality and for a Guttnan scale are met, Binde uge
of the 523 prograt is linited to scales of 12 itens or
less, an alternative procedure was adopted for analyzing
the 15 percept peoduction task itéms, The conpuler program
available in SOUPAC {1973) utilizes the multiple scalogram
analvols procedure developed by Lingoes (1961]. This proce-

dure differs from Guttman scaling in the following ways:
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(1} it is enpirical rather than rationa. in deternining
scale menbership; {2} 1t has the capacity for yialding
multiple goales when the data demand ity rather than reject-
ing the scale hybothesis for the entlre set of {tenc when
they are treated s a whole; and (3} it has a statisticel
rather than an heurlstic decision basis for grouping items
and for testing the scale hypothesis, Both computer pro-
grang yleld a confficient of reproducibility and an optimal
order of taska; hovever, they differ in readanility and

anount of output information.

keselts for Retarded Subjects

The data from the retarded children included in this

gtudy will ba pr@‘santed in three parts. First, grouping

characteristivs of the retarded Population will be describei,

Second, some descriptive analyses of the subjects’ communi-
cation task performance will be prasented, followad by the
third section which containg the results of the scalogran

analyses,

Grouping Variables
ALl retarded subjects obtained (a} a score on the
skills checklist; (b} 2 aocial age {SA) scorer (¢} @ social

quotient (3Q}; and (d} & social raberity ranking. Tapls &

’JCQntaihs surmary information f¢-  -ch of these variables,

conputed for the total group of 59 rerarded children.

ALthough retarded subjects in this study were required

N
Table §
Grouping Variables:
Retatded Suhjects
[ = 15)

Varible i g0 Range
Skills checklist’ 19.64 626 5.00-30,00
social Age® 28 L% LOGLap
Soctal Quotiant 6.3 L5 0,88-100.00
Sociai_ﬁaturity
Hank® flitile 10-1003t11e

“mhis is a numericel score, where 30 is the highest
poasible seore.

hThis is represented in years.

Crhis represents the teacher's rating divided by the number
of children in the olass

0
CAY
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to pass 2 minimum of fiva ibems on the skills checklist,
the mean checklist score was over 18, The average clal ma=
turity ranking of these subjects wag at the 84th parcentile,
with some children ranked in the lowest 10th percentile of
theit class and others ranked at the top of the cless with
respéct to their aocial maturity. Teachers ganeraily
defined social maturity as iavolving (a} intevicting with
Pesrs, and (b) acting appropristely.

A graphic display of social maturity rankings for
retatded subjects iz shown in Rigure 3. Only 37 retarded
gubjects received social maturity rankings because two
children vere seen on 2 special bagis and their teacher
felt she could not rank them relative t¢ t'e rest of the

children in ber class. The procedure required teachers to

rank all children in theiz clzss, not just those included fp

this study, However, only the 5ocial naturity rankinga of
the subjects participating in this study have been ineluled
in analyses and in Pigure 3, MNote that the distribution of
the returded children indicates vide variability along the
dinension of sonial maturity. |

The average social age (SA) for all retarded subjests
was 1,82 years, Fr. deseriptive analyses all subjects were
agsigned to SA qroups of 2 {< 2.4 years), 3 (2.5 years to

3.5 years}, and 4 {3.6 years to 4.6 year.).

16

Fiqure )

Social Maturity Rarkings for 7 Retarded Subjects*

-

Approximate Percentcilsu

0 - p—

i = 37 because tup vatarded subjects vere seen on a special basls and
the teacher could nat yamk them relative to the rest of & class.

gn
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Deserirtive Data

Two of the major purposes of this study were: (1) to
identify the sorial coynitive skills poseessed by young
retarded cﬁilﬁren, and (2! to describe the characteristics
and developmental featufes of such skills. In ordar to rest
each of these objectives, the performance of the qroup was
examined separately For each of the 23 tasks.

Appendix H contains tables which iilustrate the
various tagk perfocmance strategies utilized by. .the retarded
subjects in thefr sktemptz to "communicate.” For descrip-
tive puepoats, the gtrategies age gmupeci according to
thelr level of sophistication or “correctness.” fhe top
section 5 each tabla contains those responses or task
_ strategies that recaived "no credit’ ascording to storing
‘;faceduxns. The middle section rontaing those strategies
which received "partial® credit, The bottom section con-
tagns correct or "somplete® responges Which received full
credit,

The tespanses of the group sre raported by the Sacia)
age (SN levels of two, three, and four, The numbers in
parentheses indicate the puber of chlidren at each of the
dasiguated SA levels. Because the socki age score of one
retarded ehild {7.4 years} was outside = - ippet SA range,
the toval punber of retarded subjects included 14 the analyses
involving $1 is 38, There are 17 ebi! 'rec included in
leve; 3=2, 12 children included in luvel 843, ~d 9

children included in level Sh=4,

1%

Pur each table intluded in Appendix B, each child's
response is entered into the row that defir s his/her bast
ar highest level performance, Responaes recorded ia the
upper section of aach table received "no credit," :esponses
recordad in the middle section received "partial credit,®
and responses recorded it the bottom sectien received "full"
geedit,” In a coding system giving credit for correci per-
farmance it is poatible th?i.f.’?élﬁ'{?'.‘.,i‘?f_i_“g in the “Ho
response” and "Refuses' categories may have unidentified
competencies. Alchough it is recosnized that this could
result in false negatives, for the purposes of this tody
these data were analyzed as ecored.

Table 7 summarizes all of the data contained in
Appendix M, Ia genzcal, the higher the social age level,
the greater the Frequency of full credie responses, Alter-
nately, childesn at sozial age level two gave more no credlt
responiany than the children at soclal age levelg three or
Fouc, Children at social age level three received partial
credit for their respomses to over half of the taski.

It appears that the 15 ltems in the percept production
domain (tasks 1, 23, &b, 3a, 3b, Jo, 5, 6, 7, 8; B, b, Ga,
9, 10} do vary somewhat in difficulty, dovever, it s
glear that for these items, the number of responses scored
as "no credit" decreases as aocial ade increases, anl the
nunber scoted as "complete credit" increases ag social age
incraases, Within the five itens of the percept d*#rivation
domaln (tesks lla, 1lb, 12, 13, 14) some ftems zuch as 13

or 1lb are relatively easier than others in that some



Table 7

Surmary Table: Strategies of 38 Retarded Subjects
Tasks by Social Age

-

6L

Sovial Aga Two Social Aga Thrae Social Aga Four
{N = l7) {N = L2} (N = §)
Ne Partial Complete No Fartial Cumplete tio partial Complete

Taska Credit Credit Credit Credit Credit _ Credit Credit Credit Cradit

1 ? 9 6 9 1 L L ?

2a 1 11 5 1 § 5 2 7

2b 2 1l 4 ] 4 2 7

3a L 11 S 2 10 L 8

b 4 13 12 L] 4

3¢ ] 10 2 9 3 4 5

4 T 1) 4 ] 5 6 2 7

5 10 2 5 2 [ 6 1 1 7

& ] ] 2 1 10 -1 1 4 [1

7 6 4 7 1 2 g F: 7

Ba 6 7 4 7 5 S 4

8b [ 7 4 ] 6 1 6

9a 7 7 3 [ 5 3 L 2 €

b g L} 4 5 3 4 L 1 5
lo 7 L 9 2 10 1 §
Llla 1l ] 2 7 h ‘ 2 2 5

Table 7 (continued)
Social Mo Two Secial Aga Three Socia)l Age Four
No  partial Compleie No  partial Complete Mo  Partlal Completa

Tzsks_ Credir Credit Credit Credite Credit  Credit Ccredit Cradi:  Cvedit

Ll 1l h 3 & b ] 3 2 H 5

12 12 3 2 4 7 1 [ 2 3
3 12 1 4 2 ¢ 8 Z } 1

¢ 14 ? 1 7 Z 3 5

15a g i 9 1 n 5

155 12 5 3 — 9 2 5

16 L 1 15 o L1 - 9

r -
1}

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3
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children recelved pactisl or complate credit fot them, and
other itens such as 12 or 1¢, are more difficult and not
passed by most children. The three itemz in the percept
diagnosis desain (tasks 13a; 15b, 14) appear to be either
passed ar not passed by all ratarded children, a5 indicated
by the gmall numbers of responses that received partial
credit and the large numbers that recaived either no credit
or complete credit,

In order to furthér explore the relationship hetween
task category and soeial age, correlation coefficients were
aomputed. Total scores for percept production, parcept
deprivation. and percept diagnosis items were obtained and
correlated with social age. These communication task totals
were obtained by giving all partial er complete respunses a
"1* and all no credit or incomplete responses a "0." Thus,
scorés an each task ranged from 0 o 1, total scores for the
pervept produceion tasks could range from 0 to 15, total
scores for thy pascept deprivation tasks could range from 0
te 5, and total scores for the peteapt diagnosis tasks could
sange from 0 to ). The reason that *partial® responzes
received a scote 0 "1° vhen conpuling totals is that at
least soms dujre® Of social awareness seens necessary in
ordar to make A partlal rosponse. This is appropriate Lacavse
the totsl scores are torrélated with & gloiml measure of
sogial status, §.e., social age, The results indicats that
the domains of percept production, percapt deprivation, snd

peccept diagosis are eigniticantly esrralated with L,

Bly

Ve g0l raSh e 00), and w43, p ¢ L0
respect 'wvely, X total copmunication eask poore for vhe B
tasks, computod as deacrdbed above, alsu correlated sigrifi-
cantly with sa, L= 50, <00l

The distribution of comunization task ccores for
retarded subjects i8 ghown n Table 7A. Ae desceibed above,
exch task wae scosed "1* for partial or complete responaes,
and *0* for incemplete or mo credlt responses. The mean
scores given for individual tasks may also be ijterpreted as
probabilities, e.q., the probability is 97% that tebarded
subjects will make at least a partial redponse to task 3a,
but only 338 that they will do #o on task 14,

Scaling Technigues

the results of the Guttman scalogtam procenurs for
parcept deprivation and percept diagnosis items are presented
in Table #, Both sets of items appear to be highly scalas
ble, with coefficisnts of repsoducibility sbove the criterion
level of .90, the coefficient of scalability is essentially
a ratio of how mich {mprovement in reproducibility cen be
chtained relative to a bazeline level of reproducibility.
The coefficient of reproducibility indicates how well a
scals can be reproduced giveh just a persw's total soure.
The order of taske which is most e-alable using the Guttman
rodel i3 prasented in Table 8 For both percept deprivation
and percept diagnosis domains, The taéks are 1istad in the

table in grder frem most to least diffisult,
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B Table TA

Bistribution of Conmunication Task Scores
for Rerarded Subjects

{# =139
Tasgks Mean §.0. Rangea
1 R i1
h 95 22
2h 95 122
h A1 W16
b ] 31
kI 87 I
§ S0 41
L] Ry AR
§ +72 +HAE
7 42 132
8a .85 36
B 83 .36
fa <69 AT
S R Y 49
i A M
Totdl Percept Production 1240 LA 215
tla 4% Wil
1ib Sl 81
12 49 Wl
11 .59 50
5 3 143
Total Percept Deprivar ion 4l L §5
1% 7 il
15k Al 51
16 97 18
Total Percept Dlagnosiz 3.6 B8 0-3
TOTAL {23 tasks) 17.10 §.12 =3

*hls is glven for tota) scores only, since the range for all
&3 taske Ls 0.0 to 5.0,

fa
Table A
Restlts from Guttman Scalogram Procedure
B for Retapded Subjects
{R =33}
Coefficient  Caelficient Qrder
of of of
Domain Reproducibility Sealshiliey Tasks
Percept ‘ 1, 14, 1la,
Deprivation 09152 0.7285 b, 13
Percept
Disgnosis 1,004 10000 15b, 152, 16

The 2saling of the 15 items in the percest production
domain wag done by multiple scalojram analysie, Only four
scales of two items each vere {dentifiad dmong the pergept
production items as #hown in Table 9. $cals reproducibility
for vwo~item stales {9 obvicusly high, as indicated by the
cosfficlents of 9394 and 1.000,

desults for Nonretarded Subjects

The data collected fron the nonretarded childrer are
presented in this section, In keeping with the major pur-
poses of this study, no direct statistical comparisons of
data from the groups of retarded and nonretarded children

oo
o
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Table 9

Maltiple Scalegeam Analysis
pf Percept Production Itens
for Retarded Subjects
Na 33

Tasks Inoluded

in geale

Scale Scale Repraducibility
A 3a, 4 1.0000
B %a, 5h 0.4
¢ Ba, B 1,0000
b 2, 1 0.%394

will be made. However, analyses parallel to thage for re-
tatded subjects will test the eeplicability of previoug find-

ings and provide the basiy Eor general comparions.

Gtouping Variables

Data collested On drouping variables for the nonre«
retarded group wete the Zami A those collected for the
retarded group and Included: (1) a skills checklist seores
{2} 2 social age {5A) goore obtained from the Vineland
Social Maturity Scale (Vshs); (3) a social quotient (SQ)
aleo obitained from the VSHS: and (4} a social maturity cank

85
obtained fron teacher rankings of subjecks’ social maturity
relative tp 411 other children in their elasscoons,

Surmary statistics £or each of these variables for
the nonretarded groups as & whole are presented in Yabla 10,
The average shilis chetklist, 8A, and 30 scorez of the
noncétarded group are by comparison highsr than those ob-
tained [oF the retarded group. The rankings of the nonces
tarded tubjecta fell, on the average, in the §0th percentile
alang the dimension of gocial makurity. ALl teachers of the
nenttarded preschoolers defined social maturity as intlude
ihg (3) the alements of positive zocial interacticn, and
{b) interest in or ability tp relate to peers and the ene
virohment. FPigure d containg the graphic dispiay of sscial
maturity rankings for all subjects, fThere appears to be
vids variability in the social matutity rankings of this
qroup indicating that the subjects included in the study
were not hamageneous along this dipension,

¥

Pescriptive Bats

In order to examine the developmental features and
characterigtiss of fundamental social cognitive skills in
nonratarded preschoolees the performance of these children
vad sunmarized geparately for each of 2) tagks, The strates
gies used by the nontetarded children in solving the cammy-
nication tasks are descrlbed in Appendix I. The format of
the 21 tables in Appendlx I is identical to that uged in the

2] tables in Appendix B desoribed earlier, The data from



aw

86
Figure &
5 Sotial Maturity Rankings for
§1 Nonretarded Subjects
Tabla 10

Grovping Variables:
Nonretarded Subjects

(N = bl
A T
. Classt !5’ 4'@” ’n? w';’ ?’ - 19" @E
Variable K 50 Range ¢ v & ¢ ¢ o a
skilis Checklist® WA L 1.00-0.00 " . .
Social Age? L6 00 LI | |
Sacial Quotient 104.02 11,36 84,00-132,00
Social Haturity ' S
Rank® SGhtile 6-1003tile T ,
Uthis 18 2 nunerical scove, where 30 is the highest L — M
possible score, . ' .
]
Prnig 1o represented in years, .
_ A ' :
“Thig vepresents the teacher's rating divided by the number § '
of ¢irildren in the class, s T
¢
é 30 R
T ' LL]]
b
ﬁ = — — -
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the ponretarded children are presented by social age (sa)
level: with 18 subjects at level SA-2: 11 subjects at
level SA-3, apnd 32 Subjects at level SA~4. For each task
a child's response is entered into the row that defines his/
her higheat level of performance. Examination of the tables
. _}n apgzgdix I reveals that the higher the social ages of
the childrens the greater the frequency of responses scored
as “"complete credit." Converselys at the lowest social age,
level SA~2: there are more responses gcored 4s "no credit.*
Table 11 summarizes the 23 tables contained in
ApPendix I, clearly portraying the prichnesz and variability
of the nonretarded childxgn's responses. For the 15 percept
production items (tasks 1, 2a, abs 3a, 3b, 3¢, 4, 5, &, 7,
8a: 8bs %a, 9bs 10) children at social age two tended to
glve responses that received “partial credit.” For examples
on task 3a, requiring the child to show the picture on the
block 0 the other persons a partial rasponse might consist
of the following: giving: showing the block with the picture’
unoriented; pushing: pointing. Most children at the gocial
age level of foyr received “vomplete credit® for their
responses, €.9.s» they showed the block in task 3a vertically
and right side up 30 the other person could see it. ‘The
responses of children at social age three to the percept
production jtems were intermediate in that they tended to be
scored primarily as "partial credit" or else as "complete

credit.”

o
&

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Corract performance on the fiva percept geprivation
itema (1la, 11b, 12, 13, 14) seams to increase rathar di-
ractly with social age. Again, children at level sp-2
Primarily 9ave responses that received "no credit:" ohildran
at SA-3 gave intermedizte responses, f.e.. their responses
fell aoross the three scoring categeries. and children at
SA-4 primarily gave responsus that raceived “camplate
credit."

Children's responses to the three items in tha Percept
diagnosis domain (tasks 1S5a, 15b: 16) yielded a ajifferent
pattarn of rasponses. WWith the axception of one child at
SA-3, the threas groups of nonratarded children recelved
efither "no cradit™ or "complate uredit”™ for these fvems: ad
shown in Table 1i. In contrast te the tasks included in cha
percept production and percept deprivation domains, to
which children responded with various degrees of sophisti~
catioh or completeness, thesq Parcapt diagnosis tagkg eppear
to be dichotemous in nature:, 1.9.; children either passed
or fallad them,

In ordar to further eXplora the relationship between
the communication tasks and sonial #ga, correlation goaffi-
cients wera computed using the data from nonretarded gub-
jects. Total scores {which wera obtained in the mannér
described in the previous section! for percept produation,
percapt deprivation, and percept diagnosis “re obtalnud
for th® nonratarded grouvp ad a whole. Those thaee domains

uppedr to ba highlY correlated with social age: r = 45,
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p ¢ .000) for percept production; r = .81, p < 0001 for
parcept deprivation: r = .45, p < 001 for percept diagnosis,
Tota]l coomunication task scores also coerelated with S,
=02, p <0000

Table 11A containa the distribution of comunication
task scotad fof nonvetarded subjects. All tasks vere
scored a8 "1" or "0%, ag desnribed In the sectlon pertain-
ing to data from retarded subjects, The mean ipdividusl
tagk &cores Ly aleo he interpreted as probabilities,
Clearly, the probability of & notretarded subject recelving
eredit for hia/her‘ reaponse to a percept production task is
high, ranging from B2% to 908, wherass the probability of
receiving credit for responses to percept deprivation tasks
is lower, ranging from 424 to 751,

In addition.to identifying and describing the charac-
teristics and developmental features of fundamental sueial
cognitiva aklily in young children, & mejor purposa of this
stedy vas to determine if the findings of Lempers, ﬂév&ll,
and Flavell (1971 are replicable with a local sanple of
childref, Specifically, are the tagks age-related and
developnantal in nature? For this purpose, the yles
of nonretarded children wére exaninad for each tay. by chro-
nolagical age (CA) level, The three chronalogical spans
utilized sre &t ages 2 {] year 7 months to 2 years § monthe),
1 (2 years 7 months to 3 years § months), and & (3 years ¥
montha ¢o 4 years € months}, 'tie age spans for 2- and 3=
'year~oids are elnila- to those used by Lempers et al. (1977),

Tabie 113

Pistribution of Commviication Task Scores
for Nonretardad subjects

93

(N = &)

Tasks Neen 5.0, Rame®
1 98 13 .
i 81 W3
b 8-H 18
it 18 A3
b 97 18
Ie 7 A8
§ Ly 18
E 47 M
& 82 +18
7 93 .25
fa 93 W25
fb 95 2
9 90 i
i 08 32
10 90 .30

Tatal Percept Production 14.02 .1 2-1%
ia 2 A5
11k V75 43
12 A3 50
1 ¥ 49
14 bl A9

Total Percept Deprivation 31 1.92 0=5
152 R & +25
' 2l
] KT

Total Percept Disgnosis 2,68 0.75 03

19.90 .13 =N

POTAL {23 tagks)

ahis 13 given for total scores only, since the range for

all 23 tasks 19 4.0 to 1.0,

1

i
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Appepdix J contains 23 tables, similar to those in
Appendices H and I which illustrate the nonretarded sub-
jects' tack performance in relation to their social age.

The format and deaign of these tables, as well as instruc-
tions for reading them: are identical to those described
previously. As jpdicated by the configuration of codes on
these tables. the tasks appear to be age-related, gych that
more of the responses of 4-year-olds received "complete
credit® than those of 2- and 3-year-olds.

Table 12 presents a summary of the data contained
in Appendix J. The task performance of the 61 nonretarde:
children displayed by chronolegical age is visually quite
similar to Table 11 which is displayed by social age.
Children in the chronological age grtoup two tended to give
responses that received either "no credit or "partial
credits” children at chrorologica: age three tended to give
responses that received "partial credit” or “complete
credits® and most of the children at chronolegical age four
gave responses that recelvea “coamplete credit." The
responses to task 3¢ which required the child to show a
picture on a block to another Person whose eYes were covered
with her hande, represent the above~menticned pattern. Some
sample "partial credit" responses to this tagk include:
starings giving; showing the black without moving the other’s
hands: pointing, atc. A "complete credit” response to this
task would r2quire the child to either move the other per-

soq‘s handg and then show the block. ot to tell the other

oy
=
o
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Sunmazry Table:

Table 12

Sirategics of 61 MHonretavded sub jezte
Tasks by Chronolagical Ape

thronclegical Ade Two Chranological Age Thres Chrenal sqical Ade Baooe
[N = }9) {4 « 18) IN = &d)

) partial <{conmplete Ko Partial Complets N0 Tartial  Tompl ot
TAR¥s  Credit  Credit Credis Credit Credit Credit  {redit  Creda et

1 i 18 2 10 8 5 I
2 1 T K s 14 i I
it 2 16 1 5 13 1 ST
34 3 14 4 4 14 3 FI
ib 2 17 11 7 5 T
3c 2 17 18 ) 3 51

4 3 14 3 ] 1t o In
5 5 3 & 2 3 13 1 2 T
6 7 12 3 ” 8 1 1 Er

2 1 11 4 2 16 3 3
54 3 1 y 16 2 1 3 e
ih 3 4 2 B 13 5 % o
4 5 3 3 1 1 1% ¥ Y
o 7 ] 6 1 17 1
16 R 1 13 i 17 1 o

tia 14 3 2 3 3 12 Xy

)
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Table 12 (continued)

Chronolegical Age Two thronelogical) Age Thras

Chronslogical Age Four

No Partial Complete No Partial Complate

Na ravkial ' Complete

Tasks  Credit geedit  Credit Credit Ceedlt Credit Credit Credit — Credit
11n 14 2 3 1 4 13 24
32 16 3 10 & 2 9 3 12
13 16 2 ) 7 2 9 2 2
14 14 3 6 12 24
15a 4 16 1 17 24
15k 9 10 3 1 14 1 3
16 2 17 2 16 a4
o
¢ i
LS
e
, . X
. .
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Table 13

Resnlts from Guttman ScalograM proceduras
for Nonratarded sSnpjects

N = 59
Coefficiant coefficient order
of of of

pomain Raproducibility Scalability Tagke
Percept 12, 11, 14,
peprivation 0.9322 0.8058 lla, 1k
Percept
Diagnoais 0.9887 0.8750 15b. 1%3a, 16

what t& do so that she conld pee the picture.

Finally. correlation coefficlants were computed on
these data from the nonratarded subjecte. motal scorea from
each of the threa domalna==percept production, pearcept
deprivation, and parcept diagnogls-=correlata significantly
{x = .81, p < .0001, x= .78, p< .0001, and ¢ = .47,

B < .001, respectively) with chronological aga. Chronologi-
cal age also correlated mignificantly with total communica=

tion task scores, r = .72, p <€ .0001,

Scaling Techniquas

The results of Guteman Scalogram analyses of percept
deprivation and percept disgnosis items are contained in
Table 13, For percept deprivacion. both the coefficient
aof reproducibility and the cosfficieni of scalabllity are

108
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' Qignificsnt ard . above acceptablallevéls (Guttman, 1947},
at ‘0.9322:';11:1 u.aosa.' retpéctively. and provide evidence
‘that ‘the five itemﬁ'eamp:islné' the deprivation dinension
are indle'ed'mla-hle. The order of tasks which is mout
ra'p:odpcible; in-alse shown fn the tabler with the exception
. of the plaéenent of tnlk 12 {i.e., subject hides him/her=
self}, this order {0 identical to that obtained in the
sane analysis uelng data from ratarded subjects.
 The pexoept ddagnosin jtema are ale0 highly scalable,
" with & coetticdent of reproducibility of 0,9887 and &
| waffieiaht_o! scalability of 0.8750, The ordelz of diatno=
pis tagks which (o most scalabla with nonrstarded children
is i'denticalllto the a:dér generated for retardad childran
i“ls.h, 15a, 16,

. tiven the larga nusbee of ésrﬁ;ﬁtﬁpfoﬁucgiﬁn varlables,
th§ data from tacks 1 theouth 10 for nonretarded sﬁbjecta
vere- analyzed a:caﬁlm to-a rultiple scalagram amalyéis
program {SOURAC, mil a8 they nad been for retarded sub-
jests, Th:ée separate goales consisting of at least two
items each wers identified among tha 15 persent production
variables, Table 14 ghows the soale reproducibility values
for these thres scales, Scale A includes nine tasks with a
scale reproducibility of above .90 which are mogt sealable
in the folloving order: tasks 10,9, %a, Ja, 2, 4, 6,
3k, and Ba. These nine tasks were then ‘axamingd a8 a single

- seale uaing the 5AS Guttman scaling program in order to

obtaln separate coefficlents of reproducibility and

Py
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Table 14

Conparison of Multiple Scalogtam Analysis
and Suttman Scaling of Percept Production Items
for Non:?a:dgd}&ubjecta :
N & 5% )

Coefficient  Coefficient
' of of Drder of
Prooedure Geale Reproduoibiliey Soalability  Tasks

¥

A 09058 ' 1o, %, %,
Multipla 4, 4, 6,
Scalogran ib, ta
Analysis
of 15 B . 0.9492 _t §, ic
Items

¢ 0,49322 1 2,1
Guttman
Scaling 0,908 07180 10, 3, %,
of § Ja, 28,4, 6
It@ﬂﬁ ; [t g B

3k, Ba

*thia figure is not provided by the SQUPAC program.
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scalability, The results of this secondary procedure, whish
ylelded ap 1deniical order of tagks, are also shown in
Table 14,

Past=-Hoc Exploratary Analyses

Tha process of uttnan scaling has been criticized by
Festinger (1947, Lingoss {1983) and others with one igzue
being the *eignificance” of a Guttman scals. Even if itens
or tagks have a fespectable coefficient of reproducibility,
they do not necesaarily mea;ure a single underlying con-
struct. They may, in fact: be measuring a correl’ate of that
consttuct, Other criticism has heen dirscted at the cri-
terlon of reproducibility which may be sbwriously high
(Pestingar, 1947},

Aeeordlig to the Guttman methed, tha expérimenter
gelects a Bet of ftems that are relevant to aoms "universe®
or construct; tests for unidimensionality, and if certain
criteria are met, accepts the universe as being scalable,
On the other hand, the method known as multiple scalogta
analysis takes 2 sample of items and attempts to minimize
the numbel of seales for a given set of relationships.

This offers a ugre ’strin:;em test of scalability than the
Guttman p:mdul'i:- and utillzes a concaptual process similay
to that invelved in factor analysis, The multiple scalogram

procedure {s described by Lingoes (1963} as follows:

[Tt irvelves selecting an item from the zet to
be analysed: finding that item among the remaining

100

items vhich is most like it apd havify the fewest
errors, determining the number of errors petween
the candidate item and all of its predecessors, and,
Einally, applying a statistical pese of signifi-
canfe to adjacent item pairs. If both the error and
statiotical griteria are satisfied, then the jtam
that lazt entered the zcale ia ysed to find am item
moat like 1t ete. Whenever gither the error or
statistical eriterion fails, however, the srale is
terminated and another scale is started with a ney
it chosen from among those that remain, until that
;‘;oin_tois reached where the item sot is axhausted.

p. 502}

Given the high coaftivients of xeproducibility for
the Guttman scaling af percept deprivation and percept diag~
nosis itens for both retarded amd nonretarded groups (see
Tables 8 and 13, a multiple scalogram analysis was per-
formed on all of these ltems, uging the program contained
In soupaC {1873),

Besults from Multiple gcalodram Analyses (MSA)

Multiple scalogram analysis of the data Erom retarded
subjects indicated that the five percept deprivation itens
forned only a two Lten scale vhich had 2 soale peproducie
bLLity of 1,0000. However, a two itei scale is not particu=
larly useful, despite this high coefficient of :ebruduci-
bility. The three percept diadnosis items ylslded no multi-
ple iten poales, These results indicate that the itens in
both the percept deprivation and percept diagnosis donaing
may be measuring several skill ereas or cqnstructs.

" Using the MSA i:rouednre with data from the nonretarded

subjects yielded somevhat differant results. Four of the

five Pereopt deprivation items formed a good or yseful scale

119
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| with & rep;ﬁubﬂity of 9576, Tvo of the three percept
-didgmsis‘ i&m allso' formed 3 seals with a réproducibinty

cof g, 9331. These findings indica&e that the percept
deprivatian taska ate unnsiderably more zadlable Hilen data
Erom the nonretarded rather than retarded children are used,

~ The thies parcept diiqnosis_ itens did not form & good scale
for mither gmé, suggesting that these three items may
represent at lnggt:;lw_o'. and possibly thréa,i_diffmnf skills,

 The Ireaults' qf the mulgip;e gealogran analyses suggest

thet this pfﬁcedu;e is tgsﬁing Something- different th_én the
regular Guttman scaling proceduret specifically, it ie
determining tha number of scalés or constructs represented
by the items :a'thér than' testing for unidinensionality, The
H3A -1'3;1;; a alightl;r make rigli:l process thap Quttman
scaling. As 'éuch, it may produce multiple soales from 3
get of it'ei-ns peggeating that the items themselves may reflect

- mare than one construct or universe of contsnt.

Data Summary

IIn k;eeping with the major purposap of this study,
reaults have been presented in terms of: {a) detailed
analyses of the strategies used by young retardad

_children and nonretarded preschoolers on gelseted. social
cngn_itive tagks: alnd -lbi éocumentatioﬁ' of éve:all per=
formancé patterns and ordinality of task items within

ench task domainepercept production, Percept deprivation,

ERIC 113
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and percept diagnosis.

Detailed analyses of the bypes sf'responses of Btrate-
glea demonstrated on each task by retarded children st the
soclal age levels of two, threes and four indicated that
they usa a wide variety of strategies in their performance
of the tasks, In cthe‘r words, the primary strategics ysed
by mér. of the retarded children were those that indicated
gome awareness of the "other" person ami- of the problem at

handr “complete” strategies were much lese evident in most

| of the ratarded children's responée repertoires. Furthers

more, these m_alyses reveal that taks ﬁhich appear to be
superficially sililir in difticolt lavel le.g.; !hfl‘winﬁ an
object ve. ehowing a toy) In fact differ substantially 19""' '
the skilla which they require, fotal scores for percept pro-
dustion; percept deprivation, and vpemipt‘ diagnasis itums
aleo correlated highly with aocial ags for the retarded group.
Sinilar detoiled analyses were made of the performance
patterns of the nonzetarded childten, e responses or
strakedles given for each task Ma displayed (1) by social -
age level of the ronretarded group {at the ages of ?, 3,
and 4), and {2) by chronological age level of the group
(aleo at the agés of 2, 3, and 4 years}, The data displayed
in Tabie 1} indicated that childra_n at tiia gocial age of two
had more diificulty passing or recaiving credit for their
:e_ﬂsﬂpc-insei to the communication tasks tham children at the

socisl 4ges of three of four, Sindlarly, the data displayed
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In Tabie 12 indicated thst the younger children, ie., 2-
year_-olds, hud qj,ff;culty with many of the faaﬁs. whereas
| the 3« apd 4 yeaf olds did net, lending suppoet for the ex-
pactad de#alt;puent_al pattern. Correlation cefficlents indie
cated that total scores for parcept produstion, bepcept dopriva-
tion, and percept diagnosie Ltame weré significantly correlated
}Iith both the social age and cheorological ageof the nonre-
tarded group a8 a whole. Like the original Lespers et al. study
(1977} the tasko were shown to be strongly age related,

To elarify the extent o which the items within the
three task cateqorles fit & develﬁﬁnental saquence, geveral
Guktman scalogram analyses were per formed fﬂr’,lhuth qroups
of children. gealodemn shalyses of percept do;privation and
percept dlagnosis domaing indicated that the tagks eoyld
generally be arranged ints ordinal hierarchies, slthough
t'# order of task arrangement oould differ from that origi-

~ nally proposgﬁ-hy Lempers ot al. (1977,

Percept producticn ltens, however, were not as highly
scalabl_e 28 the other itema for gither groyp of childzen
Wultiple seaiogram analyses identifled no ofdinal hierarchias
larger than two items using the 2ata from the retardsd gtoup.
On the other hand, 9 of the 15 percept production items ad-
ninistered to the nonzetarded preschoolers vere Blicwn to ba

Ihighly scaleble whother using the criteria of the multi'ple
Scalogran analyals or Guttman scaling procedure.,

CHAPTER 1¥
DISCUSSION

' _IThe tesults of this study support the feastbility of
systematically azﬁloring apecifio aocial fognitive akills
in young zatarded children and nonretarded children at
aimilar sooial age levels. This section will giscuss these
£indings in datail, point out the limitatiora to the inves~
tigation, and raiss some 1ssuas and guestions eoncorning
the development and massurement of fundamental social cogni-
tive sl:m? A= young retarded and nonzetafdgd childeen.

Il'ra‘l-: o 1

Spacific Interpretatlon and
Signiticance af Findings

Using & particular set of sseial-coghitive tasks,

this sLudY hag demonstrated that retarded children functian=
ing at developmental levels ranging from less than two years
to four yeare on be essessed in the Aréd of soclal conmuni-
cation, The data {ndicated that retarded children use a
vide varlety of steateglos when prosanted with tasks ine
veiving ruditentary role-taking and referentlal communication
gkills. 1In ge:eral, retarded children At the gocial ages

of three and four could indicate thelr awarsness of the
"other’ person and of the problen at hand, However, sovial
awareness in the mentally retzrded is probably mot Fully
developed in chiidren at the social ages tested because onty
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- one of t.heae children raceived cumplete credit® for all
_..ZJ tms. Hmrt.helass, ag found in this study, young
" retarded children are not restricted to any single strategy,

- but utdlize a\ﬂid@'?;ﬁ\!iﬂt}' Of strategies in attenpting to

solve sacial-communicative tasks,

On the.'ba;is of tha tasks administered in this study
it s pospible o describe the characteristies and develop-
mental featuresof the retarded children’s perfornance, It

ig olear that withis each of the three majer task cats-

gories of percept production, percept deprivation, and
N ,pempt diagnosis some items are relati':ely eaaisr and

‘passed" by most children. Among these are tasks which

requira sinple ‘types of shawing and pomtinq, L naks L

2a, 34, or 15, Othar itema are nore difficuit and "not

'pasaed'_lby'mdat children, Tasks §; %2, lla, or 12, which

requite more awareness of x}hat the Gther pe:ion can or canndt

‘dea, are eicamples of itams of such difﬂuhlty. Hencé, the

emergence of the social pommunication skills exanined in
this study appesrs to sonform & A hierarchical seqience

from simple to more complex items. This is particulariy

 evident fro uha highly significant scalability achievee on

the percedt deprivation and percept diagnosis task items,
Swmary Tables 7, 11, and 12 lend support to this scaling
progadure, '

Al though there was a lack of scafabiiity of items f{n
the percept production domain for the retarded group, there

was some'signifiéant-scalabilitg within these items for the

proceduce,
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nonratarded group. This discrepancy may be due; at least in
part, to & number of factors., Por example, it js generally
dlEfioult to produce reliable scales with multiple itens,
i.8,, the nore items there are, the less likely It fe that

Ia single scale can be 9xtracted, Fuw scales with as many
a8 tight items have been developed, whereas four-itan and
five=iten scales are more conmon (Phillip, 19%8), Also, thé
perfornance of the mentally retarded group, may beigenerally
more variable than that of a nonretarded gtoup, leesening
the ghapce afl obtaining & high cosfficient of reproduci-
bility, One must cungider, too, that a davelopmental marker
such a8 eocial age, a8 vsed in this study, may not produce

resul ts compatable to chronological age using the scaling

Ore 8eldon cbtains  perfect scale because of t;la
stri;'t asswiptions of the Cuttman model (8laleck, 1972).
Howaver, Guttman {1944} has paintéd out that ebtaining *gaed®
wcales i telative to tine and to populations. For-exanple,
{n any given population a "univerge® of itaws may be soala=
ble at oné time but not at anothse; or, it may be scalable
at tyn perioda of time but with different Orderings of ltene
or Categorles. Purthemore, & Universe may be scalable for
one papulation but not for another;-or, it may be scalable
for two pépuiaiiéns hut with different orderings of items
4r categorles,

Pinally, conparisons vith respect to degree of scaling

results pan be made anly if tha same &ealing obtaing in both
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gases or groups heing conpared, Even though there was a
lack of slgnificant scalability of the 15 percapt production
iten for the rotarded groups ovet half of these items forned
& significant scale for the nonretarded group, With the
posgible axcePtion of the three percept deprimiolu itensy
such direct comparisons between data from the retarded and
nonretarded group are generally rot appropriate,

e final purpose of thia stidy was o determine if
the findings of Lengers et al. {1977) were reglicable with
& local sample of nonretarded children without l;h; "fesr.tif:-
tion in socioeconomic status 'svident in the original sampie.
The [indings of Lempers et al. were, in general, replicable,
f.6., the tasks in the present atudy were shown to be
related to bothseocial and chronological age. Mowever, it
should ba noted that the ages of the subjecta In the two
studies differ considerably, such that the typical
three-year=old in the Lenpers et al, study performed like
a typieal four-year-old in the present study. As pointed
out earlier in the rationale for the present g’udy, gugh age
diffarante? were expaoted: given tha fack that Lempers,
Flavell, and Plavell tested children of falrly high socic-
econonlc statur in their own homes with their own mothers
présent, The subjects in this atudy, on the other hamd,
cape from families of broader socioeconomic status and were
tested at their day care cemters without their mothers
pressfit. Tie age trends identified by Lempérs et al., which

"presunably reflect Important develophents in the area of
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social interaction and commonication, a8 well as with
respect to cognition abour percepts” {p. 5) were shown to
appéar slightly later in the present sanple.

The results of ecalogram analYaes reported in Lenpérs
et al, and in the present study differ considerably. Firat
Of all; Lewpers et al. parforned a factor analysis of thelr
data which revealed the existence of two factors, They th;n
scaled those factors separately. This procedurs was mot
reconmended FOr use {n the present study (Appelbawm, ypra
10; Helwig, Note LL; Nowes, Note 12) because the Guttman
procedure leself tests for wnidimensionality. Second,
Lempers &t al. had a large number of subjects who either
passed all the itens or failed all the items. Acoordlng to
Wohlwill (1973} the piling up of ca-ses 11 these tws extreme
Fesponse patterns may result in a spurlously high degree of
scalability. This problem of extrems response patterns was
not apparent in the present study. |

There 15 precedent In the developmental peychology
literature for the "comparison reference group® approach
taken in the present study (Kahn, 1976; Rogers, 1977 Urberg
& Docherty, 1976), where the performance of thehretarded
group alona i8 axamined with the goal u-f replicating some
developméntal pattern of resultﬁ obtained from a iia-nrétarded
group, rather than making difeet cOMparisons batween the
performance of retarded and noncetarded children on some
test or séries of tagkg, For axample, Rogers (1977} examined
profoundly retarded children on a set of Piagatisn tagks to
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detorning, among other thinga, whether their performance
would replicate the Invariant pattern faund 1n normal
infanty, and to determine the role of mental and chronolagi-
¢al aon varlables In sensocimotor performances. Rogers alde
used uttman scalogran analyzes to detormine atdinality
among itemg In each of several Piagetian domains. Kahn
[1576) examined the utility of a set of taska measuring
sensorlsatar development {i.e.. tha Uzgiries and liunt Scales)
with geversly and profoundly retarded children, Scalogram
analyses which were performed on these data indicated that
the scales were reliable and ordinal with tho retarded
swple. The Uzgleis-Hunt Scale has alse been shown to be
rel ‘ted to adaptive behaviar, as measured by the Alpern-Boll
Developmental profile (Wachs & DeRemer, 1978), Similariy:
thevo is some evidence for a relakionship between the gocial
cofnitive tasks used in the present study ard social maturity,
a8 measured by the Vineland decial Maturity scale,

A major limitatien to this study was that in attempts
ing to extend & ﬁrwimly unexpiored domain--the development
of fundanental eonial eounitive skills=<to young mentally
retarded childeen, it raised a number of ditfficult methada=
logival issuas which merlt discusaion, These involve the
grouping variaules used, subjest selsotich, task items, and

Guttman sealing procedures,
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Use of Grouping Variables

One of the major grouping variahles used in the present
study was the social age (SA} score derived From the Vineland
Sovial Maturity Scale (VSMS). In the present study the
Limitations of the VSHS have been fully Lecogqnized; however,
hece it vaa ot sad todefine the conceptof soeial matirity,
but £0 serve as 1 potential correlate of the seelal=cognitive
gkills that were being exanined (see Appendix K). Dus to
the availability and case of adminlstration of the Vs
it vas possible tn estimate current social age scores (SA's)
and social quotients (5's) for each child participating in
this stuly. Purthermore, Dodl (196%) has Indicated that
BA's are statistically and methodologically conpaablie to
Elngt MA's, and §0'e to Binet 10's, at least for children
younger than 15,

In addition to the VSHE, another more informal measure
of social maturity vas utilized in this study. Subjects
vare glven & social naturlty ranking srore by thalr teachers;
this provided a guantitative messure along a dimension from
nost to least socially mature, The teachers of t's children
in this study were asked to define soelzl maturity so that
& more accurale lnterpretation of the rankings could be meda,
The correlationd batween social maturity rank and social age,
and between soclal maturity rank and total communication
tagk acore (vhere the maximum total communication score eould
be 23, with 2 "1" given [or efther a partial or complete pe-

sponge to0 a task, and @ "0 given for any incomplate or no
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gredlt response) wera slgnificant for the noiratazded chil-
dren {£ « .26, p ¢ .05 and £ % 32, p < \01, respectively)
but they were not significant for the retarded group {f =
13, p < 0 and 1 =16, p ¢ ms,, respectively), The
social maturty ranking irstrunent was thus deesied ton weak
and lacking in supporting data to be included as a varlable
in the major analysesa.

A final issua partaine to the use of mantal age (MA)
ag a criterfon for Including subjects in this study.
Criticiams of the use of MA for selecting sunjects abound
{Rappauf, 1975¢ Wehlwlll, 1973}, althoush It has heen cop-
pidersd ralevant in stodies pomparing nonretatded with
retarded individuals (Brown, 1973y wWoblwill, 1973). In the
present study; however, developmental nr mental age was
merely used to define the range from which the retarded

" population was selected.

Subjact Salection
ug to the subject selection procedures employed in

this atudy, (see Chapter II, Msthod), no direct statistical
cotparigons could be made betuesh the retarded and hone
retarded groups. If the groups had been matched on some
retevant varlaple, psthsps such comparisons would be appto=
priate. Howevar, matching variables such ag Ch, #A, or IO
hag been recoghized az méthodolagically weak (Kappaul.
1873}, Furthermore, matching may produce the following
problens (ApPelbawes Note 1311 (1) it may sctually
introduce more bias into the sample; {2) it produces a
sample that is definitely not tandems (3} it may produce
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an “outrageously unrealistic sample:” and (4) it is a par~
ticularly bad procedure to uae when the two populations are
quite differsnt with respsct to other relevant variables.

Another problem related to subject gelaction is the
§i2e of the retarded sample, It was possible to ideatify
a mnall sanple of retarded children who met the critesia for
this study fron within two local devalopmental centers.
Howsver, to inerease the 3ize of the retarded sapple to
50 to make it equivalent to the nonreterded sample would
have involved an unreagonable amount {in time and cost] of
carhpting,

Finally, special procedures were gometimes necessary
for administering tha 23 communication tasks to the retarded
ehildren. (Thess are destrioed in Chepter I3, Method),

For example, some children ragulred unique reinforcenents,
¢:gy; Bitting In a rocking chalr, satine MiR's, playing
with a foan ball, making sign language aymbols, ete.

Becaude the administration of thesa tasks did not constitute
a standardized teat, but rather a eriterion~referenced
approach to social-cognitive development, sdaptations were
fiade which facilitated child tendency to cespond, but Which
did r}ot alter the taska in any way,

Tasgt Variable
Rlthough the 23 tasks administered had beea utilizad

previously (Lempers, Flavell, & Flavell, 1977} there vas no

available data on test re-test reliabllity or temporal

124
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stability. Por the purpéses of this study, a cereain amount
of face validity vas assuped. Thare is evidence in the
fiterature that the #kills vhich these tasks amiess are
*acts of adeial communication and instruments of saclal
interaction® (Lempers ot al,, 1977, p. 48}, Hovever, these
13 tasks lack the complote theoretical and empirieal support
that, for example, supports the use of Piagstian sansori-

motor taske.

Guttman Scaling
Finally, som criticisms directed at Guttman sealing

should be menticned. First of all, computet progtams capa-

ble of producing Guttnan gnales with more than 12 ftems are

limitsd, Thers is & practical reasen for this, howevar,
i.e., ginge Cuttman scaling i3 such a rigid analysis, it
is almopt inpossiblé to produce s perfect scale, Given a
Jarge number of varisbles, such as 1% or more, the proba-
bility is slight that the ltems will meet a critepion of
raproducibility. There is, too, the problem of reashing a
high degres of scalability by chance, but the procedures
followed and the items selected for use in the present study
nitigated the likeiihood of thie problem,

Other ceiticiams of the underlylng assumptions of
the Guttman scale are aa follows: (1) the Presefit of the .
perfect trlingular pattern of responses is & necessary but
not sufficient condition for the fit of the modelt (2} the

triangulsr pattern is oftan artificially forced by dealing
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with a evall munber of items that vary greatly in difficulty!
and {3} he nodel aspires only to develop ordinal scales
{hunnally, 1367). Glven the precedent of uzing Guttman
sealing in paychological/educatinal research (Kahn, 1976;
Rogers, 1971; Urborg & Docherty, 1976; Usglels § funt, 1975)
ind the fact that a rajor pueprse of this study wae to test
for ordinality among the soclal-cognitive task itews, the

Quttman procedure seems to be clearly appropriate.

Issuas and Questions Raimed

A¢ a descriptive, exploratory study, this investiga-
tion raisad a number of issues and questions. First, this
study highlights the importance of studying social cogni-
tion or social competence in childten at very early ages.
The fact that fundamental soeial communicstion skills of
young retarded children could be assessed at all should be
ancoursging to othérs interested in this area and should
stimulate extensions and slaborations of thia research study,
Sacond, tha mentally retarded populstion favolved in this
.tudy is one vhich 19 rarely used in basic ressarch of this
type, dedpits the fact that it is this population which may
gain the moot from a more camplet: understanding of the
gkills which underlle the dovelopment of eocial competence.

A third issus raised is the relationship between lan=
guage ability an? performance on soclal cognitive tasks like
the ones employed in this study. ALl 23 tasks administered

requited a nonverbal response on the part of the aubject, yet

B
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‘«""‘l
ST



115

many children supplemented their nonverbal or hehavioral
responses vith spoken descriptions of what Lhey were doing.
Clearly, there are some continuities betwedn pre=spesth
sonmunication and. language Igruner, 1978}, One explanation
werk, 8 that language i3 facilitated by the develaprent

of senorinotor pchemag that represent joint sutcomes of
perception and action. Piaget (1951, 1363} hypothesized

that individuals should not be expected to show spesch until
gtage six of the sensorimotor pericd. Kahn (1975) showed
that thio relationship holde in profoundly retarded chil
dren betwsen the chronological ages of 47 to 98 ponths, It
wguld be interesting to katw at what Piagetian stage Jevel
the retarded gubjecte in- thip atudy were functioning and

how that level of cognitive functioning relates to their
lnguistie as well as soclal-cognitive abilities. Some chil~
dren do rely oh gastures and polnting as strategies far #om
municating (Clark, 1978], tThe 8kills assessed by the tasks
in this study may yell be important for jater verbal cemmuni-
eation,

Rnother igsie raised by this research study ie the
Poasible tole of environmental factors in fostering early
sotlal cofmunleation skills, For emplé, hov diractly does
peer interaction affect gotial-cognitive skill development?
This is a puzzling question, since the children in the
Lempers et 2l. (1977 study who were administered the come

munication tagks at heme 3id at Jeast &qually as well ag thie

11§

nonretarded subjects in this study (wha were older and
attended sopa form of day cace all week). On the other
hand, research on the integration of handicapped or nonhandi-
capped children in day care or preschool eettings suggests
that this type ¢ setting enhances positive social interse-
tiong between the handleapped and nonhandicapped children
(apollond & Cooker 1973; Cooke, Apolleni, & Cooke, 1957
Devoney, Guraluick, & Rabiy, 1974; Peterson & Haralick,
1571; Sayder, Apolloni, & Cooke, 1977). If a direct rela-
tlonship of peer interaction, prosoclal behavior and the
development of social-coanitive skills Can be demonstrated
(as suggested by Shants, 1973) speeific recommendations
for educations] environments goy)d be made.

A flna] issue to be rafsed regards the notion of
scallng test or task items. 'The use of infant tests which
have been standardized on populations of nenhandicapped
children, e.g., Uzgiris-Hunt $oales, with exceptional popus
latlons is comonPlace, However, while Sowe researchore
have examined the scalability of these test ltems when admips
isterad to handicapped populations (Kshn, 1975; Kahn, 1976:
Wachg k DeRemer, 1378], this is rot a general procedure. In
the present study it wag shewn that task items which were
highly scalable with the nonretardsd émup were rot sinilaely
scalable with the retarded group. This suggests that perbaps
ordinality and acalability of items on scales to be ised with

exceptional populations should be explored in this regard.
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CHAPTER

CONOLUSEONS

Tha present Btudy grew out of a recognition of the
need for more hasic research in social-cognitive develop-
ment with chrenologically youny ehiidren and with develop-
mentally young Fetarded childten. An explarstion of the
development of fundanental role=taking apd comunlcatisn
skills i¢ important for understanding the soeialization of
all children, and particularly for undetstanding the deficlts
in the sopialization procese, e.g., the lack of social con-
petence, among handicapped children. &8 much. the findings
of thia study have inplications for research and for prac-

tice, as ontlified below,

Inpllcationg for Research

Baslc ressaich in the area of social-coghitlive develop-
ment is imporeant to teat the utility of the currently pro-
posed developmental approaches to the study of seclal
cgonition {e.q., Flavell, 1968, 1372, 1974; Flavell, Botkin,
Pry, Wright, & Jarvis, 1975; Kurdek & Rodgen, 1975; Plaget,
1965, 1967; Selman, Hote 4: Urberq é Docherty, 1976):  peseazch
on speclflc components of soclal cognition, such as role-
taking and comunication, provides 4 rore complete picture

of the development of social awarenees in tha child, This i
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helpful in denigning measurés to asseas sfvengths and
deficlencies In baaic social cognitive skills of children.
Methods o materlals for assessing social competence
st social cognition in handicapped childcen already exist,
as described Previously, Research has already shown, for
example, that seme retarded individuals do have the neces-
sary camponeént skills for parforming competently in Inter-
personal sitvations (Affleck, 19754, 1973b, 1976), Hence, a
pereon who s inte)legtually vetarded doos not necessarily
have to be socially incompetent, Varlability in role-taking
gkills anong the retazded cannot b explained by level of
Intelligence alone, but may depend on the types of experl-
ences they have had, This suggeats that specific interven-
tions tg enhance rola-taking skills may be offective, Some
of these interventions have been deromstrated: others need
further exploration. Evidence supporting Intervention to,
pronote social conpetencé |i.e., through the developmént of
scial-cognitive skills) comes from experimental studles and
etinleal reports wvith specific exceptional populations
{Chandler, 1373; Chandler, Greenspas, & Barenboim, 194],
In a recent study (Blacher-Dixon & Simeonszon: 1978},
for axample, pztarded ehildren OE-Cﬂnparable intelligence .
and age were grouped aceording tohiah ! termediate, of low
role=taking ability, An experinental task, in vhich chil-
dren weee required to adoptl perspectives or viewpoints dif
ferer: fron their own, i.e., to "stand in the ghoes of

anothet pereon,” was then adninistered to promots role-taking



119
perfornance, The provedure vas found to be differentially
effactive, in that the performance of the high and low gfoups
renilngd unchanged a0Togs two testings, whereas the inte-
nediate growp lmproved after the experimental intervention.
In & follow-up study {Blacher-Dixon & Simeonsson, Note 1)
the stability of role-taking in these retarded children over
A sno-year interval was shown,

Thus, éxperimental intervention efforts aleed at
improving the devélomient of, or increasing the use of,
specifie conpirent gkills of soeial codnition have been found
to ba successful, Eytensionsz to younger populations are
needed, Like moat research on intervention, however, the
direct effects of these previous attempts need to be dogy-
pented bafore widewseale prograns to pramote social eempe-
tencs can be implemented.

“Shere are a nunber of logical extensions of this study
vhich might be fruitfol areas for research, First, the task
items ueed could be revised or updated, elimimating those
which had high error probabilities. The nev set of communi-
cation items could then be retested for scalability; if the
items are indeed ordinal, they could later be used as an
informal teet of social-cognitive skilla, It might alsy be
interesting to determine whether chese fundamental social
comgunication skills are predictors of later socially
conpetent behavior, partienlazly in eetarded individuala.
Such longitudinal research would be particularly important
for identifying optimal conditions for intervening and
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promoting retarded children's secial-cognitive skills,

Inplizations for Practice

The potential diadnostic uses of tasks like those
enployed in the present study have been confimmed by early
childhood tedchers and special edusation personnel contacted
reqarding this study, The approach of dlagnosing role-
taking or cosmunication deficits and then developing appro-
priats curcicolum plane to remediate these deficits has
particular appeal bécavge of the percaived relavance of
these skills to the social development of rutarded children,
The goal of longhurst's {1872} research on the developnent
of referential communication ekille, for ekample, is to
develop uperant procedurcs to lmpreve thz describing skills
of mentally retarded children, Reich (1978) has developed
a language training program fer moderataly retarded pre-
schoolers which invelves the use of qestures to atcompany
the oral prasentation of words, The resuits {ndicated that
such nonverbal gestures do facilitate children's spontanecus
use of target words in a clagsroom setting,

Sone potential uses of the actual communicaticn tagks
used {n this study include: {1) the development of a
criterion-referenced checklist approach ty sasessing social-
cognitiva éewinglent in young petarded childeen; (21 tho
develsphent of curriculum msterials to enhance soclal compe-

tence and avareness; and (1) the implementation of gystematie
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‘training in fundumantal communication or socisl-cognitive

skiiis, In tim®, even mor; direct 8pplications of social
cognitiverresearsh to classroam and instzuctional environ=

menty can ba expected.

-
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i8-24
monche

_hge Rangei|  PERCEPTUAL -

§1 COMPONENTS®

ROLE=TAKIMG:

ROLE-TANING:
LOGHITIVE

ROLE~TAXING:
AFFECTIVE

BOCIAL
INPERENCE

tatpers, Flayell &
"Flevell (1§77

Magengxay ¢f al.
Fere 1 {1974

Hoanler. Marvin &
Greenbery {1976)

Sagd & Hoffman (1976}

36
bontie

€0-60
moniths

Blaepor-bupp' &

_ Sipecnenan {1975}

Borke- {1974}

chandler; Helns &

* pmith (1974
“Dreodles”

Fiahbain;. Liwis &
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Flavhll. et el (1966)
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tibin (1978}

Mapangkay §t al.

- part 11 {W14)

Sélatar & Flavell

{59760

Wilsen & ghantz (1977}

Jahn=waxler, Radke=

' Yarrod & Brady-

Salen (1977}

pavries (1970
Groanberd, Marvin &
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gmith (1977

Borke (1971}
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{1957

Meod; Johnsen &
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BULn? & Cevey (1957

chan & omord {1978)
"AEfece Male~Taking
Inuerunant® (ARTL}

beutach (1875

bDancsch & Madle {(197%

feahbach. {1973

raahbach & Roe (1966}
“feshbach and Roo
rlfeceive Sicvatlonal
tesc for Brpathy”
(FASTE)

Flavell. q¢ al. {187sh

Ldmonzan (1974}
“Test of Soolal
tnferange," {THI)

New Indtryment
{in prepacetion)

¢ It a apesific raet nao
manlpylation,

o
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in sehnsen
(1976}

"Role Kndwhe
ladga Tase*
wechales (1947
“Copprehsndion
Fubtaat®
(WpPSI)

tlon)

Irvwin & Hours
(1971

King (1971}

Hew Ihstrumahts
{in prepara=
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10

-- N the teacher §£ the child named above; please place a check
benide the aki1le Listed balow that this child can dn. If you haws
Inlb_t_ pmmll}' &aemd t-hili childhdmnimting a-partioslar skill,
bue you foal contidint that the caild doss have that ceepetency, o
mey st1) place a check, You migh récognize Bany of the itemq from
the Laatning Accosplishaent Proflle (Sankutd, 1974},

THIS CKILD OO . . .

= Bear varbal comands from —_Polnt to parts of dodl on

vithin § fe. of spenker (vith requant s

' o witheut the use of aids)

R (L doum fro chair without
=_=Si0, qu h“ Vi_'iﬂh Mﬂpt— i'.'auintanm
bla for normal purposes (vith
or withaut the ves of aida) . hek for vantg by raning
thjects
L
o Oiv8 oe vord raapinse
- tova alone
: _ ¥rite lstrers

wma?Aok U toy (C2on Hoor o2 -

table) - o Nam pittures of common
: . chjects (for aw: alrplane,
cvarry toy vhile noving or ball, ship, hat)
waiking

- —Follov 3 coomands {n pooper
—Lentify plotures in book order

{*Pled Ball")
- Rt Ut BhOrien
__ Fosponds o the command
- Yahoi* ar “show - .. Glve age and birthday
— i E8I Htting position . Comprehend prepualtiors en
unaided top of, under, inside
e F2P0TAE £ the cosmand o Jeasn Jeft fsen right

- "hide" ("Kida the Ball")
. Undergtand naabars o v 10
TNizh knch

126

Ul of jull chfucts, ok ___Comprehend *aiother
as oyl .
Beapond corzectly to ajther

. Initate siwpla getions, of the fellowlng requegts;
such 28 clap hands, touth :
Toke, &to omlt) v DE

o Indicate deslres by gasturing

) *ut the _ on the
and/or utterances "

I —

e Nae famillar pletury catdi

Are edible reinforcers effective with this child? Pleass clreles

¥ W

If eo, what eddble ralnforcers vork best?

1f this child has any dletary restrictions, plsase apecify:

If food relnforcers should not be uged with this child, what type of
Teinforcess do you técomend? -

THANK TOU VERY BUCH FOR YOUR HELP,

rrrrrrrrrr
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Dogumantation of Retardation

Subject Avbilable Test Data® Etiolegy/Diaghonis;
100 7/10/19: payley Ratio Down'a 8Syndrame
Iy = 55 Moderats MR ;
Chromssomd abnormalit
lo1 8/9/T8: Payley Dorived ¥oderata MR
. I s 3% Palsy
102 5/18/77: nayley Derived Severd MR
Igp = 28 Sefzure dlsorder .
Denver Possinility of sove:
14~15 mos, environmental
-deprivation or ab
Davelopmantal dslay.
103 9/23/78: Baylsy Derived Modarate HR. :
- I0 = 49 Nerve Palsy -
Developmantsl delsy
106 9/26/77: stanford binst Modarate MR :
0 = 40 Qoeiritsd encephaly
108 5/5/16t Bayley Ratio Down's BYndrome
10 = &6 Mild MR
110 11/89/74: cateall cr ’
" Punctiening Borderline mpastic
12~12.% mos, quadrcapatasia
Derived IQ = 74
10/74: vipaland &0 » 75

Bpatio I3's were avallable in some children's flles, obtained by
{PA/CA} x 100 = 70, whare DA = Davelopwentsl Age. & dorived IQ is

yatio 33 caloulated by the expérimanter.
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Subject  Available Test Data  Etislogy/Diagnosis
I MM Bayley Boderate Mk
- RtioIp» & Seizure disorder
Geteral developmental
delay
11 §/0/17: wepsl full scala  Mild MR
il Encaphalitis
PRVY Salzures, herpes, ate,
=%
1e /818 Stanford Binet e
19 = 6 HLld HR
Selzure dlsorder
17 53/T51 Bapley Bavare mantal and
ML = 39 motor retardation
BRi= M Congeaital encephalas
pathy
118 16/7: Bayley Prefound MR
Ratio 10 0 18 $eizures
AT vineland Encephizopathy
: 5 48
1 AT Cattell Severe MR
=% Hydeocephalus
121 119/18: Bayley Posaikls ehotional
Derived 1) = 60 and cognitive
daprivation
1 9/20/5: Test mot listed  Borderline MR
n=8 Centra) proceasing
deficiencies
1% BT Bayley Dovn's syndrome
9/6/1:  Klparn Boll

ferived Ig= 77

13

Subjact Avallable Test Data Etiology/Diagnosis
125 811/17: Payley Neningitls, pessibly
{no ceiling)
Perived I = 5]
1% VI8 areill Palner  Medetsts MR
Stale of Montal
Teaka
Ratio 19 = 51
3N Vineland
= H
17 51077 Wor listed Hoderate MR
Hydeocephaly
200 §/20/T Bagley Mildly delayed; MR
Ratio 10 = &9 speach & fine motor
problens
gl 3/2T1: Bayley Dewn'g pyrdeone
Depivid 10 » 52
Vineland
Sh e 21 nge,
8« 6l
03 9/16/11: Bayley Moderste MR
Deplved fn = 41 Microgaphaly
Vinzland Hild cp
g il ma,
5 & 60
04 3/20/78: DDET = abpormal Bown's syndrome
Fucther diaghasis
defersed
208 8/21/78: No responga bo Mental yetardation

tasting

Further diagnesin
defarred

142
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Subject  Available'Test Data  Btiology/Diagnosis
n 266 Bayley Severe mental retapdation
- Derived 1j= 20 ssizure disorder
* " Vineland
$As]ye, & m,
Q= H
08 1/6/79:  hah Test of Montal retardation
Lanquage Dev. Seizure dizorder
tacore = 1.6 Further diagnoais
deferred
m 12710/ Lalter ‘Borderline Mk
. =7 Dyspragia
vinaland
L
0= 63
F 9/24/75: Bayley Severe MR
« Derived 19 = 12 :
Vineland
_BA = 12 m0a,
Q=i
Sl * 6/26/18: Stanford Binet Medarate ¥R
' el
- 22 6/8/78: Stanford Binet Borderiine MR
10 = retarded
Hon=varhal Higkey
Hebraska Test
borderline
211 -11/28/36: Stasford Blnet - Moderate to severa MR
=2
2i4 IL/1: Testing blagnosis deferred
' inconplete

11

Available Test bita

Etiology/Dlagnosie

Subject

il 6/26/7: Stanford Blnet  Severe MR
pen @
(agaumed basal)  Bralh damage

210 123/ Bayley Nild ur
berived 10 = &4 Selzures
Vineland Delayed fpeech _
$a= 21 {Uzing derived 1g and
sg=1 NMD classification =

mdarate MR

n Wo datsr LD sdministered; Moderats to aild MR
does not yield
score

20 §/29/7: Stnford Hnst  Mental retardation
1paés
(ro bazal] -

2l T et not listed  Mental retardstion
=46 Seigure dizprdey

r . 10718/78; Dénver Povits syndrme

T He Booe Henta] retapdation
15} 923718  Denver #ental retardation

Regults adjyated

to age = normal
6/9/T0:  Bayley

Ko: = €7

Pt s 71

Vineland

Funotioning st

5 mos.
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Dace:
Toz

Clase;

Appendix b - We ave sasking your opinion abovt cha "soclal maturicy™ of che childree in
PP x

youc Classroos. Flrec of all, plaws welen youc dafinitlon of mecial
macuricy:

Jocial Maturity Rank Protocel
cand Scoring Procedure e -

Then, please ac ALL the chilsten fa youc clasa {aoc Jusc chone 1 ¢ha !
i - tomtunication woudy) below, e-d cunk chee according co thatic social aaturity
- Yot axenple, give cho mosc socinlly macury chijd o *1," the second wonc S
wacure chiid & *2," ecc. If there aro ties, Indicace chin by giving more
than ong ¢child tha ssse nusbay.

;

Hamm ¢

*

T

THAMK YOU VERY MUCH FOR ALL OF YOUR GOOPERATION.
Plewsa recurn ¢hin I s 0om & pyealble. - .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Scering Procedure

highest numerical :ank given by teacher
teacher's rating, or number given to a particular mhild

ating used in analysis, where:
Ra (Nel} - 1

v child's actual secial maturity rating ralative te the
rent of his or her clasamates

146
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th Frink Porter Grahant Child Dovelopment Center

N, Wby st West 71, Chagu S0 R0 (10 i1

Soplomaz, 1970

Dust Mty

By ofa educting n paasorch aeody on the developamnt of yazla) sog
molcation shille in yousp ehildren, Theds okiLly, ve baliews, 4o oportant
aapecty of childrim'e soefal nteenne and votogdtien of othore. Mg stafl

of tha Nigpy Ting Scbaol Siy penirteily oxtacded E1T coopetarion, and ve —

iavits W participcion of yout child in this atudy,

(hLléren pastizipicing 18 this atvdy viIL be edeinacated & nucbe of
Porlike tasla, Wa cemies of thie atudy may bo unlel ok futurs cue
Feules plinadng: ALY parents vha vith vill secotve (ll mplanseien of
the teralte of the atuly and thess iplisertona,

In crder t allew your child to poctlctpats va sead your pernimnion 1o
ateiit hiafhot 2118 to dateraing such things os (o) the offtets) dopsate
o hifhor Daodzop, aid (k) your ehla's [Q, neneal upe, daveloprental Jevel
40 Indicacet by teae seaules, ThEs Infarmacion vl be kipt rriccly
confteseial, It 4611 bo wiad misaly & plici childinn inzo atntler spo
ot Ahilfty groupe foc Leating, '

1 you chousn i bave yobr thild partintace 8 this tudy, plessa
£lrels the ig%Flltq b2k on {he attiched fora b9 indlesee your conent,
Mente e th atCoched fots to your hI3TH tuches. W Look forand
£ Maaring from yeu a0 1000 01 poealble,

Thaoh peu vty push,
Bincarely,
Qwﬁhc&z-ﬁxm

Jaa Bachis-Divon
Jansarch Pollow

K Simitin—
hust [, Sireonencn, PhD,
Asalstant Director, fmeasesh Training Prograq
BT
dktyomne

vl of o L Bevaagented Rosazred vt Tha Unlverity 1 North ek o) Enaped 11

L

n

Y,

; \,, Fidik PeitaF Graham Ghild Develmient Gentor

Wby B Ryseat Wt 1 4, SARRHI V-8 - 010 sty

T 4ivo oppeovad Jop oy hild to patcioipate dn this
stidy an daptrided,

140 wot wloh 1 hav, my ch{d pastfetpate in this
»nuly,

Bats; _ Hensiure:

A Dilobo 0 184 30 D gt e arch bialiots, T Untrarstty W Gorilind i Chail KD
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Y

; ? _ Frank Porter Graham Child Development enter

Tk CH Maza, SEER, Chagal 4, AL 144 (R0 BR3-4021

Jmuaty, 119

Dedr Ratents:

We e conducting 1 Wl atudy on the developsent of soclak comunicatitn
akille do yoonE childpan, Thess oktlls, ve ballave are {spotbant avperts of erlideea'a
wonle) wareesss ol rocopuition of sthets, The atadf of che Chiapel BILL Day Care
Ceatar 1n Fladly coopeeating with ea by allowlng uo o uew ehele belldtng foc this

Tasesteh. Ve invilh the pareicipacion of your enide in thiz tudy. vhich will bagin
in February, 1974,

Chitdren partitipating in this arady wild be Adudniststed s mmber of pes
Tt toatd irvaleing toaevachal cyped of commialestian awch dn podneing and whouleg,
The poglate oot of Gaske ulll be sdndnievernd to each child indluldwatly by myeelf,
Jin Machee-Myow, and oy malatant, Frevieus wotk s abown that childven find

thete canks intatydting and mioyable. Tow leogth of each aeniicn 1n approximarely
X ainutue,

¥a w11 nend to knew your ehild'e blechdate 1o oxdee kb place childeen inta
sfuller agk grous for Watlag. Th ordee to seaure thik the childean partieipating
Taptiaeat ¢ ctoxiemccion af goetal aad econenls cladees, va wlil 1ioe nerd (o
gether faformation on gax, ceces and procic's fncoes From pach child's {ile. This
intorwat lony collacted s code forn, wvill o it Acrietly contientis) md only

ustd 06 axiuge i aven disteshurion of childoen, You sy Nleo vithdsaw your child
from thid accly ot soy Eime,

the texilta of thin stuly may be gseful for future cureioulon plining, ALl
pareitt whe wish vil} receive full wxpladacion of the eosulte of the akuly and their

fwplieations. 1f you sgree to bave yeue child participate in this srudy, o0 descsihed
thove, pliass oheck the tots box below to Indfeats your Someste, add yout
sigmature, and recura ThLY Eﬂﬁ to your chila's tancher, Ve look lompd co bearing
Fron you a8 vown 49 podaibie,

Thack you very mich fer woux cooperation,

(ot (& S

Jin Machr-Dixma Buna J. Simeoniaon, [{ B
Fiszameh Tollow Jaaoeiate Dlonetor

. Reseacch Tradning Progean
Bl RBIH

LA ER L NENE FNEY R ENERE SN LR NSRRI NNy

D I 4o not viak t2 btve gy child particlpats tn this atedy,

DI giw spproval fof wy <hild &0 pacticipate fn thle wiudy 5o dageribed,

Bacas e My

A iyigiot o R Darwbogmen) Noararch inqtitmtg, T Uvlwerity of Mirth Corsiing 31 Chapat Wil
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Appendix F
Description of Tasks and Procedurest

" PERCEPT BROGUCTION
L —

Task 1, Show 0y,

The stinoius object for this task was 3 stuffed besr.
the child vag handed this toy, with its front towaed the
chi)d, by the experimenter {g) and atked to show it to the
other person (0} wht: Yas sittitd across from the child, 0
asked the child, “Can yoo show me the bear? (an T se€ the
bear?" Vericus equivalent phrasings were allowdd for this,
and all, tasks, If the ¢hild showed the back of the toy,
he/sh wag Asked, “Show me thebear’s face” or any equivalent
variation. The purpose of this task was to see if the child
would make a distinction between giving and showing in
general, and Becondly, to see if the child would turn the
toy to face 0.

Tagks 2a and b, Show card picture,

Black ahd whike photographs (approximately 17 % 12 em)
of objects familiar to the child {e.g., a kitty, a dolll
vere handed to the ¢hild with the picture side facing tovard
him/hers Por task 2a the picture vad right side up; for
task b the picture wag upside down. The child was asked to
show each picture to 0 vho was seated cpposite hin/her.

This and subsequent picture showing taska wers designed to
see how Capable young children were of showirg honegocen
trically, i.e.; turning the picture so that the other, but
n6 longer the child himself /herself, could see it.

¢ Mapted from Lempers, Flavell, 5 Plavell (1977)
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Tasks 3a, 3, and 3¢, Show block picture,

These stimull were wooden blocks {approximately 5 x
5 % 3 &), each with a photograph of a !amfliar object glued
onto one of 1t3 sgMare faces. Each block had a separate
picture; therg wab a xenkey, a girl, and a cartcon charzctsr
from Sesane Strest,

Variation Ja was similar t0 varlation a of tagk
the child was handed a block, picture face toward him, and
agked to show thy depicted objset to ]

In variation 3b, the child vas handed a block and
asked to ghow the picture to 0, whose eyes were tiosed, The
purpose was to determine if the child ynderstood that closed
¢yelids prevent a person from seeing. The Lnstructions were
the samg a3 in the previous tasks, but if the child made no
effort to open 0's eyes, { would say, "I can't gee the
picture” or "Help mia se¢ The picture.®

Variation 3c was similar to 3b, except that 0'n eyes
were covered with her handa, Thus, 0's eyelids constituted
a proximal visoal pbstacle in variation 3b and 0's hands
play the same role in variation 3z, If the ohild showed
the object without removing the hands, O said, “oh, I can't
gze it. B8how it to me o0 I Can see the picture,” of any
aquivalent variation. :

Task 4. Show cube picture.

the stimulos was a hollow cube, open at one end like
& cup {approxinately 5 x 5 em wide and 7 ¢t desp=-hence not
literally a “cube"}., A photogeaph of a toy kitten was
glued to the ingida batiom of the cube. Hance, a child
would presumably have had litele direct experience showing
under these condltions.

task 5, Show §'s back.

The child was facing 0 and asked to show his/her

Eack t9 0, The purpose was te see if the child could show
gomethiag (%) whieh he/she could only partially see or not
see at 8ll, involving his/her own body, to angther person
who may also become nonvisible in che course of the showing
act. Instructions for Ehis task vere: “Show me your back
ar, "Can I gee your hack? 1f the child pointed to his/her
back, the question was agaln, "Can I see your back?" or any
eguivalant variation.
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tagk 6, Show large, immovable object,

0 stood with her back to a larde, inmovable object
{8.9.; 3 door) and said to the child, "I vant to see the
doot. Can you show it to me? The purPose was to age if
the child would phyaieally or verbally turn § tovard the
door (X}, if X ltself were not novable. The O moved only
ag far ag tha child would turn her, addiny "I still camnat
see i4," if not turmed far enowsh, In cade of mo response,
. the ¢hild was pzompted by, "Can you help me gee 17" or
nore explicitly; *Take my hand., Fix me so I can veé it,"
This task required that O be turned te X rather than the
oppoaite, 25 n most showing aituations.

Task 7. Show stick pictues.

e apparatus. for this task censisted of (1) a xound
wooden dowel, approxinately 60 om long and 1/2 ¢m in
diameter, and {2) 2 cardboard cut~out of a rabhit, about
25 om high. The top of the fut-out was loofely attached
near the top end of the dowel. The experlnmenter had the
child hold the dowel near the bottor end, so that the
downl was vertical and tha pabbit faced the child, The
child wae then instricted to show the rabbit tv Q, seaked
opposite. The intended solytion wag to rotate the pols
until the rabbit faced 0. Like task 4, this task presum-
ably confronted the child with 2 novel shoving proglam that
could not be 2olved by any overleapned, rote showing
gesture,

.

Tasks 82 and db. Show from behind screen.

In varjation B2, the child was locatea on one side
of a portable scresn (almost 2 & high and about 2-1/2 m
wide) and O vag locatad on the other gide. They could Aot
ste sach othet. The ehild wag asked to show only his hand
to 0. The purpose was to gee if the child could show &
seen ¥ {i.e., park of the ¢hild himaelf/herself} to an
unseen 0. O asked, "Can I see only your hand?" or “Show me
your hand, riot atl of you, only your hand® or any equiva
lent variation. Variation 8b was victeally identical,
except that the ¢hild was asked to show the task 7 stisk
picture rather than his/her hand to the ungesn 0.
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Tagke % and 9. Ehow on toy Dénsl

The toy panel used in this and other tasks {a,4.,
1a, 11b, 132, 15b) vas shown in Figuze 1, vigved 2t an
angle from the child's side. 1ts dimensions are approxis
mately 120 x 30 % 6 cm. 'the'doll, dou, and car are per-
nanantly fized In place on the horizontal board in the
positions display in Piguré 1. The horizontal support
board can  slide back and forth, or can be locked and
Eived In placy; the same i true of the vertical obstacle
board: After the ohild had become familiarized with the
operation of the panel, he/she and O eat on the floor,
facing each other, with the tay pangl batween then.

In variation 9a, the auppart board wag Eresly mova-
ble and thé obstavle board fixed in place, The child had
to show the toys to O by moving the support board. The
particular toy the hild had to ahow was Initially hidden
from Qs=put vigible to the child--by the immobile obstacle
board: The purpose of the task vas to disegver if the
ehild would recognlze the presence of an cbatacle to ¢'s
vigion and think o move the toy froa behind it by-siiding
the support boawd, Instruction® were similar to those of
earlier tagks, If, after the child moved the horizontal
board a little so the toy was still completely hidden, O
would eay, "I gtill can't gee {t=-can you show it to me”
or, "Fix it so I can gee it," or "I vant to see it,” ete.
0 was careful not to ask the child to “move” the toy but
would wiqgla the support beard a little if the child did
not respond at all to the ingtructions. This nonverbal
pronpt vas used in all toy panel taske.

In variation 9b, the obstacle board was made nmova«
ble and the upport board immobile. Instructionz were
similar to those of variation 9a.

Task 10, § points,

Por this task, O simply said to the child, "iete is
the door?* The purpose was to gea if the ehild would peint
to the object in nrder to identify its position for 0, and
al#y if, while pointings the child will alternatety Took at
0 and the chject.

hlthough ihis task is mot a showint vask in the strict
gense, it was included in the percept production category
for two reasong: {a) pointing is an attention directing
gesture and as sueh sertainly pervépt Producing: (b} pointing
may be a developmental ancestor of more directed, mature
ﬁhD'NinQn
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PERCERT DEPRIVATION

Pagks 113 and 1lb, Hide on toy panel,

This tagk was the percept deptivation counterpart of
tagks %a and 9b. In variation %a, the sngport board way
novable and the obstacle board wes fixed in place, The obe
jective wad to gee if the child cogld hide an objsct by
moving it behind a fixed obstacle. 0 said, “Can yeu hide
the 1 {toy} From we?™ or any other equivalent variation. If
after the child's response the toy vas still sompletely
visible 0 would say, "I can still see the toy and T don't
want to see it anymore. Can you hide it?* Or "Make je¢ 8¢ I
gan't 2ee it." As in task 9, O avolded saying anythlng like,
"You nove it B0 I can't pee it

In varistdon 11b, the chatacle board wag movable and
the support bpard Fixed. The objestive was to see if the
child could create a vision-blocking obstacle between 0 and
& Instructions followed thosz of lla,

Task 12, Bide, large immovable object.

thig task was the percept deprivation counterpart of
kask & Q stood facing a large, immovable object in the
roome=2 400C, She then said te the child, "Mix it ap I can't
see the doot,” or "Can you hide the door from me?* or *I
4on't want to aee the door anymore, Can you do something?*
IE the ¢hild 4id not zespond: O Prompted by saying something
like, *Can you take my hand and fix me 80 I can't gee the
door?® The task cbjective was to test the child's ability
to "hide" an iomobile X fren O by noving 0 rather than X.

Task 13, Hide

The child vas asked tc hide himself/herself from 0.
Instructions were sinply, "Can you hide From me?® or "go snd
hide go T can't s¢8 you," If the ohild 9id not completely
hide himself/herself, 0 would say, "I still can see you=-
rake it 90 T can't ses you."

Task 14, Hide 5's hands.

this child was agked to hide his/her hands frem 0.
Unlike the other Pércept deprivation tasks, X here becomes
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nonvizible to the child as vell as to 0 after the niging
act, unlees the child turns away fron 3 to hide his/her
hands rather than simply putting them Behind his/her back.

BERCEPT DIAGHOSIS

Tasks 154 and 15b. O Jooke.

These tasks ytilized the toy panel {2ez Pigure 1)
with its three toys, and without its vertical gbstacle
board, Both 0 and the child were seated un the floor facing
each other, wIth the toy panel between them 0's eyes were
clearli visible to the child, She faced straiht ahead,
directly towards the child, and closed her eyes. In varia=
tion 154, she then moved hur head tovards the right<hand or
left=hand toy (thie choice was random for cach subject), and
then openad her eyes. Eyes and face therefore pointed in
the same direction. 0 then engaged the child's attention and
gaid, “What toy do I Jee?" or "Show me the iy I am looking
at," or "Roint t0 the toy [ see,* or siwply, "What's that?*
If RO cesponaE: 0 would say, “Look at me. What toy do I
ge07

In varlation 15b, g's eyes pointed to the right-hand
or left=hand toy, while har head remined oriented toward
the middle Loy-=hence, a directional diffsrence between
head and eyes, The task objective was to see whather the
child would use the eyes or the face ag a cue to what object
0 wad looking at. Ingtructiond vere the sime 25 in varia-
tion 158,

Task 18, 0 points.

Trae

Whils the child's attention wae directed elsewhers,
0 stood faclng hin/her with hee amm fully extended and her
Tndex fin?er pointed toward an object étme distance away,
{A doll sitting on a small chair, placed about six feet avay
Erom the experimenters and the child, was used consistently
for this task,} Ag 0 looked toward the doil she called the
¢hild'e pame and said, "What's that?” or "Bring me that*
{never mentioning the object’s name).
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Sample Communication Tasks Protosol
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A SERIES

TASK 1: SHOW DOV, Hand § tey vith ita front tovards § aag ask §

9 v 180 0, 0 aaps, "Can you abov e the dogt” "0ap
;ee the Gogt" T vank to Jook t the 40" "Show 3t the dogy
g,

0 hEsevsE
CNVES

-

SEONS QMRIETD
SHONS OUIERE

o

u SIﬂ!.! P 2)

TASR 2:SHON CARD PICTIRG

() Hand § 4 black wd vhita photo face atde tovard bia, £lght
Mda up, Aok 5 vo show 1t to 0, nitting oppoaits his,

HO RESHNSE

o
SHORS HORIZONTALLY _ -
§WNS VERTTCALLY, DRGRIGNTED

SHONS VERTICALLY, RIGHT SDE(p
OTHER:

| i
CrT
a2

SET



(A Serfeg = p. 3

(b) Pand § & necond hoto uce alde eovmsd b, upadde doun,
§ 10 uhed to shav 1t to

R0 RISHNGE
s _

SAONS OMZONALLY
THNS VERISCILLY, DROUIDTD)

SV VERTICALLY, RIG SIBE0F_
14

(b Satlee » . 4)

TASE 3:_SH0H MR BICTIRE,

{a} Hand § & block, plecura toverd Rin, end ik § 10 shov the

pleture to 0.

MO RESONSE __

GIvES

SHOVS SORLZANTALLY

SHOVE VERTICALLY, WNGAYENTED
§H0uS VERTICALLY, RIGGT SIDEWP __
UTHER:

LPT



(h Setlen = 91 3)

TSR 3y SO JUACT FICTIRE (O01,),

(b) Raod § # block tm! ek § 0 abov 1t to 0 vhoos eyes are elosd,
0 oy y, " can't see the pieture,” "Roip M e (e
pletore”

b RSpORE
s __

o
OPLAS YIS, 0 SOV _

SUS, TS CU6D
SN CASEL, TS CARD_
(PO S, SRS _

e

(A Seren = p. §)

{gHO0 BLOCK PICTIRE (GOMT.), r
{¢) 0 coverq ber eyen vith her hunds, § wake, "Cin T oew the
ptcture?“ I ehild chown thiect vithout raavlns 0'4 hands,
{ eays, "Show 4t to oe ne I con see the pleture,”
YO RESPONSE __
TS
olvis __
WOVES RANDS, b0 SR _
GHONS, COVERED EYES _
S COBERY, COVED B1ES
PICTURE DEIVEEN FYES AVD RS __
HOVES WIS, 5§ __

81T



( Setlan =, 1) | 0 Setles « pi 8)

i

Sk &SV COUE PEEYAR, tand 2 o R
D i e ke 115 IVAL, 2 | hﬂllw cube with Piﬁmﬂ-_ A!k TASK 5: SOy 5‘5 M,Eg b “bd! P“t' Pﬂhl “"to v i f“m' E’

S to b the picture to O, Qmay aik, "Tan Laeathe 1" TR e bk, § by o ot ke |
WuSEE yout back!"
NS : . W
ans_ HOLTE 0 R _
* S e, Wt | RS R _
08 g ORI _ ' | o
S48 MCTAL N 80 0 _ |
o
I

ot
F
Loy |
o




(h Serden =, 9)

TASK 6: SHOM LARGE, INMOVARLE OBJRCY, 0 ufte or stinds with ber back
to the door, O sayp 0§, T vant 0 see the dor.” "Con you
shov (¢ o mal" In the cas of no cepinde, O sdyd, "Can you
help oe une 1t} ek ey bind. Pix ge wo Ton e 2"

WO RLSPONE
OINTS 10 ONECT __

(A Serten = p 10)

TASk 7y SN STICR PICTUAR. € bus child held dowel nest the batton
o, o that the drvel 40 vertdoal and the cabblt faem 5o
telln § to shod the rabidt to 0, vho aits spposite &,

W0 RESHSE
s __
" SHON HORTZONTALLY _
UM PAMTILLY
0
OTHR:

|

—‘_E

0SE



1k b g FRCK NG SCRERY,

(h Sattes = p, 1)

(a) Plac § ¢4 ont oide of actenn 4nd 0 o the athee ofdg 30 that
thiy eimot sad eath other, Mk 5t thov saly hia band to 0,

§ ok, "0 T et o)y your
W )‘N. taly your hand "

W iRt _
s _,
GOt ABMOND AN SRS
s i s _

SN D ORY __
S

baodt" "Siow e Just your hand, "t

{h Sertes = p, 12) |

P

TASK 8t _SiOW TRON BENIND SCREEN (PONY.),

() S0 41 vardation {s), bt ask § to ohow O the Tah 1 atfch
plcture rather thin bty hand,

10 RESRONSE -

GOES AROURD) AFD SHOWS __
SHCHS AND PEERS __
$HONS PICTVRE OHLY _
OTHER:
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{h Sarien - 3, 1)
TR 00908 ON 100 UL, adliactee chid wioh pusel, § o 0
o1t ficiog, vith tay puael dervetn thes, "

(0} Fix obstacle bourd dn place, Ank § ta show toy il
by soving support panet, 0wy iy, " oull ™ t 104 {tee

aan You ahov {6 to st "Flx 18 50 L ean o 1" ece,
Houvebal prospe alloved: 9wy vigile mpport bocrd,
LT

RINTS To onzey -

S Ny _

i

ST 5: SOV O TOY DAVE (601,

(b} Pix sappott bourd 15 place, Sume inatructioos mp abeve,
but woe diffarme. vy,

0 REsRONSE

OINTS 10 ONISGH __

stanes soum _
gy



(k Sities = p, 15)

st 10: gmm. Ouptod, e et ___ 1

" 5HNEL.
oI _
WIS ATY

NOTS AT Y, LS ALY
i1 §

g

B SRIES

tAk 1L: HIOE ON TOY PANEL,

(s} Hx obaraele beard in plact.  wayw to 3, "Can you hide the
fromeel" "l don't want to aee anyeace,
Fix e oo D o't e £t anpmert,” 1f partially vialbie, ¢
saya, "1 a241L ¢on oen the toy and T don'c want o nee it
tnywore, Cin you hide {t!"

¥ REsPOmsE __

SN
amEs
qm

-
£ 5T

Hb



(0 Setfan~p. D) (8 Serfan = p. 3)

TASK 12; RIDE LARCE, THKOVAME OMVECT. 0 facen @ lorgy shgoet Jn
the roon, O says to §, "Fiu {0 6 1 can't oo the door.” "Cap

Tack 1L:- RIDE 08 Tof PANEL (COD.).

(b} Tix supgore doard 12 place. 0 oayw, "7 don't want 1o e you *{de the door fron me?™ "I dox't vant to see the door anymere,”
the ____ anymore. Can you hide it frommel” 4 potate In the oo of 10 conponae, § oay nay, "Cim you toke 2y band and
to vertical, ohatecle bourd, i Finne 80 1 ean't ae the door?”
oume_ | MO RESHOASE __
o _ | WSt __
WS __ ' oIS 10 ONKT __
iz TR
CRRATES OMSTACLE
)
176

ST




(B Sarles = ¢, &)

TASLL: RIBE 5, Aok § to hide haself frea 0. O sayn, "Can yuu
e trom met "o aad ide a0 T can’t wen you." f ehiM snly
postiatly hides, O may sey, “I atdll can aue youestae it 20
- T o't bew yoy,”

O SRV
RS

DR EKITTHICRY
RIDES WREGCIATICAAY

i+l

(8 Serien = p, 5

HASC 1 DB 85 AME, ok § co b bl hank Lm0, (Ve sne
nartuctions ag sbova.) "To a7d bide youe hendn,” aks It @
-2an't ok your handa."

O RESPOHSE __
MERISES
SHOWS __

Htoks
TR,

I A
-t gt
-—. 5
-—

| ——

SST



f .
m_
UL 16 0 LS,
e gl g re———

() Ploed 2oy panel Detveen O and 8. 0 ook st § directly, then
Closes hee eyen. 0 sova het hasd toward the right-hand (or
leftehand) oy, and opene her pyes, 0 sugs to §, "What boy
do Taeel” "Shov ne the toy T an Tocking at," "Point to
the toy T oee "“hat's thit?® 1f no respones, or dncorrent
respouie, O wiye, Lok ot o2, Wt toy do [ geel™’

O RESPONSR
REFUSES __

WS Mg
IRCORRECT RESPORSE
CORRCE RRSPONSE __

omay

(C Serfar ~p, 2}

MR 15: 0 LONS,

{(b) 0 polnts eyes only te the eight-hand (o left=hand) toy,
viile head renaing afiented to the middle toy, Tnpkructions
sont gy above, “Phat toy do T aee!" MWhovse thetoy I ma
losktng at," ets,

WO RESHONSE __
REFUSES __

WS AT
THCORRECT RESMIWSE
CORREET RESPOKSE

o

o

SST



(C Serine ~ p, 3)

TASR 16) O POINTS. O avends fecing § ood looking et him with her
otm Iully excended te the right end het index {inget pointed
toverd scae objeet, Ejlding this posturs, O says, "Whot's thet?”
"Seing ma that.”

NO RESPONSE ___
L00™S AT FACE __
LOOKS AT RAND __ .
100KS TORAND OBJECT __

OTHER:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Appendix H

Strategies of I8 Retarded Childrem:
Tasks 1=?3 by Social Age

Task 1 by Social Age Lével

1!

Strategies

| éocial Age Lavel

Two Thres Four
(8=17}  (N=13)  (Ne®)

NG CREDIT:
No response
Refused or threw
object; pushed it
away

Other =~ incorract

PARTIAL:
Gives
Shows unirlented
Fughed fovard O
Frafnted
Qther -~ partial

COMPLETE
shows oriented

Other = correst
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Task 22 by Soclal Age Level Task b by Social Age Level
Social Age level Social Age Level
. Two 'I'_hﬁe_ Four Tvo - Three Four
Strategles IN=)7}  (N=1l}  (ysd) Strategies Nel?) (M=l (N=Y)
HO CREOIS: HO CREDIT:
No response - | | No response 2
Refused or thraw Refuysd or threw
object; pushed it ebjects pushed it
ELEV dway
Other = {ncorrect Other - incorrsct
BARTIAL: PARTIAL:
Gives | 2 Gives 3 1
shows harizontally 2 3 2 Shows horizontally 5 L
Shows vartically, Shows vertieally,
unoriented 1 1 unotlented 1 i 1
Pughed toward O 1 Pushed towsrd 0
Fointed 3 Pointed 3
fther v partial Child re=priencs
picture 1
COMPLETE: Other » partial
Shows rerticaliy et
fight eide up [ 5 i - COMPLETE: "
Other - correct Shows vertlcallys
right side up [ { 1

Qther - correct

(-
L
Ca
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Task Ja by Soclal Age lavel

Task Ib by Sozial Agz Lavel
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Social Age Lavel

Two Thres four

Strategies

Social Mge Lauef

il
iN=17)

Three
N=12

Four
=9

Strategles W=l {N=l) (=9
WG CREDIT:
§0 response 1

Refused in some way

Other - ingorrect

PARTIAL:
Cives {
Shows horizontally i
Shows vertizally,
uporiented 4 1
Pushing i
Pointed 2 1

Other - partial

COMPLETR ;
Shows vertically,
Tight zide up 5 u 1
Dther = correct 1

WO CREDIT;
Ko response
Refused in some vay

Othér = [ncorrcgt

PARTIAL:
Stares
Gives
Opens ayes, no show
Shows, eyes closed

Shows closely,
ayas alosed

Pointing
Pusried tovard 0

Touched or poked
at 0's hinds or eyes

Other - partial
COHPLETE s
Opens eyes, shows

¢hild telis 0 what
ko do =

Qther = correct
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Task 3c by Social Age Level

 Social M level

Two Three Fouy

Strategies =17 (§2128  {§=9)
N3 SRERIT:
No pesponse 4

Fefused in somz way

O:her = incorrect 1
PARTIAL:
Srares 1
Gives 1

Moveg hands, no show

I
—

Shave, covared eyes

Shows clesely,
covered eyes 4 2 1

Pioture between hands
and eyeg 1

Paked or touched hands
to move then.

Pointed 2 | 1
Child ¢overs own eyes 1

Other = peitial 2 K 1

CONPLETE: _
¥oves hands. shows z 2 i
Child tells Q what to do 1

Qther -~ corzect 1

165
Task 4 by Social hge iewel
foclal Age Laval
. ™ Thige Fous

Srateyies =17} (=12 =9
N0 CREDIT:

No rusponse 1 1

Refuzed in some way

Qther - incorpect 1
PARTIAL;

Points 2 1

Gives 3 |

Sl{mws cube, net

picture ?

Ehows picture

unoyiented j 5 1

v cube, open

anl gp

Other - partial
COMPLETE !

Shows picture,

right +ids up d b 7

Other -~ correct




Tagk § by Soelal Age Level

166

Eocial-hge }..evel

167

Task & by Soclal Age Level

™o Three Four

Strategies Wall =12} {§=9
NG CREDIT:
o responge { 2 1
oesn't know body
prts 5
Refused
Othér - {nroreect 1
PARTIAL:
pointg to back ? 1 i
Heeded to be ghawm
0 or B's back first
Qther ~ partial I
(OMPLETE:
Turns back i 5 6
Other = correet 1 1 1

gocisl Age tevel
’ ™Y Theee Fon )
tratagiss M=l M) (NsY

~; CREBIT:
Mo response 8 1 1
Unreliable cespinse i

QOther - incorrect

PARTIAL:
Points to object 2 £ §

Other = partisg { "1

COMPLETE:
Tuens § 1 {

§ valks 0 to ancther
daor

§ comands 0

Other - correct 1 !




168

Task 7 by Soclal Age Level

- o social Age level
Tvo Three Four
Strategies N=17)  (Held)  (Ne9)
NO CREDIT:
No response {
Other « incorrect 2 1
PARTIAL: .
Gles
Shows harltontally 1
Tuene partially l 2
Poirta to bunny 1
Gther = partial 1
(OMPLETE:
Turng fully 1 § 1

Other = cotract

163
Tagk 8a by Social Age level
- Seclal hge Level
Two Three Four
Strategies N=17} =1 {Ne9)
NQ CREPIT:
No responge 5
Refusos
Incorrect 1
PARTIAL:
Goes around and shows | ! 2 1
Shows and peeks 2 3 !
Peeks throwsh cracks l 1
Pughes hand up
againgt screen 1'
Other = partial Z l
(OMPLETE
Shows hand{s) anly i § 1

Puts hand{s) through
crack

Other = correct

191



11

Task 8b by Seclal Age Lovel

) - C spelal hge Level_ -
Two Three Four
Btrategies (Fell}  {Nal2) (?1_1 =_9!__
NO CREDIT:
No response 1
Refuzes
fther ~ incorrect
PARYIAL:
Goen around and showe ) 1 1
Shows and peeka 2 2

peeks through crack

pughes np against

screet l
Other = partial d 2
COMPLETE:
Showa picture only q § {
Puts rabblt theough
CRACK 1
Puts rabbit over top l { .

Other - corrent

111

Task 9a by Social Rge Level

— it

Soctal Age level

™ Three Faur

Strateqies (Na1T)  [N=12)  (N=b)
N0 CREDITH
No response b l

Too difficult for
¢hild to manipulate

Unreliable 1 :

Other = incorrect 1 \
PARTIAL;

Points to object 1 j l

Grabs tay: tries to |

pick it up l

Other = partial 1
COMPLETE:

5lides beard 3 2 §

Shows by same other

beang 1

193
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Task 3b by Social Age Level

113

Tagk 10 by Social Age Level

Soclal Age Level

T Theee  Pout

T — — -
Soclal Age Laval
) o mée O rar
Strategles (Nel?)y  (¥ell)  (NeB)
KO CREDIT:
N responss’ g 1

Yoo diffieult for
¢hild to manipulats

Unreliable ]

Other = ingoreect 1 |
PARTIAL:

paints to object 3 ? 3

Grabs toy; tries to

plek it up 1

Qthet = partial
COMPLETE:

§lides board i { §

Shows by Gome other
MEARs

Qkher = correct

Strategles ®=17) [=12) (Red)
NO CREBIT:
No regponce § 1
Unreliable 1 1 1
Refuges

Other = ingorrect

PARTIAL:
Locks from Q to X

Other = partial 1
COMPLETE !
Folnts at X 1 1

Polnts at &, looks
st o 1 g 5

Polnts to scraen

(thar = correct. ]




174 175

Tagk 1la by Social Age Level : Task 1lb by Social Age Level
Sonial Age leval Social Age Level
! T Thres Four Two - Three Pour
Strateglec =l N=12)  {N=3) Strategies Well)  (N=12  (N=§)
NO CREDIT:
B3 CREDIT:
Hio response g 1 1
No response i0 3 1
Too difficult for
Too difficult to ' ehilé to manipulate
raripylate
(inreliable i 3
Onreliable ]
Other = incorrect i 1
Other - incorrect I | 1
PARTIAL:
PARTIAL:
Shows 1 1 1
Shtws 2 I ]
Grabs toy; triea to
Grabs toy; tries to : pick it up 1
plck it yp 1 ' )
; Points 1 | 1
Pointa i 1
Qther = partial
Other - partial
COMBLETE:
COMPLETE
. Hides 3 k| 5
Hides p H 5
Hides by some other
Rideg by some means
other meany
Other = correct
Other = sorrect

[
eL>




176

Task 12 by Social Age Level

mn

Task 13 by Social Age Level

_ éucial Age Level

o MThree  Four
Strategies =)7  {N=ll}  (8=9)

N0 CREDIT:
No respons? 10 1 1
Refuses 1 !
Unreliable
Other - ineorrect 1 1 3

PARTIAL:
Paints to object ) § 1l
Other = partial 3 l 1

COMPLEYE:
Turns 0 . 1 1! 3
Creates obstacle 1
Moves 0 sanewhere

Pushes hand aver
o's eyes

Comands 0 {0 close
OF COVEL eyad; éte.) d

Dther = corract

Soeinl Mge Lavsl
Tve Thres Feur

§trategies Nell)  (Nwl2) (N=$)
KO CREDIT:

Ho responze 11 1 i

Rzfuzes 1

Other ~ incorrect 1 H
PARTIAL!

Rides egocentrically I 2

Other « partial
COMPLETE !

hides ronegogentzically B 1

Othet ~ dorrect

-
L iy
<



17 113

Task 14 by Social Age lewel
Task 15 by Social Age Lavel

Soeial Age Level

Soeial Age Level

wo Mree  fou Tvo -
strategies =1l N=12) {=9) Strategies =17 (N=12  (§<9)
N0 CREDIT: H0 CREDLT:
No response 7 1 No ragponse § 1
Refozas - ] 1 Refuses -
Shows { ] Z Incorrect response
dther « incorrect 2 2 ] No eye contact 1
. Other - incorrect
PARTIAL:
didas whole self 2 1 PARTIAL:
Qther - partial 1 Looks at { 1
Other = partial
COMPLETE:
Rides 1 3 4 COMPLETE:
{ther - correct Correct response B 1§ 9

Othet = ¢oreect

201




150

 ask 15b by Sostal Age Level.

L

Strategles

Tagk 16 by Social Age Lavel.

181

"Eucial pe level

™ Threa  Pout
N=17 Nm}2) tR ]}

Strategles

Social Age level

T Thras Four
(Nal) (=1 (Ns9)

ND CREDITH
NG pesponas § 1
Refuges 1

Incotrest rasponie i 2 2

LB
I

Ho eys contact

Other = lncorrect

PARTIALI
Locks at ¢
Other = partial

COMPLEYE:
Corract response § ) 5

gther = covrect

NO CREDIT:
Ho response

No aye contict

-+ Dther - Incorrect

PARTIAL:
Looks at face
Locks at hand
Other =~ partial

COMPLETE:

Looks toward
~ object

- Othey = correct

I

11 9

o
P e
Qb



- Task 1 by Social Age Level

18

. Soelal Age lavel

Two Theea Fouz
hependis Strategles Mell)  (Nel) (a3
Strategies of 61 Nonretarded Childrem :
egasks 1=2) by Seelal Age NO CREDIT:

No response 1
Refuzed or theew
object; pushed it
away
Other - lncorrect

PAKTIAL!
Gives § q 1
Shows unor fented 5 § 5
Pushed tovard { 1
Polnted 1 i
Other = partial 1

COMPLETE:
Shows orlented 3 1 5

Qther = correct

905



184

Task 24 by foelal Age Level

165

Tank 2b by Secial Age Leval

p—— e

" soclal Mo Lasel

. T Theee  Fowr
Strategies (Nalf) {R=ll_l LK

- Séc_ial B_g'e level

) . Two Thres Four
Strategies Ns18) (=1L} (M=)}

- §O CEEDIT4
Ko response
Rafused or threw
ohject; pushed it
Aty 1

Other = incarrest

FARTIRL!
Glves { 1
Shows horizentélly 7 2
Showe vertically,
unoriented l 2 ]
Fushed tovard 0 1
Polnted l
Other - partizl
COMPLETE:

Shows vertically )
cight aide wp o § )

Qther = correct

Yo crEor:

HO redponse

Refused ot threw
object; pushed it

guay 1
Other « incorrect 1
PARTTAL:
Gives 4 1
Shows horizontally 5 )

Shows vertically,
unstjented 3 § i

Pughed tovard 0
Polnted 2

Child resorients
ploture :

Other - partial

COMPIETE:

Shows vertically,
right side up ! 5 M-

Other ~ corract

007



185

I

Dask Ja by Social Me Level

Tagk b by Social Age Level.

187

Btrategies

social Age Lavel

o
W= ls)

Three

Four

Mell}  {¥=dd)

Secial Age levei_
Twe Thees Four
Strategles welf) (sl (=32
o} EREDﬁ:
No response ot 1

Refused in some way

Other ~ {ncorrect

PARTIAL:
Glved 5 1
Shows horizotally ' 1

Shews vertically,
unariented { 2 i

Pushing
Polnted §
Qther = partial

COMPLETE:

ghows vertically,
right side up i § ]

Other = cortent

HO CREDIT:
Ho reéponae
Refused in some vay

Other = Incorrect

PARTIAL:
Stares
Glves
Opens eyes, 0 show
Shows, eyes ¢losed

Shows elosely,
eyes closed

Pointing
Pughed toward 0

Touched or poked at -
0's hands or eyes

fther - partial

cﬂu’ma:
Opens eyes, shova

Child tells 0 what
to do

Other = correct

4

N

2U0



fask 3¢ by Social Age level

18

Task 4 by Social Mge Level,

169

Social Age Level

Social Age Level
. _?w l‘hrea Pour
Strateyies {(N=18) (Nell) (Na3D)
KO CREDIT: _
Na re'a}:oﬁaal - 1
Refused in sone vay 1
Qther « incorrect
PARTIAL:
Stares 1 2 1
Gives 1
Kaves handa, ne show
Shows, covered eyas 2 i |
Shows closaly,
covered eyes 5 1 3
 Pictore between hands
and eyes
k3 or touched hands
to pove thew
Pointed 1 1

Child covers own eyes

Other « partial

COMPLETE:
Moves hands, shows

?mumgmum
: _

Other = orrect

™ Three  Paut
Steategies ¥elf) (=1l (=32
0 CREDIT:
No response 2
Refuged in #ome way
Qther - lneﬁrract
PARTIAL:
Points L
Gives 1
Shows cube, not
ploture - 1 ]
shevs picture
horiented H 5 §
" Shows cube, open end
up
Other - partial 1
COMPLETE:
Shows plotures,
right side up 2 5 4]
Othet = oorreot

211



task 5 by Soclal Age Level

190

151
Taek 6 by Soelal Age level

Sociul Age lavel

™o Threa Four

~ socsial Mge Level
™ Three Pour
Strateglen (Wels) (=11 (Ne32)
¥0 CREDIT
No gesponss { 1
Doagn't know body
parts | 1
Refused 1 1
Other = incotruct
PARTIAL:
Points to back 5 3 3
Needed to be shown
Qor E's back first 3
Other = i:ertial _ 1
COMPLETE:
Turns back § 7 H

Oiaer - correct

Strategies fueltl  {Nell) e 32
¥0 CREDLYT:
Na response { X 2

Unreliable response 2

Othar - Inoorrect

PARTIAL:
Points to objegr i 4 i

Other = partial l

COMPLETE:
Tuths § 2 14

8 valke'0 to another
door

§ conmands 0 2 12

Qther ~ gorrant




182 - 191

fask 7 by Socdal Ags Lavel Task 2 by Social Mge Leval

gorial Ays Lavel - - Social Aga Level
. . Three = Four 1w Theee  Four
Steateglen {Nwlg) (Nelll  (N=32) strategies =18  (w=1l}  (wedd)
HO CREDIT: NG CREDIT:
Mo cergonse 1 No response 2 Ty
" Othr - incorrect Refuses
Indorract 1
PARTIAL: :
 Gives 2 PARPIAL:
Shows horizontally 1 , Goes around and _
' shaws : 12 § §
Turna partially § 1 3
: Ehows and peeks | 2 H]
Points to bumny =~}

Facke through eracks

(thet = partial
Pushes hand up againat .

scteen _ 1
CHRLETE: . | - Other - pagtial ) 2
Tuzns Eully 2 § n
Other = corzest 1 COMPLETE: -
ghow hand(a) only 2 2 16

Puta hand{s} through
crack l 1

Other - correct

213




135

194
TASk 8b by Social Age Lewl Task %a by Social Age Lavel
e P i
Soclal Me Levell Seeial Age Level
‘ v Thrae Four Tvo Three Four
strategien (N=18) M=l (K=232) Strategles =18 (N=11} (=3
HO CREDIT! HO CRERIT:
No responee : S¢ responze i t
Rafuges Too &iffieult for
child to manipulate
{thar - incorrsct 1
Unteliable
BARTIAL: Gther = incorrect
(oes around and
ahewe 1 & 3 PARTIAL:
Shows and seeks 1 b { Foints o object 1 |
Paeka throug. orack Grabs toy; tries to o
pick it up l
Pughes up 4galnat _
acreen 1 Other = partial l
Other -« parttal ! 1 |
) COMPLETE:
COMPLETE! Slides board § g k|
Shows pleture only | 3 14 Showed by aome other
meAns
Puts rabbit through
¢rick 1 1
Puts rabbit over top 2

Othet = correct

O
o
-3




1% 197

Task 5b by Social Age Level Task 10 by Soclal Age Level
S—— A ————— P i P — -
Social Age level Soclal Age level
, ) ™o Threa Four Two Thres Four
Strategies (Nelf)  (N=1l]  (Ned2) . Strategies =180  (§=ll) el
) |
N0 CREDIT: { NG CREDIT:
No response 6 1 Ko response 5
Too difflcult for ; Unreliable
child to manipulate
Refuses
Unzeliable
- Dther - incorzect 1
Qther - {ncorrect
PARTIAL:
PARTIAL:
_ Looks from 0 ta X 2
Folnts to cbjece ]

Other = partial
Grabg toys tries to

piek it up 1
COMPLETE:

Other - partial )

Polnts at X { 3 ;

COMPLEYE: Points 2t X, dooks
‘ atd 7 g 24

$1ides board 5 10 n

Points o Boreen
Shoved by same other
means Other = eorrect |

Otheér » oorzect

W -
-




198 193

Task 1la by Sacial Age lavel Task 11b by Soclal Age Laval
e ——- AT . o
Social Age Level o Soclal Age Lavel
™ Three Fout Two Thres fout |
Strategies (N=18)  {¥=ll)  (Na32) Strategies fH=18) [N=ll) =32
N0 CREDID: KO CREDIT:
o tesponse it 2 . No tespanse 11 i
oo difficuit to Too difficult for
manipulats thild to manipulate
Unreliable 1 nreliable |
Other = ihcorrect Other -~ incoirect
PARTIAL:
PARTIAL:
Shows 1 i 1
Shows 1 1 1
Grabs toy; tries to
plek it up Grabs toy: tries to
pick it vp
Points
Points )
Other = partial
Other = partial | |
COMPLETE ¢
COMPLRTE :
Hides 1 b B
Hides 2 B n

Hides by some other

means 1 Hides by aome cther

maane

Othar ~ correct
Other = corrset




fask 17 by Sosial Age level

200

—  goeial hge ievel
Two _Thrée four

Strategles (nelf)  (Nell)  (We32)
NO CREDIT!

¥o response 15 i 3

Refuses ; :

tngelisble

Othez-= incorrect 1 5
PARTIALt

points to chject k| 3 2

Other = partial 4
COMPLETE !

furng 0 7

Creates obatacle

Moves O somewhere 1

Eu'::h:;a Island over

Commands 0 (to close

or cover eyed, etc.) {

Dther = correct 1

0
Task 13 by Social Age Level

Social Age [Level

w0 Thres Pour

Strategies M=18) (=11} (F=3)
HG CHEDIT:

Ho response u 4

Refuses 1 1

Other = incorrect 2 1
PARTIAL:

Hides egocentrieally 1 1 ]

Othet - partial 1
COMPLETE ¢

Hides nonegocentricaliy 1 § 3%

Other = corzect




Task 14 by Social Age Lavel

202

20

Tagk 13a by Social Age Level

———————— ——
Social Age fevel
Two _'I‘_h;eé our
Strategies Ex18) (=Dl (N=32)
40 CREDIT;
No reaponse ? 1
Rafuses 1 2
Showg 1 2 1
Other = incorract 2 1
PARTIAL:
Hides whole self
Other - partial
COMPLETE:
Hides 2 b 29

Other - correct

 goeal Age Level

Tv Thres Four

Strateglan o fi=lf) (H=11) H=132)
NG CREDIT:

No response 3 1

Refuses

Incorzect rezponse
No eya contact

Qther - incorrect

PARTIAL
Looks at g

other - partlal

COMPLETE:
Correct response 13 10 3

fher - carrect




Tagk 15b by Soedal Age Lavel

Social Age Leval

05
Task 16 by Social age Level

. Strategied

™
ell) (yall)  (N=32)

Fout

0 CREDITY
No response
Refuges
Inosiréct response
o eye contact

Other ~ incorrect

PARTIAL:
Looks at {
Other = partial

COMBLETE:

yCim:ec'c tegponse
“.-,i .

-sa Other = gorrest

\.f»:ﬁ

{

14

3

Social Age Level

Two Theee Four

Strategies =180 (N« (=32
N0 CREDIT: '
Yo response 2 2

No eye contact

Other = incoreest

PARTIAL:
Looks at face
Looks at hand

{ther = partial

COMPLETE !
Looks toward gbject 1§ 9 [H

Other = corrent

D2
[l Wiy

-3



Appendix 1

Strategies of 61 Nonretarded Childrem:
Tasks 1-23 by Chronological Age

07

Tagk 1 by Chronologisal Age Level

Chronolegical Age Level

™o Threa Four

Strategies (Nel9)  (§=18)  (H=24)
HO CREDIT:
Ho response 1

Refused or threw
object; pushed it
away

Gther - Incerract

FARTIAL:
Gives 1 3
Shows unoriented b 5 5
Pughed toward 0 1l
Fointed 2 1
QOther = partial 1
COMPLETE:
Shows ordernted 2 ] 15

Other - correct




208

Tagk 2a by chronélnq_ical Mge Level

08
Tagk 2b by Chronological Age Level

- Etméglea

il

Chrenological Age Lavel

o  Three Pour
(Neldl {(NelBl {§=29)

Chronalogical Age Le#el_ "

Iwo Three Four

¥O.CREDIT

No response
Refused or threw

tbjects pushed it
. avay

Other « incorrect

PARTIAL:

Glves
Shows horizontally

Shows vertically,
. unoriented

Pughed toward 0
Pointed
Other = partlal

COMPLETE:

Shews vertically
right gida up

Qthet = correct

!

§

1 ?
4 2

.

1

4 It 20

Stratogies (=19} (N=18)  (ReH)
NO CREDIT; s\

No response \}!

Refused or threw

object; pushed it R

wdy 1

Other = incorrect 1
PARTIAL:

Pives - £

Shows horizontally 3 l 1

Shows vartically,
unorianted ] { 2

Pushed toward 0
Pointed z

Child ra-sriente
picture

Qthey ~ partial

CONPLETE:

Shows vertically,
right side up 1 11 21

Other - correct

2ol



Tagk 3a by Chronological Age Level Task b by Chronological Age Level
L _ C_l;mﬁa;l;g_ica_l_ A_ge Lavel_ thronalogical Age Leval
: ™o Three Fou_f_ Two Theee Four
Strategies {N=19) (Weld) (N2 Strategias (N=19)  [N=1B)  (N=20)
NG CREDIT:
NG CREDIT:
No response 2
No response 1

Refused 1o some way

Refused in gome w
& Othar - incorrect

- Other - incarrect

PARTIAL!
PARTIAL:
Stares 2
Gives i 1 _
Glves : 2 1
Showe horizontally 1
Opens eyes, no show
Shawa vertically, ~
unorlentad d i | Shows, eyes plosed 4 1
Pushing i Shows closely, eyes
' tloged 1 7 oA
pointed 5 _
_ " Painting T. 1
Other = partjal
_ m Pughed towird 0
COMPLETE: Touched ¢y poked at
0's hands or eyes
Shows vertically, ) .
right side up i U - Other » partial 1 1
{ither - correct , COMPLETE :
— e e (nens eyes, ahawa 1
Child talls Q what to do 19

Othex = correct




iV
Task Jo by Chronologleal Age Lavel

203

Task 4 by Chronologlcal Aga Level

Chronolegical Age level

TN Thras Four

i L
Chronological Age level
' : Two Tirae Four
Strategles (Hel®)  (edfl (a2
NO CREDIT:
lo pesponss l

Refoded In soma way l
Other = Incorrsct

PRRTIAL:
Htarai 1 2 1
Glves l

doves hande, no show
Bhova, covered ayes 3 1

' Showa ﬁlol&ly,
covered ayes 5 5 2

Blotire batweun hands
ond epes

Poked or touched hands
to move them

Pointed 1 l

thild covers cwn eyes

{ther - partial

COMPLETR:
Movéd hands, shows § 8
Child tclle O what to do 2 13

Othar ~ gorrect

Stratagles Nal® (=18 (W= dd)
N) CREDIT;
No peaponge !

Refuzed in aoﬁe vay

Other = incorrect

PARTIAL:
Podnts §
Gives 1

Ehows cube, not
plctura ]

shows pleture
unoriantad { H {

Shows cube, open and
w

Other » partia] l

{OMP1ETE

Shows picture,
tight side up ] i i

Other - soirect




fask 5 by Chronological Age level

i

— Ch:anolojical hge Level
' Two ] Three Eour_ _
Stlategies (Nal®)  (§=ll) (N4
O CREDIT:
No responpe { 1
Doatn't knov body
parts_ 1
Refused 1 1
Other » ncorrect
PARTIALI
~ Points to back ] { |
Needed to be shown
0 or B's hack flrst 2 1
fther - partial 1
‘ COHPLETE:
Tarns back o1l |
Other = correst

Tagk 6 by Chronological Age Level

f.‘:hranqlnqir:al hge Lavel

Three

Four

(Other ~ correct '

wo
Strategles (N=13}  (Ns18)  (Ns24)
N0 CREDIT:
Ko response § 3 1
Unraliable response }
Other - incorrect
PARTIAL:
""" " Points to object 12 ; !
Other = partial 1
COMPLETE:
Turns 0 § 10
3 walks 0 to
another Joce
§ comnands 0 { 12




| "
" Task Ty cnmnmgica_l Me Level

Hy
Task §a by Chronological Age Lavel

Cheonslegical Age Level

© T Three Four

Stratagles (M=}8)  (N=18)  (=2d)
RO CREDIT:
W response 4
Other = incorrect
" PARMAL
Clam
shows borizontally 1
Tuena pastially 6 1 3
Pointa to hunny 3
Other = partial
COMPLETE:
Turns fully ] 1% i
Gther - Gofrect 1

_ Chrenelogical Ag: Level
 Steategles (NT;!I) (;IE igi ﬂf:u;l}
| N0 CREDTT:
N4 response | 2 l
_Refuse;_:_
_Incb':rectl 1
PARTLAL
Goes avound and showe 11 1 l
Shows and peeks ) 1 { }

Peeks through cracks

Pughes hand vp

against screen I}

‘Other -~ partial ! | l |
QUMPLETE;

shows hand(a) enly 2 2 16

Pute handis) throtg

¢rack : i 1

Other - correct

239



218

219
Task 8b by Chronological Age level
' - Task %2 by Chronological Age Level
' Chrerological Age Level Chrenelogical Me Level
w _i'h:ee Four - T Three Four
Strategies {§=19  (N=18)  (N=2d) Strategiog (N=19) (N=18)  (N=24)
NO CREDET: KO CieQIT:
No response No responae § 1

Refuses

Other = indorrect

Tog difficult for
child to manipulate

Unzelishla
PARTIAL: Othar « incorrest
Goes around and ghows 11 19 1 o
' PARTIAL:
Shews and pesks 1 3 b
_ ' Points to object 1 1
Pegks through crack :
- : Grabs toy: trles to
Pushes up agalnet pick it up 1
soyeen 1
: ; - Other - partial l
Other = partial H 1 ‘
COMPLERE:
CONPIETE: :
£1ides hoard 1 1b I
Showg pleture only : 5 15 : ’
_ _ '[ Showed by son other
Puts rahblt through ‘ . heang
crack ) "
Puts rabbit ever top 2 N
Other = correct
N - - i
- ]

3 S | |




2 221

Task $h by Chromdlogleal Age Level |
_ Task 10 by Cheonalogical Age Level

: ' Chrondlogical Age Level Cheohslaglenl Mgy Juvel
: ™ Meee  Four ™ Thee  foir
Strategies Meldh (=18 {W=2) Strategles (Nxl%)  (N=16) (N )
HO CREDIT! NO CREDIT:
Ho resmnéa 1 No response E
Yoo difficult for - Unraliable
child to manipilate e .
o Refuses ]
Unfelizbla -
' LT Other = incorract
© Uther « fncorrect
' . PARTIAL
PARTIAL: _
. looks from O to X | |
“Tointd to object - 5 1 -

S Other « partial
Ceaba tof; tries to .

plek it wp B | '
COMPLETE:
Uthas = partial
Folnts at X 3 Z i
COMPLETE: . Points at X, looke ,
: g ' g 15 18
§1ides board § it u
- Points to screen
Showed by sume other , )
neans - Other = correct _ l
QOther - corzect :
0
o 2 @, !:3
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Task 1la by Chronological Age Level Task Lib by Chronological Age Level

thronological Age Level Chronological Age Leval

Two Three Four Tvo  fThree Four
Strategies =19}  (4=18)  (N=24] Strategies Nel®)  {N=18) (=24
1] H
CREDI? N0 CREDIT:
Ho yesponse " ? ND Eesponse U

Too difficult to

manipulate Too diffieult for

child to manipulate
Unreliable l Unzeliable 1

Other - {ncorrect )
Other = incorreck

PARTIAL: PARTIAL:

Shows 1 1 Shows t 7

Grabs toys tries to Grabe toys tries to

pick it up pick it up
Points Points ' 1
Other - partial Other = partial _ i
COMPLETE: COMPLETE:
Hides 2 12 yi Kideg k| 13 1!
Hidas by soma other

fiides by some other

means 1 Ngane

Qther - correct Other = correct
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task 12 by Chronological Age Level | Task 11 by Chronological Age Level
Chronologloal Age Leve) Chrenologleal Age Level
™ Theee Four ™ Three Four

Strategivs (Nul9)  (9=l8)  (u=24) : Strategies (N=19)  (N=1B}  (med4)
NC CREDIT: N0 CREDIT:

Ho esponse 15 5 l Ho résponse 14 ’

Rafuges 3 ¢ Refuses !

Uncellable Other = incotrect 2 1

Other = incorrect 2 4

BARTTAL:

PARTIAL: Hides egocentricslly 2 1 1

pOiﬂts to nbj&et 3 { 1 Uthﬁf - Pﬂtial 1

QOther = partial 2 2

COMPLETE :

COMPLETE: Hides nonegocen-

N 1 ; trically 1 g 22

Creates obsticle Other - correct

Hoves O somauhere 1

Pushae hand over

0's eyes "

Commands O (to close B

OF COVer BYes, etf,) 1 1

Qther = cotract 3




06
Task 14 by Chronological Age level

Task 13a by Chronplogical Age Level

n1

Chronuiog-ii:;l Ag_e Lavel

_Tkn ) Three Four

Chronological Age Level

Two Three
Strategies =18  (N=18)

Fauf B
M=}

Strategles (N=18}  (N=18) (N=24)
NG CREDIT:
No respanse 8
fefuges 1 )
Shows & {
Qther = incorrect ! 1
PARTIAL:

Hides whole gelf

Qther - partial
COMPLETE:
Hides ] 12 2

Othet ~ coppact

¥O CREDIT:
o zesponse 3 1
Refuses
Incorrect response
o sye contaot

Dther - incorrect

PA.TIAL!
Looks at 0
Other = partial

COMPLETE
{orrect response 16 17

Other = corract

1
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fagk 15b by Choamological Age Level Task 10 by Chronological Age Level
_ Chronological Age Level Chronslogical Age Lavel
. ™o Thres Paur _ w0 Three Four
Strategies (Neld) (N«18} (Ha24) Btrategies (N=1%)  (n=18) (N= 2]
HO CREDIT:
’ NO CREDIT:
No fesponse i 1
No rasponse 2 2
Refupes 1
Ko sye contact
Incorrect pesponse 5 2 1
Other = incorrect
¥o eye contact
Qther = incocrect FARTFAL:
Locks at face
PARTIAL:
locks at hand
Looks ak O 1
" Other - partial
Qthar - partial
COMPLRTE:
{OMPLRTE:
1ooks toward object 17 16 b2
Correct regponse 10 14 3 :

Qther - correct
Othst = correct

25




INPORMATION oN THE
hppendix X
VINELAND S0CIAL MATURITY SCALE

vi“hﬁg%ﬂgf"mﬂﬁ; scale The magual pertaining to the Vineland Socisl Maturity
Scele {Doll, 1953} contains a thorsugh account of the
following: {l) description of the scale, lncluding inf rma-
tion on its construction and procedsres for administtation:
{2) standardization and validation data; apd (1) applice-
tiong of the scale to various populations. Specific points
of interest which are relevant to the uge of the Vineland
Social Maturity Scale (VSMS) in the present study will be
reviewad below, Doll {1957} defines sacial competence as
"a functional composite of human tra?ta which subserves
soclal vsefulness a8 reflested ln self-sufficiency and in
satvice Lo others” (p. 2). As such, the VSMS offers a neans
of investigating the constituent varizbles of social compe=
tence. Such variables ificlude self=help, locomotion, occu-
pation, communication, self-direction, and socialization
skills.

The normative seandsralzation of the VEMS was based
on 2 saple of 620 subjects selected frop the Oreater
Vineland, New Jersey, aréa, The group included 10 male
and 10 fymale white subjects at each life age from birth to
30 years of age. This sample did st include children with

grave educational cetirdation, mental deficiency; or limiting

K S | i
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handicaps, and children of various nationalities wers
selected aceording to their comunity representation. (The
actual pormative resalts for each soale iten are contained
fn tables in Ciapter 9).

Several statistical cautions Pertaining to the stand-
ardlzation daty are pointed cut by Dol (1983}, Specitically,
the number of subjects ineluded is relatively small which
sets some limits on the generalizability of rl.he findings,
Randop gampling of subjects did ot take place; instead,
"sontrolled samples* vere yelected in order to study sscial
conpetence in relatively small homogenegus grours. Hance,
Doll actually asserts that “certain gtatistical procedures
are dubiously applicable" (p. 3881, _

The general information of the VSMS contained “elow
15 taken directly fron the 1965 Condensed Manval of

Directions:

The cenkral purpofe of each item of the Scale is to
represent eope particular aspect of the ability to
look after ona's own practledl needs. The specifie
itans air to sanple such various aspects of sogial
ability as self-sufﬂclencT oc¢upational activitiess .
communication, self-direction, and soeial particips-
tion, &nd to reflect Progressive fraedem from need
of agsistance, dirsstion, or stpervision on the part
of others, The items aim to avoid measuring intal-
ligence, skill, achievement, personality, emotion-
ality, and the specific results of enviromental
opportunity, training, incentive, habit, and so on,
88 such. The influence of such fictors iz axpressed
in terns of their conposite capitalization for
gocially independent behavior.

To facilitate adainistration of the Scale, the
detailed ltens are roughly grouped according te
general gimilarity of content, However, sach item is
to be underatood as & measure of general soeial

213

matutation. By grouping similar items in categorical
hierarchies the exaniner is able to apply the gcals
vith more facility, thus guickly appraising the posi-
tion of the subject examined in raspett to each of .
these major aspects of social computence.

Each item of the geale ha# a Qrowth Span of
several years from which ah &verage age may be derivad
as a Stdndard for purposes of sculing, the maturation
cutve as a whole Teflecting individual differences in
developrent, The results from the sum of items passed
by a given Bubject are then reduced t0 &ge scores
according to the average performance of normative
life=3%e groups. These average Bcores are indicated
by separating the items jnto Yyear groups as total
Bcores. The jtems of the Scale are to be sesred on
the basis of information obtzined from scmaone
intiratsly fasiliar with the person seored, such as
the pother, the father, a clode relative, gusrdian,
attendant, or superviser (pp. 7-B).

A sample scoring form for the VSMS is included in this
Appendix. The items are clearly grouped into general age
peritds, ranging from 0-1 to 25+ years, with sach age period
including items from geversl skill categories. Hence, it is
possible to glean an idea of the ¢ompatencies apprupriate
for sach age by exanining the protocol, As can be seen from
tha scoring form, a child whose social age is in the two
year range may play with ether children, use names of
familiar objects, gat with a spoon, aet a drink unassisted,
initiste har/his own play activities, ete. A child vhose
social age 13 in the three year range may accomplish auzh
things aa eating with a fork, relating experiences, or play
ing cooperatively. ¥inally, a ¢hild at the approximate
socizl age level of four may typically "perform® for others:

vash her/his hamds unaided, help at little household tasks,

D
it
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

and cars for har/himself at toilet.

Total fcores from the Vineland Social Maturity scale
nay be converted to equivalent social age values by referring
to the table contained in the manual. poll {1953) notes
that tha final score cbtained should be interpreted with
apaciel gaution under circumatances involving crippling, ill
health, ssnsory defects, or other harriers to opportuaity.
However: limitations due to intelligence lovel: emotional
attitudes, or mccial conditioning, for exampler are presumed
to be reflected in the Scale itself. '

In the preésent study. the yineland Social Maturity
Scale is v=¢d to obtain an :stimate of the developmental
shatus of the ashildren included in thiz study. For all
Aublects: socisl ages (SA} and social quotients (S0} were
obteined weing teachers as informants. Since the communica-
ticn tasks used in this study are pelieved to be sociuyl in
natura: subiects were grouped according to sa for descrip-
tive purposes and SA Bcores were correlated With communica-

tion task total and sub-group scores.

2596
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AC

NAME........ STV UOTP OOVt SORRORPIINN & c- 1 "-SOONRUON b SO
Lot

e et mraaaa s ‘!imi - Yo ‘ar Hu;.h‘“ D“‘..“

BY EDGAR A, DOLL, Ph.D.

-

Residence VORI, 1. . ISSRUOVOUIROTORITIOU - s <+ FOORONOTO USSR TN

Year Moty Dy

MA... 1.Q Test Used....oomnireremrincs s WHEBL .o AR e
. ey n Days

Qccupation. «. Clnas, A Schooling

Schooting

Fatber's Occupation Class, Years E:p

Mother’s Dccupation - PO o . Years Exp o Sehooting. . i

Informant . Heletionship. wweunRECOTTeET -

Basal Score”

Informant’s o+t

Handicaps - Additions] pis

LT QQUIVERTIL, s v v s s rsstan sy

Social quotient

Categoryt Score®  Trems 0-1

C orirminns 1 PCIOWE™: TRUGRS ..o ceevcririammsestresinonseses ssims s ssn e s onbas o0 s sensse s aae ombm s br sers s0000 21 £mbm abanes strrens
. Balances head ..........covneimnnne
. Grasps objects within reach ... cvnneen
- Reaches for Familiar PETSONS ..o vcveimeiiiinnreiteetere s sesrssretssissise s sersesssssssrsssons o bmssionen e
Rolls over
. Reaches fOr nearby oBJECIS ..o ivonn it cctecniccns cenieenniae senis b ctoneii i e e
= Occupies self unattended ........cooevvicnirrnron.
. Sits unsupported ........
. Pulls self apright .......ocoeivecesreeroncorinnrs s
. *Talks™; imitatss SOURDS .oovevvvoverarnrnn
. Drinks from cup or glass assisted ..........ooovevee e cererceecne e e rasa et b e b nsranretanes
. Moves about on floor ..... .
- Grasps with thumb 3 fINBET .c.oe oive et cveeicsrae st siamnis so ettt e
- Demands Personal AHEMLON ..........srimimsmmcrssr s ames s assest mass s isasass srasssosessesssses miss ssss
e 15, Stands alone
SHE ............ 16. Does not drool ...

C .oviiven. - 17, Follows simple instroctic:as

b= T O Y]

. tKey to cateporical arrangement of jtems:

§H G —Sellhelp gentrat .- C— Commanication L — Lecomotion
S Site at SDMtdiecion O— Grcupation AMERICAN GUIDANCE SERVICE. INC.

S HE ~ Stli-help eating 55— Sacialization
“ For mesod of scoring see “The Measore of Sociat Competence” PUBLISHERS® BINLDING, CIRCLE PIMES. M_mn:som 55014
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SHD ......... 21,

. Walks about room unatiended
. Marks with pencil or ¢rayon .. ...
. Masticates food

236

Pulls off socks

Q .vveeee 22, Transfers objects ...
SHG ..o 23, Overcomes SIMPlE OBSIACIES ....oooevers imvviievies cevraes e enss meems e et sstenss s s msst e ees e es e eeeeeesaen
Q rresenens 24, Fetches or carrics familiar objects
SHE ....nwem.. 25. Drinks from cup or glass unassisted ......
SHG .......... 26. Gives up baby carriage ....... . A
... 27. Plays with other children
- 28. Eats with spoon
.. 29, Goes about house or yard
30. Discriminates edible SUBSIANCES ...oovooee e renae e save seesssrsssarsss st e e e st srem e sben
. 31. Uses names of familiar objects w
Lo 32, Walks upstairs unassisted ...... R
SHE ... 3. Unwraps candy

. Eats with fork
. Gets drink unassisted ...
. Dries own hands ...............
. Avoids simple hazards
. Puts on coat or dress unassisted
. Cuts with scissors .,
. Relates experiences ...._..

X Tallrs in short sentences

. Asks to go to toilet ...
. Initiates own play activities
. REMOVES CORL OF ATCEE ...ooieicireeeceiieeemes s seve s messme e mess s sasnm e sees b st e mbn b s st sbberbsssmrntainanes

1n.ml

ny.v
. Walks downstairs one step per tread ... vcccenerinienn,

Plays eooperatively at kindergarten level ...

. Buttons evat or dress
Helps at little household tasks ..
. “Performs™ for others
. Washes hands unaided .

. Cares for self at toilet
. Washes face unassisted ..................
. Goes about neighbarhood unatiended ..........c.ovovivesimnrieerssnnossanens
. DFESSES SEI EXCEPL VN worcrrcrvrenr e rrerens s s

Uses pencil or.crayon lor drawing ..
. Plays competitive exercise games

wv.v

1.03
1.10
1.10
1.13
1.20
1.30
138 .
1.40
1.43
1.50
1.53
1.63
165
1.70
1.75
1.85
1.95

1.98
2.03
2.05
2.35
2.4}
2.60
2.85
2.85
288
315

i
128
335
3.55
375
3.83

3.83
4.65
4,70
4.80
5.13
513
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O s 5T, Uses kates, shed, wagon 513

C ..o 58, Prints simple words 5.23

S .. .. 59. Plays simple wable games . 5.63
SD oo 60. I trusted with MIOMEY oo emmeom e enessvarss s abs en e eassbemeratsnnrass s remss cosrss 5.03
L .. .. 61. Goes to school unzitended .. 583
SHE ........... 62. Uses table knife for spreading . 6.05
C.. .. 63, Uses pencil for writing ... 615
SHD ........... 64. Bathes self assisted .. - - 623
SHD .......... 65. Goes to bed unassisted 6.75
SHG ........... 66. Tells time to quarter hour T 128
. Uses rable knife for cutting . 8.05

. Disavows literal Santa Claus ... e 8,28

. Participates in pre-adOIESCENt PIAY _........vveemrmresmceesseeeere v sceeseeees e e seeraesss e s emereees e e 8.28

. Combs ot brushes hair 845

o T1. Uses t00ls OF BEENSHS .....co.vveeeeecrerenemas eeesserees s cenen 8.50

[ o N 72. Does routing household 1asks .. ...coooommmcevmrverseeiereveeee e B.53

C v T3, Reads on own initiative 8.55
SHD .......... 74. Bathes sell unaided ..................... B.85
SHE ... 75. Cares for self at table .............. 9.03
SD e 76. Makes minor purchases 938
L.. .. 77. Goces about home town freely 9.4}

C o '78. Writes occasional short Jetters . 9.63

C .. o 79 Makes telephone CalIS .. ..ot emse et st e s tereesesreess st e oot eeen . 1030

o U 80. Does small remunerative work ... PO UOTOOTOO [ 1.1

C s 81, Answers ads; PUChases BY MBIl ..co..ovvcevcuveeerureniimessoie e seeeers ceseesseesseeeeseers seetssnseoesssoessnese, 11.20

O cocevvvveneer B2, DIOBS SIMPIE COEAIVE WOLK . oo seereee e eeeooeeseooeoeeo oot eoee oo oo oo seo oo 11.25
SD ..o 83 Is left 10 care for self of others ............. ” ' . 1145
Corrrnsee 84, Enjoys BOOKS, NEWSPAPETS, MBZAZINES ...vu.... covecvvnenvesnnnnrs e seoesssemsssnsessssssnsssmssssssssmionees s oo 11.58

S oo, BS. Plays difficult games .......... 12.30

.. 86. Exercises complete care of dress . 1238

... B7. Buys own clothing accessories ............ 13.00

o B8, ENgages in adolescent Brotp SCHVIHES .. ...cc.oceo v vessnrvonssosssssressssessssesssresssssnssssssresssssesssrans 14.10

.. 89. . 14.65

Performs responsible routine chores .......

237
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238

XV.XVIll

90. Communicates by letter

91. Follows current events ..

92. Goes to nearby places alone

93. Goes out unsupervised daytime

94. ‘Has own spending money .......

95. Buys all own clothing
XVII - XX

96. Goes to distant points alone
97. Looks after own health

. 1495

15.35
15.85
16.13
16.53

. 1737

. 18.05

.. 1848

98. Has ajob or continues schooling ........
99, Goes out nights unrestricied ...

@E%o@r

weomeremeee 101, Assumes personal responsibility .. ........c..covonen.

XX - XXV

rerreerenes 100, Controls 0WN MAJOE EXPENAITITES ... .....coooivererermssimiririsssnieiese e snros ssnass sreesse o1 scresen soneassmeesomess

. 18.53

18.70
19.68

.. 20.53

. Uses money providentiy
. Assumcs responsibility beyond own needs

. Contributes to social welfare
Provides for fuwre ..

Bwawbd

XXV
.. 106, Performs skilled work ......ccooooveeic i e

. 108. Systematizes own work ............

cevrerenee 10T, Engages in bensficial recreation ........ooccoveeemsvecenereen

. 109, Inspires confidence ...

w110, Promotes civic progress .............

. 11, Supervises oCCUPALIONA] PUESHIILS ..ovvevemmrrernrersmrnemseeeeernaes

VO wwdoOOL

v 112. Purchases for others .....
. 113, Directs or manages affairs of others

o

. 114, Performs expert or professional work ...

. 115. Shares community responsibility
-mr 116, Creates own opportunities ..............

w o nwoo

117. Advances general weifare

215+
215+
25+
254

25+
25+
25+
254
254
254
25+
25+
254
254
85+
25+

Copyelght. 1934, The Tralning Bebool st Vinslund, .
' :Mit 1 A '::danu Sarvice, I|u~'.I Hew Jorses



1,

i

5

6

T

SEFERENCE NOTES

Léee, L€,  Mssessing comunicative conpetence via the

-repertoire mbdel, Paper prepared for The National
?an& on iead Btazt Profiles of Drogram Bffects on

Children, funded by Mninistration for Children, Youth,
and Fanilies, Unpublished manusceipt, Cornell Univet=

iy, 1978,

. Chan, X. §., Greenspan, 5., & Blacher-Dixon, J. Tnter-

personal avareness in early childhood: Biblicgraihy of
ressarch measures, Unpublished manWscript, University
of Callfornia, Los Angeles: Department of Pduoation,
19, - '

Chandler, M, J..-ﬁelm, b., & Smith, ¥, Developmental

cha%__in_the_eontribution of shared experience to
gooial perspective-taking akills, Paper presented at
the Southeastérn Scciety for Ressarch in Hunan Develop-
ment; Chapel Mi11, W.C., 1970,

Selman, R, L. A i‘t;%ctural analysis of the ability to
toke another's soclal perapectiver Atages in the
development o1 :aIe-EaEInq gEingx. Papet presented at
the meatiny of the Soclety for Research in Child

Development, Philadelphla, 1973,

Strayer, J., Bigelow, A, & Mnes, B, 'I," "you,* and

int 6f view, Unpublished study, Simon Fraser
UniversIty, Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada, 1973,
Singongsom, R 0., & Poye, H, Role-taking and moral
Wiment perfornance of ratarded adolescents and adults
and non-ret ghildren of similar mental age, Paper
predented et the FLEth Annual SYRPOSIUN, Jean Pidget
Sotciaty, Philadelphiz, June, 1975,

Keyes, B. J,, Hoenann, K, ¥., & Rogezs, C. J. The

devet_g&&t of listener competance. Paper presénted at
the biennial neeting of the Society for Research in

Child pevelopment, Denver, 1975,

. Rodgon, M, ., Hﬂ:tiﬁ. A, L.y G Kuedek, L, Chatactet-

istice of referential commmication in children. Paper
presanted at the FIfEh Biennial SoutheaStern Coujerance
on Human Development, Atlanta, 1976,

5,

18.
11,

e

i
1.
4,

10

DeRisi, D. R., & Aello, J, R, Nonvarhal elements of

focial behavior ‘and suoeasful compunlty ajaptatior of
the mentally retarved, Paper pragefited at the Eleventh
mfume on Research in Hental -
Retaydation, Gatlinburg, Temn., Mareh, 1978.

hppethaun, M, Personal communication, May 18, 1979,
helwlg, R, Personal comsunication, May 15, 1979,

kowes, B, ¢, Peraonal communication, Mey 22, 1979,
Appelbaun, W Personsl somunication, Septesber 1, 1877,

BlacharsDixon, J., & Simeonsson, R. J, A ong=yess
follow-up of a study of the effest of shared crrerisice
On_role-taking PRLEOIMANCE N retarded chilaren. Paper
presented at the Eleventh Annual Gatlinburg Conference
on Research in Mental Retardation, Gatlinbarg, Temn.,
Narch, 1976,

59



REFERENCES

Affleck, G, Role-taking ability and interpersonal conflict
resolution among retarded young adults, American
Journal of Mental eficiency, 1975, 80, 233-136, (a)

e Tole-taking ahilit{dand the Lnterpersonal compe-
tencios of ratarded children. American Journal of

Nental Deficiency, 1075, 80, UBIT6, 6]

. Role<taking abillty and the interpersonal tactics
of retavded children. Aserican Jouenal of Mental
Deficiency, 1976, 40, 667010,

Alvey, K. Relationship of age to children's egocentric and
cooperative comunication. Journal of Genetis
Paychology, 1988, 112, 205-286,

hpollnni,"i'.. k Cooke, 7. P, Integrated Eregraming at the
infant, toddler, and preschosl leveis. In M. J,

Guralnick {E4.), Barly intecventlon and the jnteqrs-
tion of handjicapped an§ nonhandicapped chaldren,
BaltnoréT University fark Preds, EQ?ﬁ. '

Mderson, §., & Messick, 5, Social conpetency in young
ghildren, Developmental Psycholooy, 19, 10, 282-293,

Aegyle, M. Nohvertal cumunic&tian in human soeial intars
action. In fobert A, Winds {Bd.), Mou-verbal compunis

cation. Cambeidye, Eaglands Cembridge Universlty .
Press; 1572,

hsher, 8. R, Children's ability to appraise their own and
snothéx person's communication perfornance, Develop-
nental Payehotogy, 1876, 12, 2-32,

Msher, 8. R, & Wen, 5, L. Children's failure to comuni-
cate: An assesament of comparizon and egocentrism
.explanations. pevalopnental Psychology, 1976, 12,
neEwe T - -

Bavenboim, C, Developmental changes in the interpersonal
cogiltlve systen from middle childhoad to adolescence.
Child Development, 1977, 48, 1487-L4%4,

12

Batr, A J., Goodnight, J, H., Sall, J. 2., & Heluiq, J, 7.

A User's Guide to 5A3 76, Raleigh, North Carolina:
Sarks Press; 1917,

Bayley, N Bazlg* scales of infant developnent. Nanuai.
Kew York: The Peychological Corparation, 1963,

Bearison; 0. J,, & Cassel, T, {. Cognitive decentratios and
sgci:ial codes: Communicative effactivenss in young
childten from differing family contexts, Developmental
Esychology, 1975, 11, 29-36,

Bearisen, D. 7., & Levey, L. M, Childron's comprehension of
referential comunication: Decoding ambiguona
messaged, [hild Devslopment, 1977, 8, 718-220,

Blacher-Dixen, J., & Simeonsson, {. J. The effect of ahared
experience on role=taking performance in retarded
¢hildeen, American Journal of Mental Deficiency,
197, 83, 2128 - '

Blalack, H, M. Social statistics. {Second Editiot). Wew
Yorkt MeGTaw-HIL! Book Company, 1972,

Blanks M. Hastering the intangible theough language. In

. darotgon and R W. Risber (Fds.), Devalopméental
gycholingeiatics and communication dlsorders. New

York: New York Acacemy of Scienced, 1973,

Blunberg, M. L, Creative dramatics: An outlet for mental
liangéeaps. Journal of Rehabilitation, 19767 4246)5-- -
7420, 40, T

. Borke, ¥, Chandler and Greenspan's "ersatz egocenttian®:

A rejoinder, Developmental Peychologys 1972, 1,
107109, B '

_ .+ [Interpetsonal perception of young children;

Egocentrisa or empathy? Develofmental Psychology,
1970, § 263-269 (

. Piagat's neuntalne revisited: Changes {n the
~ egocentric landscspe, Developmental Psycholowy, 1975,
11, 240-243, '

Brongon, W. C. Competence and the growth of perzanality.
In §. Conoally et 4l. m.imth of competence,
Wew York: hcademle Press, 1374,

Brown, A L. Quantity in normal, bright, and retacded
¢children, ¢hild Development, 1973, 44, 376374,

84



W

E aruner. 3.8, Frtm cnmunication to lanquage. A psycha=
logical perspestive; 1In . Markevd (Ed.), The gacial
 context of lan yage: Mew ‘York: John Hiley B on3,

A ’ 1 v -

Cein, L P, Leving, s. iElzey, F. B t‘.‘ain—Igvme soefal
, mgetenq sca1e. Bale’ Alto, California: Consulting
paychologlsts Presa. 1963 .

chandler, M . Soclal Cugnition and 1ife-gpan approaches
" {9 the study of child development, In H, W. Resse
(Ed.}, Mvances In child developmant and behavior .

(handler, K, J,, & Greenspan, 5. Drsatt egocentrisn: B
. reply to H. Borke, . vzlamntal Psgcholegy_, 1972,
""T lﬂ"l“.

i Eliinﬁlerrn.'- J.,;‘:Greenspam:rand'larenbom, ¢ -assess-
ment and training of rolé=taking and refersntial
- comnication akills in institutionalized emotionally

diaturbed children, Developmental Psychology, 190,
1, 5d6=583, -

c1aru E. ¥, Strate ieﬁ for sumunicatinq, (hild Develop
'uen:, 1974, 499 45951

Cooke, 1, By, apollmi, T., & Cooke, 8. A, Nommal preschool
children 85 behavior nodels for petarded peers.

Euceptional Children, 1977, 43, 532532,

Casgrove, J M, & Patbemn. C. J. Plang and the develops
ment of listener gkills, Developnental ngdwloqy;
l!??, 13; §57=364,

Devoney, G,, Guralnick, M., & Rabin, He Integrating bandi-
‘tapped and sonhandicapped preschool children: Effects
¢f eocial play, Cthildhood Bdueation, 1974, ]
,,60-364 .

Devries, R The dmlupﬁ‘ent of rdéeﬁhng ag reflected by
behavior of bright, average, and retarded chlidren in
2 social- guesging qane Child Developnent, 1970, {1,
759-770. . ' '

boll, E. A. l:laasurenent of soeisl cumpetence' A manva) for

the Yineland Soclai Faturity Scale, “Circle Pines,
NInnesota: - American Guigance Service, Inc., 1953,

. "'.'lhelland Social Haturil:' foale, -Condensed manual
of directions. O, GIFLE Pines, WInnesota:
ﬁﬁic_a'n'GiIfEance Be. 'ice, Inc,, 1965.

U4

Bdgerton, R. B, The cloak of compatence: Stisma in the
lyes of the meatally retarded, Detkeley: Unlversity
of califernia Press; 1 .

Edgerton, R. B., EBarcovici. 8, K, The cloak of compe-
tence: Years later, American Jourmal of Mental

Deficiency, 1976, 80, TW5-4%7.

Bdmonacn, B, Arguing for a goncept of cnnpeten:e. Hental
Retardation, 19%, 12, 14-15,

Peffer, #, H. The cognitive 1mplj,catior cf rnlestaking
behavior, Journsl of Parsonality, 1953, 27, 152-1¢8,

. Developmental anslysis of interpersanal behavior.
~ peychologicel Review, 1970, 17, 1921,

Teffer, M, U, & Gﬂurevitcn, v, r:ognitive agpecte of role-

taking in children, Journal of Personality, 1360,
2%, 18d-106, .

Fastinger, L. The treatment of qualitative data by scale
analysis, P_ychuleqical Bulletin, 1947, 44, 149-151.

Pighbein, H. 0,, lawls, 5., & Keiffor, K, Children's
underetanding of spatial relations, Developnental
peyehology, 1972, 7, 3-33,

Plavell, Jv B Role-taking and communication akills in .
children, Young Childre n, 1964, 21, 154-1'-'?.

+ Mn analyaig of cognitive-developnenta) sequences,
T Genatic Paychalagy Monsgraphs, 1372, B¢, 219*350,

. The ﬂevelnmant of inferentes about others, In
"= TiMlschel (E.), Ufideratanding other persons, Oxford,
England: Blackwell, Basil & Mott, 1974,

Flavell, J: H,, Botkin, B, T.; Fry, C. L., Wright, J, W,,
b Jarvig, P\ B. The development of role-taking and
comunication skills in @ l ren, New York: Wiley,
1968,

Flavell, J, H.. Botkin, | ?ry, g Li; erght. A

& Jarvis, P. B, The developnent of role-taking and -

comunication skille In chi Edren. New York: RoErt L.
Keieger Publishing Eampany. I .

Flavell, J. H,, Shipstead, 8.6 .scmft. K, Younq Chil-
drenis knwledge about visual peroeptiont Hiding

abjects from others, Child Development, 1374, 43,
1208=1211,

266



15

. 'I'i'c-mte'r, '8, B The p@ialhla use of tocicdrany as 'u- traling

.. technique for the moderately mentaily handicapped in
._school, half-way training centre, and sheltered work=
shop, §low Learning Child, 1975, 22(1), 38-#d,

carniza, ., & Miifeld, M., Pactors reducing the efficiency
of séferent-comunica’ion in children. Merrill Palmer

Garvey, ¢, f H_o'gan, Ry S-Dﬁiallspeech and sociar interac-
tlon: “Egﬂcentrlgm ravigited, Child Development,
1073, 44, 562=560,

_ Glucksbai‘q{ B b Keavis, B, W, What 6o penplé say after

they have \earned ko talk? $tudies of the develophent
of referential communication, Merrill-falmer Quar»
terly, 1967, 13,.209-316.

Glucksberg, 5., hraves, R K., & Higgins, 7. The develop=
‘ment of comunication akills-gn chhdren. InfF.

' Horowits {ed.}, Review of ehild developrent resesarch
fvol, 4}, Chicago:. University of chicago Fress, 1375,

Goldberg, 8, Social Bﬁpatencé in infancy: A model of
pareg;ig;:mtium Merrili-Palmer Quarterly, 1977,
23! " i ’ ) '

eren. B, F, A method of scalogran analysia vsing summary
statiotics, Psychometrdka, 1956, 11, 79-B8,

Graengpan, §, Social intelligence in the retarded, In
N. & Ellis {8d.), Handbook of mental deficiency:
theory and ressatch (ind ed.), 11180858, Heds!

Greenspan, B, Burka,. A, 2lotlow, 8., & Barenboin, O A

manual of referential communication ganes. Acadenic
. Therapy, 1975, 11, ¥7-106,

Guttman, L, A basis of staling qualitative data, merican

Guttman, L On Festlnger's evaluation of scale analyais,
Peychological Bulletin, 1047, 44, 45)-46S.

Hasking, R., Ramey, C. T., Stedmac, U, 1., Blacher=Dixon,
- J., & Peroe, ). Rifects of repeated assessment on
gandardized test. performance by Infants. Amsrican
Journa) of Mantal Deficienry, 1970, By, 23370,

M6

oy, E. A, Measurement of egocéntrism in ehildren's eommu-
nication. Devalopmental Psycholeay, 1975, 1, 392,

Boy; E. A, & Ncknight, 7. R, Communication style and effec-
tiveness in homogeneous and heterogeneous dyads of
retarded children, Mmerican Journai of Mental

Defict&ng! 1 lg??! ﬂ; 22 2

Hudeon, 1, M. On the coherence of role~taking abilitjes:
An alternative to correlational amalysis. child
Develﬁ_ _en_t; 1978, ﬁi 223‘221! -

Ironsmith, H., & Hhitehurgt, G J: The development of
Ustener ahi;ities in cmmicamnai ngaw childm
deal with ambiguous information. Development
1978, 43, H0=352, —

Jolnsow, O, 6, Tests and measurements in ehild develn@entr
Handbook IT (Vol. E}. Sém Francisco: Jossey-Dass
Publishers, 1976, '

Rahn, 3. v, Relationship of Plaget's sensorimotor perisd
to language acquisition of profoundly retarded chil-

dren. American Journal of Mental Defisiency; 1975,
E! un' ' o

Kappauf, W, £, Stydyino .'w relationship of task perform-
ance to the varl. . ' 'of chronological age; mental
age, and 10. In b. R. ElM8 {Ed.), International
Review of Research in Menta) Retardatlon (Vol, f).

Wew Yorki Acadenic Press, 1913, )

Karabenlek, J. 0., & Milder, 8. A, The effects of age,
sex, and liatener feedback on grade scheo) children's = .-
referentia) communication, Child Development, 1977,
4, 679-683. :

Kitam; Mu KI! Stlahll JI' i CO]@; Ji T; RﬂlE'tﬁkil‘lgi

Inplications for special edocation. The Journal of

Kleck, R, B, Issues in soclal effestiveness: The case of
the mentally retarded. InM. 0. Begah & 5. A,

Richardson (Eds.), The nentally retarded and socieg":
- b soeial sclepce pergpective. Baltimore: Upiversity

Park Press, 1570, E :
Klepac, M. L. Throﬁéh the losking qlase: Sseip-drama and

nentally retarded individuals, Mental Petardation,
1978, 16, 343345, e

Kohiberg, L., Yaeger, J, & Hjertholm, E. Private speech:

Pour studies and & review of theories. Child Develop- - _
nént, 1964, 39, 681-736. O

2%



1

Xobs, M., & Rosman, B, L. A social competence seale and
" symptom checklist {or the preschool ohild: Factor
dinensigns, their cross-instresent generality, and

 longitudinal persistence. - Devaloprental Paychology,
1972, 6, 00444,

Kraves; R M, & G'luékéherg; 8, Soelal and nonsseial
+ " speech, “Scientific mezicars 1977, 206(), 100-103,
- 1380 ' - - .

'Krauss, R H, 5"5-ln-ckeher'g..ﬂ. The devalopment of ctamunis
 sation: Competence as a function of rge. Child |
- Development, 1989, 40; 258-266.° :

Krauze, R. u‘., Hi-einli_eimr._‘-ﬁ. Changes in the lemjth of

referebea phrases ag a function of social interaction: .

A preliuinary study, Psychonomic Science, 1364, b

Rurdek, L. Ay, s -Rﬁdgon,'u. M. Perceptual,; cognitive, ang .
affective petupective taking in kinderyarten through

siyth-grade chlldren, Developmental Paycholegy, 1975,
1L S0, o

| Landesmar-Dvyet s;f',sﬁein J. G, . Sackett; g, p, Group
“hones for_the develom sl fsbled_) bowiora)
dhd ecological description,. (State of Waghington,
Department of Soclal and Health Services, Division of

- Planathg and Research Repott 0. 7612318}, Washing-
ton, 0. Gyt - Lidbrary of Congrasy, 1676, .

Leapers, J. D,, Flavell, B, R., b Flavell, J, 4, The
devalopment in vary young uhildren of tacit knowledgs
- toneerning vlgual perception. ‘Genetic Paychology
Yonographs, 1977, 95, 383,

Lavioa, S., Blsey, B, B, ¢ Lewis, N, Californis preschosl
§oclal competency scale. Palo Alte, CAlifornia
Enﬁrltﬁg Paychologiets Press, 1968, -

iihen, IR H ”Ferspective-taking gkille in young children:
Seeing the world throush rese-colored glasses.

Developuental Paycholegy, 1976, 14, 87-52,

'Lingoes,-'ﬁ. 0. Multiple aéalng:am analysist A Set=theoratic
modol for analyzing dichotomous items. Educational and

Fsychological Measyrament, 1963, 23, $0T-3U4,
Lenghuzet, N nssééshlg and increasing deacriptive cop-

minication skills in retarded children,  Mental
Retardation, 1972, 10, 42-45.

U8

» T K Commsnicatlen in retsrsed adylescents:

Sex and Intelligence level, Americen Joural of Mental
DEf_iCie_ﬂC ' 19”.* l!l 607=618.

Langhuest, 7. M., & Berry} G W, Communieation i retarded
adolescents: Regponse to listensr feeghack. Mnarican
- Ju_l]fﬂal of Nental Dﬁficienﬁy, 1975[ E.U.f 159"163|

Haratsos, Nichael P, Nonegocentrie couinication sbilities

in presehool children, Child Development, 1973, 44
g, e

Masangka?; 1, 8y ncclUSkEY; Ko Ay Mclﬂtfﬂ[ C.j-H.; Sing-
knight, J., Vaughn, B, E., & Plavell, J. 4, The parly
development of inferences abeut the visual percepts of -
others. Child Develosment, 197, 45 357-366.

Heissnet, J. A., & Aptherp, . Honsgocenteian and communis
cation sode switehing in black preschool children.
Develanpental Payehology, 1976, 13, 245-24,

Honson.*L-'B- Sacial'camg tence, role=taking and refaren-
tial comiication skills {n children, Unpunlished . -
master's thesis, University of Noeth Catolina at Chapal
_Hill; IQTBII- - ) i

Honson, L. B., Greenspan, 8., & Simeonsson, X J. . Correlstia -
of soclal conpetence In retarded children. America
Journal of Mental beficlency, 197, 83, 62-570.

Hogsler, bandel 8., Marvin, R, 8., § Greenbesg; M, 1. Qon-
ceptual perspective takimg in 2» to 6-yaar~old

childten, Devel opmentel Psyohology, 1976, 12, 85-8.

. E
urghy, L B, & Moriarty, A P, Vulnersbility, coping, and
- growth, New Raven, Yale thIversily press, IE'!'E;_E

“Neale, John K. Bgocentriem in tnatitutionalized and no;i-

'{astituti?éaliz?d childeeh, In Athey & Robardeau

Biz,). - Bducationa) implications of Piaget's theoey,
Hieltham, Mas3.: "Xezox College Publiahing, 1970,

Newaan H, Cvy & Dobys 3. 7, Correlates of sagial competence

among trainable mentally retarded children, Ameriean
dourtal of Mental Deficiency, 1973, 77, T2-M0

Nle, ¥, H., Hull, C, H,, Jenking, I, G., Steinbrenner, K.,
b Bant, D. N Staristical packace for the soeial .
sgiences, §PSS, (Znd edv), New York: NcGraw=Hill
Bodk {onpany, 1975, .

Nibira, K., Pester, R., Shellnaas, M., & Leland, H, D
Adaptive Behavior Scale. Washingtos, D.C.t Amerlcan
Association of Memtal Defieiency, 1974



U9

Hupnnally, J. i Psychometric Theory., New York: MeGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1967,

O'Walley, J. M. Research parepectives of sqeial compatence,
Yerrill-palner Quarterly, 1977, 23, 23-44,

Pattetagn, C. J., Magaad, C, W,; & Cosgrove, J, M. Chil-
dren's referantial comunication: Componehed of plans
for effactive listaning. Develepmental Psychology,
1978, 14, {01416,

Peterson; €. L., Danner, F, W., & Flavell, J, A, Develmp~
mental changes in childven's respanse to three indica-

tiona of onmunication failure. Child Development,
1322, 41, Mda3=Nuse, )

Petersan, M. L., & Haralick, J, G, Integratlon of handi-
capped and nonhandicapped preschealers: kn analysie
0f play hehavior and souial {nteraction. Educaticn
g_r_lg ';:;ining_ot_the Hentally Retarded, W77, L,

a3,

Phillife, B. 8. Social reiearch. steategy and acties,
New York: The MacKIIlan Congany, 1968.

Plaget, J, 'Judgnent and reasoning in the child, New York:
Hareourt, Brace, 1324,
. Plaget's theory, In ®. H, NMusgen (Ed,}, Car-

michael's manual of ehild psyehology, (Jrd ed.) Vol. 1)
New York: John Wilsy & Song; Inc., 1970.

. §ix paychologlcal studles, New York: Random

 Houza, 1%/,

.+ The language and thu;ght of the child, Cleveland;
Heeidian, 1985, {Oriqimally published: 1926},
_.+ The moral judament of the child, New York: Free
Press, 1365, {orfgIrally publighed: 1932},

. The otiging cf intelligence in children. New
vork: W, W, Norten, 1963, T

Plaget, J., & Inheldér, b, The ciiild's concept of space,
London! Routlecye & Kegan Paul, 1956,

Reich, R, Gestural fariliration of expressive language
in modezately/severely retarded prasthoolats.
Menta) Retardation, 3976, 16, 113-117.

230

Rheingold, H, L. 'the social and scefalizinr ‘nfsnt, In
D A, Goslin (Ed.}, Handbook of soei. - itisn theo%
and research, Chicadei Rand NcNAl. - ompany, 1969.
. The development of social brhaviz: {n the hman

Infant, Child Development monograph, 1966, 31 (5,
Serfal No, 107),

Robiinson, L. Role play with retarded adolescant girls:
Tedehing and therapy, Mental Retardation, 1370, {2},
3634, i

Robinson, B, 4., & Robinsont, W. P, The young child's
understanding of communication, Developmental
P_%ich@lﬂg!' 19?5,&, 32&'33]| -

Rogerd, §. 4, Characteristics of the cognikive develnpment
of profoundly ratarded children. Child Development,
1977, 48, 817843,

Rosenberq, . The development of referential skills in

children, In R, Schiefolbusch, {2d.), IAnguage OF the

mentally retarded, Baltimore: University Park Press,
077,

Routh, D, R,, & Mesibov, G, B. Psychological and enviroa=
mertzl intervention: Towsrd social conpetence, In
K. Rie ¢ E. Rie (Eds,), Handpoak of m:nimal brain

dgsfunctions, New Yorks™ Wiley, 1075,

Rubins X, H. Egocentrism in childnood: A unitary construet?

Salatas, H., and Flavell, J. W, Parspective taking: The
devalopnent of two componehts of knowledge. Child
DEVQ_]_-QE!Eﬂﬂtr 199, ﬂf 103~189,

Sankord, A, R Lzarning acconplishment profile (LAP),
Winstonegstam, N.C.1 Kapian Press, 1314,

Sehiefelbusch, R. L, languege functions of retarded chil-
dren, Folia Phonistrica, 1965, 21 1%-l44,

Selmans R., § Byrnes D, A structural-developmental ana!ysis
of levels of role=taking in miadle childhood, Ehild
Develgpment, 1974: 43 B03-206.

ghantz, C. V. The developnent of sceisl cognition, In

B, M, Retherington {EA.), Review of child davelopmant
rasearch {Vol. 5). Chicaghs URLversity of Thicago

Frase; 1975,

L g e
W“:I
LN



25

Shatt, M. The ralatlonship between cognitive processes and
the development of comunication skills. In B, Reagey

(Ed.}, Nebraska Symposium on ¥o.ivation, Lincoln,
Nebraskp: University of Nebtaska Prese, 1973.

Shatz, M., & Gelman, R. The developnent of communication
gkills: Modlfications in the speech of young children

a8 2 function of listensr, Honogra?;s of the Smiet}'
of Research in child Development, I973, 30 {5, Serla

N, 152,

Shirley, M. M, fhe first tw years: A study of twenty=five
babiass {3 volumes). Minneapolis: University of
Minnesots Press, 19311-1933.

Simeanséoh, R. J, Egocentric responses of notmal and emoe
tionally disturbed ohildrsn in different trsatment
settings. Child Peychiatry and Human Development,
19?3! 1':])[ 1‘”‘135; T

. Soelsl conpetence. 1In J. Wortiz (Bd.), Hental
retardation and developmental dlsahilities {vel. X,

New Yock: “Brunner/Mazel, Inc,, 3578,

Gineoneson, R. J.) Grunewald, K., & Scheiner, A, Plaget
a0d norsalization: Developmental humanism. Research
Exchange and Practice, 1976, 4, 229-242. o

Snyder, L.; Apolloni, 7., b Cooke, T. P. Integrated
settings at the early childhood level: The role of
ggqrgt;:ded pesrs, Excoptional Children, 1977, 43,

2'265! -

SOUPAC Program Deseriptians, C50 Velune 9 (VSER): Statisti-
cal systens {Book 2}, Urhana, T11Inolss™ Computing
Services Office, University of Illlnols at Urbapa-
Champaign, 1973,

Spilton, Drrt lee, L. €. Some determinants of effective
comunication in four-ye, “wslds, Child Developmant,
1877, 48, 960917,

Stone, L. I., Marphy, L. B., & Smith, K. 7. The competent
infant, Waw York: 3asic Beoks, 197, T '

Sugeveln; B. J., & Smith, B, P, "erceptual discriminability
and comunication pezformance in preschool. ahildren,

child Developnent, 1975, 46, 954957,

Thorndike, 2, L, Intelligence and its wree. Harper's
Magazing, 1920, 140, 227-235,

LY,

Urherg, K. A., & Locherty, E. ¥, Development of role-taking
skills in young children. Davelopmental psychology,
1876, 12, 198200,

Uzgiris, I. 0., & Hunt, J, MoV, Assessment in infancy.
Ordinal scales of peychological development. Urbana:
University of TIlinols Press, 1975,

Yolpe, Richard, Orthopedic disability, restriction, and

tole-taking activity, The Joursal of Special Educa-
tions 1976, 10, JN-3I;

Vygotsky; L. 5. Thought and language. Cambridge, Mass,
and New York: M.I.T. Press and Wiley, 1962,

Waths, 7. D., & Remet, P, D. Adaptive behavior and Uzgirise
Hunt Scale perfarnance ¢f young, develogmentally
disabled ehildren. Américan Joursal of Mental
Deficienay, 1978, B3, ITI-ITE,

Walker, R, 5/, & Foley, 3, W, BSocial lntelllgence: Ite
history and measurement. Psychological Reports, 1373,
33, BE-684,

Weinstein, B, A. The developrent of interpersonal cempe-
tenca. In D, Goslin {Ed.), Randbook of socialization

thaory and research. Chicago: Rand MoNally, ;558.

~ Weliman, H. M., & Lempers, J. D. Tho natutallstic communis

eative abilities of two-year-olds, Child Development,
1977, 48, 1052-1087,

Wenar, . Edecutive competence in toddlers: A prospective,
observational study. Genetic Peychology Momdgraph,
1976, 33, 109-205,

White, B, L., & Wabts: 3, 0 Volume 1. Experience and
enviroment, Major influences on the development of
the young child. Englewood CLitls; N.d.: Frentice
Rall, 1ne., 1374,

wilson, K. E., and Shantz, ¢, V. Berceptval role-taking
ability and dependency behavior in preschool children,
Merrill-Balmor Quarterly, 1977, 23, 207-211,

Wiohlwill, J. P. The study of behavioral davelopment. New
York: Academie Bress, 1971,

Younisa, J, Another parspective on social cognition. In

A D, Pick (Bd,), Minnesota aymposiz on child
sychalogy {Vol, 9F, Minneapnﬁs; University of

Minnesota Press, 1973.

O
—F
-y N



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

251

Zahn=Waxler, E.. Radke~Yarrow, H.;islarady—Smith, J.
Petapactive-taking and prosocial behavior. pevelop-
méntal Paychology, 1977, 13, 87-88.

zigler, E.+ & Trickett, P, K. 1IQ, social competence, ...l
evaluation of early childhood intervention programs.
American peychologist, 1978, 33, 749-798,

| e



