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CHAPTER ONE: THE PRORLEM

1
1

This étudy expléres the develop#ent of communicational competence
in iﬁterpretation among children of_éhxee different age groups. Commun—
icational competence in:interpretatién is here defined as the ability to
- recognize communicational events; distinguigh them from other eveﬁts, and
apply the most aﬁproprigte interpretife strategy. In order to detect
_and measure such competence the-studyigathered data on children's recog-
nition, assessment and interpretation of a pofentially communicative
event, namely their responses to photographic images arranged in a
sequence which the investigator has described as narrative.

In general terms, the objective of the study is to explore the
development of children's interpretations of visual communidatiQHS. The
stimulus material, intervieﬁ procedure and methoa df analgsis were all
designed with a view toward collectiﬁg data fér comparative analysis
that would allow the detection of any systematic differences or similar-
ities acr¥oss categories of respondents at difﬁerénf_levels of cognitive-
social development. The use of photographs was intended to present the
child ﬁith an ambiguous situation - i.e. one which is noﬁ nécessarily
“communicative in all aspects ~ and so-evﬁkE-aésessment and interpretive
processes which would be revealed through interviews.

A specific objective of this Study.is-to examine children's inter-

pretations of a visual narrative from the perspective of two different

L

types of interpretive strategies drawn from the recent work ef Worth
and Gross (1973). The terms assessment and interpretive strategy refer
to assumptions made by an observer about the status of sign events

1



{events which may be eitﬂgr natural or symbolic, but which always have
the property of being uséd in the interpretation of meaning) and to
corrésponding rules for determining the significance or meaning of

these events.

1

Worth and Gross postulate a distinctiop between two typeé of
interpretive strategies, called attribution and c&mmunicational inference.
_Although in its full development this distinction has relatively high
generality (i.e. it is applicable to interpretive behavior in a wide
variety of communicational and nonw-communicational situvations) use of
the model in this study is limited to the case of visually mediated
gigns as they are typically involved in still pictures, film or tele-
vision. A detailed description of the model and a discussion of its
relationship to the presént study are given in'fhe first half of Chapter
Two.

in this study children were shown,-individually,:a short narrative
episode on color slides which show a doctor at work in a ﬁospital,
walking by and ignoring'the victim of an automobileraccident, and con~-
tiniing home:. Each child was interviewed about his interpretation of
the story. The children were asked about what they saw - about the doctor
and the accident, and about the other pérsons éﬁd'events shown. Most
importaﬁtly, they were also asked, at several points in the interview,
for the évidence they would use tb;jﬁstify their answers and inter-
pretations, iie. "qu do you know that?"

The main thrust of the énalysis is to compare quélitatively the

responseé of children at three différeht gradé levels (2nd, 5th, and 8th



gradesj from the point of ﬁiew‘of thé distinction between types ﬁf intexr-
pretivé stra£egies menitioned abdye. In partiéular, the'stﬁdy éttempts
_ to discover wﬁether_or not children of thesge agesg treat the pictures as a
fabriqated constru;tion, and if sol whether or not this factor influences
their perception of the;purpose or meaning of the story. It is the
growth of this type of awareness that is referred_to as increasing
interpretive competence,
The study is essentially exploratory - little previous research
has been conducted on the substantive issues dealt with here or on the
appropriate ﬁethodology for gathering data on interpretive competence
as it-is.defined in this study. Although a small ﬁumber of -previous
-stUdies'havekexamined children's interpretations of pictures and éhild—
ren's learﬁing of film and télevision content, no research has focused
specific attention on the'evidential bases of children's interpretations
of visual communications. Through ﬁhe use of individual interviews
which include repeated requests for the child's évidence or reasons for
his answer to a particular question, the present invegtigation
attempts to elucidate this facet of the nature and development of commun~
icative competence in interpretation.
| Chapters are organized in the following way: The basic distinction
between inﬁerpretive strategies prépbsedgﬁy Worth and Gross is describe&_
in Chapter 2, along with related research on cognitive development and
children's inferpretations of visual communications. In Chapter 3 é

more detailed statement of the objectives of the study and the method

and procedure used to generate data are described. In Chapter 4 the



major dimensions of the data analysis, which is largely qualitafive in

nature, are presented, and the findijgs are given in Chapter 5 and

discussed in Chapter 6.

i
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\ CHAPTER TWO: - BACKGROUND AND PREVIOUS RESEARCH

!

This chapter presents the major]theoretical background for the
present study and reviews other rese?rch relevant to its design and

execution. The presentation is organized into three sections: (1)
. i ‘ : .

| . . )
attribution - communicational inference theory, (2) cognitive development
and perceptual theory, and (3) empirical studies of children's
I
. ) .
perceptions of visual communications.

Attribution ~ Communicational Inference Theory: The concepts,
definitions and theoretical framework presented here draw upon a recent
unpublished paper of Worth and Gross (1973). (Repetitious citation of
their paper will be avoided for stylistic reasons.)

Worth and Gross prdppse a distinction between two differén£_types
of interpretive strategies, the first called "attribution" and the

second, "communicational inference", as follows:

The meaning of a natural event is embodied
in its existence. The assumption of existence
is the basis upon which we verify our interpreta-
tion of a natural event. The meaning of a
symbolic event, on the other hand, is embodied
in our recognition of .an intemtion to communicate
via a conventional code, and the contextual and
internal evidence for that assumption forms the
basis upon which we justify our interpretation
of a symbolic event. It is the assessment of an
intention to communicate and the use by the
comnunicator of a conventional code that allow
us to distinguish between natural and symbolic
events. This assessment will determine whether
we invoke an interpretive strategy which we call

4]

~attribution or invoke an interpretive strategy
which we call communicational inference.

"5
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Figure 1 below illustrates schématicallj.éachiof the definitions
and.distinctions invélved?here. Events are classed as eitﬁer §igg
events or non-sign ejents: This distinction separatgs events which a?e
used evidentially as the basis for some interpretive or decoding
behavior by an.observer, regardless of the gonscious or unconscious
intentions of their creator, from those évents which are not so used.
Worth aﬁd Gross stress that the distinction between gign and non-sign
events lies in the observer and not in the observéd event.

The ﬁext distinction, which is based on the result of an assessment
made by the observer, separates sign events into natural sign events
and symbolic sign events. The criterion for this distipction is the
judgment made by the observer as to whether the sign event is to be
seen as the product of soﬁe-intentionally communiCative behavior on
the part of some individual or group of individuals, or ﬁot. In the
positive cage, it is said thét the observer makes an assessment of
intention (i.e. the observer concludes that somecne intended this sign
event to be communicative in some specified fashion._ In the negative
¢case, it is said that the obéerver makes merely an assumption of the
existence of the sign event (thus circumventing various epistemological
issues) and while he may use the event aéﬁa basis for interpretatiohs,
the sign event is not seen as a message. For example, a tree bending in

the wind may be seen as a sign of an impending storm, but it is not seen

R

- as a message. In this model of communication, Worth and Gross have
selected the cognitive decision-making and judgments (assessment) of the
observer as the key to a system of theoretically inter-related terms and

processes.



: Interpretive
Situations Agsessment . Status Strategy

I. Non—Sigﬁ Events

II. Sign Events
1. Existential—=Fxistence—————————pe Natural—————a Attribution
-Meaning

2. Ambhiguous
Meaning

3. Symbolic————am»lntention+-———————$m;Symbolic-—-—qm.rCommuhicational ' : o
Meaning - -Inference ‘ . '

Figure 1: Attributional Interpretive Strategy
Contrasted to Communicational Inference
{adapted from Worth and Gross, 1973)




Worth and Gross-aléq include in Figure 1; Byyusg of tﬁe.ferm
"ambiguous Qeaning”,'signleﬁents whosé'status {natural wvs. symbolié)
is not clear to the obser%erf A gcmmon'example éould be the eye and
facial movementé which an observer senses might be either an unintention-
al facial twitch (naturél event) or a wink of the eye (symbolic event).

The arrows indicating existence and intentlon signify the alternatives

from which the observer may chocse in his assessment,

A

The last distinction in Figure 1 is between the type of interpretive
strategy that will be used by an observer according to his assessment of
the natural vs. symbolic status of any given sign‘event. Natural sign-
events lead to an interpfetive strategy referred tolas attributioﬁ, while
symbolic sign events lead to an interpretive strategy‘referred.to.as
communicational inference. '

.The most important differences between the interpretive strategles
of attfibution and communicational inference aré that in the latter
case (1) thé observer is awére of (i.e. he has assumed) an intention to
communicate some meaning according to a conventional code, and (2) he
is familiar with}thﬁiconventions or. code in which tﬁat particula; sign’
’event has been expregsed.

Figure 2 below brilngs 6ut some of the spécial features of the kind

\
- of communication situation used in the present investigatién {(i.e. a story
told in pictures). Here a distinction has ﬁeen made between direct and
mediated situstions. Use of the term "direct" is meant to refer to

perceptual situations that &o-pot involve the imposition of some

technical communication medium (such as pictures or film) between the



ACTION

- INTERPRETIVE

STRATEGY
1. Non-~Intentionally Communicative woe  Attributiomal
{(Natural Fvent) (Existential Meaning)
Direct
2. Intentionally Communicative e~ Communicaticnal Infereénce
(Symbolic Event); (Symbolic Meaning) .
3. Non-Intentionally Communicative BV, Attributional
(Natural Event - "Candid Behavior') {(+ implications re:
"filmmaking')
Mediated

4. Intentionally Communicative
(Symbolic

Event - "'Staged Behavior')

(+ evaluations of auteur's
and actor's skill)

Figure 2:

Attributiqnal and Communicational Inference
Interpretive Strategies in Direct and

‘Visually Mediated Situations (Gross, persomal

communication)
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g
actor (or source)'and_tﬁe!observer (or receive;); ‘In oﬁhe:-words,.

in the direcﬁ situation actor and'observer exist Within.a single time-

-, space frame. = | ' ?

The mediated situation, on the otﬁer hand, may be taken as
referring, for the.purposes of this exposit}on,'to a situation in
which the behavior of some actor is observable through a medium such
as motion picture film or pictures. With this distinction between direct
.and mediafed situations in mind, additional definitions and relationships
can be shown to be dmplicit in the total set of terms discussed so far.

First, the non—intentibnally'communicative event in the mediated
situation refers to an event (visually mediatéd) which is nevertheless
assumed to be the equivalent of the non~intentionélly comnunicative
event in the dire;t situéﬁion,_with oﬁe differeﬁce. An example is fhe
"ecandid camera" situation which is .identical to the direct situation in
that the actor's behaviér is treated ag a matural event (and thus an
attributionai interpretive gtrategy is involved) but the mediated c:érnmur_l—~
ication event differs from the direct experieﬁce siﬁce the £4lm (br
pictures) implies (of nay imply)”thé active involvement of a third person,
the filmmaker.

Second, the intentionally cpmmunica#ive eyént'in the mediated
situation refers to an‘evént_(visually mediated) which is aSSumed to be
similar to the intentionally commﬁﬁiéative-event in the direct situation,

£,
but with seve;él important differences. An example here is a commercial

motion picture film. Here the-observer assumes that central events are

symbolic events ~ i.e. they are intended to be communicative in a



11
certain way. The difference between this situation and that of'the
intentionally-communicatiﬁe_eveht in the direct situation liesuin the
assumptions about the motivatioﬁs,;sou:ce, and control of the actor's
communicative béhéviqr made by the obsefver. Simply stated, in the
present situation finten&ionally_commﬁnicative, mediated, "staged"
behavior) the actor is an actor in the everyday,-theatrical sense of
the term. The interpfetive strategy used, therefore, is that of
communicational inference with the additional evaluatioﬁs of the
actor's (qua ‘actor) - and filmmaker's (auteur's) skill included.

This last situation (intentionally communicative, "staged" behavior)
is especially relevant to the ﬁresent study. The stimulus material
uéed ~ a story about a man told in pictures - can be regarded as an
intentionallj comrunicative mediated event: The action is clearly
removed in time and space from the spbject's observation, color photo-
graphic'slides_are used, there is no confusion betweén the experimenter
and anyone in the story, ete. In other words, it -may be treaed as an
.intentionally communicative photographic narrative ~ a structured,

scripted and actedwoyﬁ dramatic episode - or it may be treated as

something -less than or other than this. The question of what assumptions

children at different ages make about the communicative status of this

stimulus materdial, and how this assumption influences the interpretive

strategy used (as inferred from their answers to the interview questions)

is the central}iheoretical problem dealt with in this study.

Figure 3 below, adpated from Worth and Gross, summarizes the

hierarchy of levels of recognition that can be produced by this kind of



Hierarchical
lLevels of
Interpretation

INTERPRETTVE

RECOGNITION o o STRATEGY
1. Person-Object-Event » Dersonal & —— - Attributio
Recognition /////{»f-SOCial Stereotypy .
2. Order Recognition - (Assumption of Existence)
3. Sequence/Pattern Recognition_ (Assumption of Intention)
4, . Structural Recognition - .. "Social & _ .__g..Communicatioaél o
~Qultural Conventiocns ‘Inference

Figure 3: The Relationship Between Recognition of
Stimulus Characteristics and Interpretive
_Strategies (adapted from Worth and Gross, 1973)

(A



13
stimulus material, and it suggests for each type of recognition, which
type of interpretive strategy will be used by an adult observer.

The model suggests possible relationghips between cognitive—developmentél
. . PR '
stages and types of interpretive behavior or reactions to the stimulus

s |
material, which will be explored in ithis study.

The model specifies the levels ;f inteépretive abilities and
indicates a.series pf recognifipn-st;ges which can be applied to sign
éveﬁts. These stages or levels are seen as both developmental and
~ hierarchical. They are developmental in that Worth and Gross_hypoﬁhesize
that they are acquired according to the specific order implied by the
numbering (1-2-3-4)., They are also hierarchical ~ the order is one of
increasing interpretive competence.

In this model, the assignment of meaning to a sign event Will
depend on the interpretive strategy called into play, and tﬁe choice of
an interpretive stfategy will depend on the way the event is_;ecognized
and assessed.

- What is implied‘by pefformance at each level may be summarized as
follows.  (These descriptions all refer to.types of interpretive behavior

observed in situations in which material such as that used in this study

are stimuli): \
1
1

Person-Object-Event Recognition: Here the observer is capable of

identifying and labelling persons (as to sex, social role, ete.) and
objects (idenfifiable as representative of the classes of objects
encountered in everyday life) and events {also as equivalents - e.g.

'a_handshake;_or a secretary typing a- letter)., To the extent that this



: 14
) |
type of.ﬁecognition, and it alone, is present in the response to the
visually mediated situation, the interpretive strategy invoked is said
to be that of attribution - the social schemata, stereotypes and
cognitive'structures suitable for everyday life will be the frameworks

)

within which the stimulus material is interpreted.

An individual at this levei of recognition will give existential
imporf.éo the persons, objects and events he observés according to the
knowledge he has acquired about these things througﬁ his previous
experiences. This is the essence of the attributional strategy: An
observer places onto a possible sign event meaning.or significance
derived from knowledge outside that sign event. If a child.sees'a
picture of a.person he recognizes as 'father) his meaning (i.e;'the
child's meaning) will not:bé the meaning within Ehe.piéture so much

as the ﬁeaning within the child (observer) about the father based upon

what the child knows about "fathers", "his father", ete.

Order Recognition: Worth and Gross deal next with the recognition
of relationships betweep a number of sign events. The cépacity to
recognizé_such relationships is seen as the second major stage in the
,devélopment of interpretive competence,
| Recognition of order involves the r%cognition of contiguity and/or
simiiarity over time, space or position., In the case of'arseries of
_ ﬁictures or extended action as in motion picture film, the observer at

% _
this level is able to detect continuity in the identity and actions of

the persons and/or events and actions shown. An actor's behavior, for

instance, has an obvious continuity - events do not take place in random



order. The reéognition of_brder, however, is still essentially no
more than an'elaboration éf the-existential person—object—event
recognition. What is perceived is seen simply as "fhere" and the
interpretive strategy used is stili that of attribution.

Sequence-Pattern Recognition: The recognition of sequence involves

the perception of a deliberately employéd series of sign events (e.g.
visual images) for the purpose of conveying meaning through the
séquence itself as well Ias through the el.ements in the sequence. It is
.with thg recognition of seduence (péttern in the case of spatial arrange-
ments) that the obsgrver will be able.to deal with a sign event as
communicational,father than as merely informative. That is, the
recognition of sequence implies a paralliel recognition of an.intention
to convey some ﬁeaniug through the choice and arrangement of symbolic
events according to estabiished conventions or rules which the observer
associates with the particular type of symbolic events invelved and the
particular type of sequence into which they have been placed. The
'.éppropriateVinterprétive strategy in this case i communicational.
inference, |

Structural Recognition: Structure and structural recognition are

~egsentlally extensions of sequence~pattern and sequence~pattern recog-
nition respectively. Structural récdgniéion enables an observer to
deél with the relations between nqn—contiguods elements such as the
beginnings and ends of stories, variations on a them, and the.like.
Worth and Gross suggest that structure may be thought of as starting

with sequence and being the formal device which links all the elements

of a communicative event,
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ngelopmént of Inferential Cdﬁpetence: Work by the British

psychologist Donaldson (1971) on children's ability to reason infer-
entially lends support to the developmental aspect of the distinction
between attributional and communicational inference interpretive

strategies. In her paper, "'Preconditions of Inference', Donaldson
" first considers the roles of alethic and epistemic concepts in child-
ren's reasoning. Alethic concpts are those which are "concerned with -
what is, or may be, true" (p. 86). Epistemic concepts, on the other
hand, are "concerned with issues of what is or is not known to be true"
(p. 86). The child's ability to reason deductively, Donaldson argues,
seems to be related to his ability to make this differentiatiOn
between alethic and epistemic concepts, because in a deductive reason-
ing problem it is only those facts whose accuracy is giﬁen in the
problemlthat can be used as the bases for deductive inferences. In
other words, Donaldson is concerned with a child's ability to restrict
himself to what is given'in the problem, and to this alome, in drawing
conclusions. Younger children, she notes, are unable to make this
restriction and this inability manifests itself in their reasoning
behavior. |

\ |
Up to the point where he first encounters
a (prescribed deductive reasoning) situation
of this kind, he has been free, in his
ordinary dealings with the world, to make
use of any knowledge he possesses, noc matter
how he came by it. Then suddenly he finds
himself in a situation (where) a '"correct"
response requires that he stop operating in
terms of what he already knows to be the case

« « « He now finds himself presented with a
limited amount of information and he is asked



17

to use it to determine whether something is
or 1s not so, suspending for the time being
whatever elge he already knows about the kind
of situation that #s in question (Donaldson,
1971, p. 86-87). '

K

Donaldson discusses studies in which srrers of reasoning are

attributed to this over-reliance by the ¢l on his own prior know-

ledge. Her studies showed this kind of ezryx to be common among

children as old as 12 to 14 years.

Sometimes the subjects in this study appeared
to be constrained, if not by the problem, at
least by their prior knowledge of what was
"true" in the situatioms of real life (p. 87).

~ .0One study conducted by le Bouniec (1970) §£s discussed in detail

as an example of this kind of reasoning. Itildren were shown two dolls,

one dressed as a boy and one, as a girl.

£

Each doll is provided with a box of plastic
pieces which fit tmeether. The boy's box
contains only straigiit pdeces, the girl's,
only round ones, WHhegubject is shown a |
straight stick and s lfracelet both made of
the plastic segmendis, and his task is to

. infer who made the 'WmEcelet, the boy or the

girl. The children commonly attribute the

‘bracelet to the gieh, which is of course

correct; but they twnd to do so "because girls
iike bracelets', ©O»n the other hand, one little
boy claimed that the boy made the bracelet,
"because Mummies hazvrebracelets', and le Bonniec
suggests that he had v mind the idea of the
bracelet as a presenf.. Another boy will not
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accept that the girl made timefhracelet

"because my little sister dwem“t know how

to do it". These are instanwes of arbitrary

error that involve appeal tw wmexl life
experience. (p. 88)

1

Donaldson's theoretical development of these fizsues thus closely
parallels a central distinction made by Worth and Gumss in their
discussion of hﬁman interpretivéfstrategies. Iq@g@ﬁﬂe&ivé strategies
WhicﬁAfely on the rules for understanding or decwilizg real world,
natural events are called attributional and would wwerespond to Donald-.
son's over-reliance by the child on his pfior knmwﬂﬂdge. Interpretive
strategies in which it is necessary for the obsé#nﬁt ta subordinate
the natural or existential.meaﬁing or Significaﬁamzuﬁ signs to a meaning
derived from their intentional placement in some whwivasly structured
comﬁunicatiOHal event or message are called commumitafrional inference.
That is, & communicational inference interpfetivelstra&egy is an
interpretation of.symbolic events whichlare éeenfas stgmctured accord-—
ing to rules of a socially shared communicational code in ﬁhich an
intenticn on the.parg of the sender to communicaile soie meaning is
.assuméd by the viewer. Therefore, the attainmeni of this type'of
intérﬁtetive communicationéi'tompetencé_by the cﬁﬁﬂﬁ?couid correspond
to Donaldson's observations about the ability to xﬁﬁtﬁict oneself to a
_érimary; given context or set of inferential ruless in a problem-solving

& ' - |
task. Finally, Dpnaldson's data and apalysis suggest that a developmental

sequence in which attributional interpretive straitegfes appear before

communicational inference should be present.
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Cognitive Development and Perceptual Theory: The cognitive

developmental theory of Jean Piaget and the theoretical ﬁritings of
Jerome S. Bruner.on the rélationship befween cognition and perception
are both related.tc thegissue.of children's interpretations of a visual
"narrative. ,
fiaget: Piaget's theory of the growth of the cﬁild'é-intelligence

(e.g. Piaget, 1970) postulates a progression through three main stages

of méﬁtal development. These stages, the sensorimotor, concrete
operational, and formal operational follow one ancother in a predeter-
mined order - ail children.pass through each stage on their way to the
next. Although the sequence of stages is always the'same,_Piaget states
. that the precise ageé at which children will move to higher stages will
vary with the child’'s exéefience_with‘the physiéal and soéial environ~
ment .,

One of the most ﬁrominenﬁ features of the qualitative changes in
the_thoﬁgﬁt and 1aﬁguage-of the child, asg he moves through Piaget's
stages,‘is the progressive lessening of their essentially ego—éentric
characteristics. | |

The basic characteristics of ego—cehtric thought may be summarized
as follows: (1) There isg 1ittie or no &istinctioh betweén subjective
.and objectige aspeéts of experience —.as seen, for instance, in the

determination of responses by memory and internal schemata, as opposed

u

e .

to objective environmental information (". . . memories of earlier
reagoning . . . control the present course of reasoning without openly

manifesting their influence" - Piagét, 1955, ﬁ. 66). (2) There is little .
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or no ability to view objects and events from the perspectives of

. other pergons.

Piaget's theory of the development of intelligence (cognitive
structures) is inter-~actional in tha? it states that knowledge evolves
ag the result of the'organism acting upon deects. The mental action

which constitutes knowledge is called%an "operation” which is defined

ag:

+ » » interiorised action which modifies the
- object of knowledge. TFor instance, an operation
would consist of joining objects in a class,
to comstruct a clasgsification. Or an operation
-would consisgt of ordering, or putting things in
a series . . . In other words, it is a set of
actions modifying the object, and enabling the
knower to get at the structure of the transfor-
mation (1955, p. 8).

In Piaget's theory the process of modifying sensor input in order
g y D ying ¥

. to make it correspond to existing mental schemes is called assimilation.

The process of accommodation on the other hand, consists of the modifica-

tion and elaboration of internal schemes as a result of new experiences

with the external environmment.* Thus the basic mechanism of cognitive

i
y
i

* "When we sdy an organism or a subject is sensitized to a stimulus
and able to make a response to iIt, we imply it already possesses
a scheme or a structure to which this stimulus is assimilated, . .
This scheme®consists primarily of a capacity to respond. . . We
- ghall callaﬂcommOdationrany modification of an assimilatory scheme-
or structure by the element it assimilates" (1970, p. 707-708).

¥
i
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. development in Piaget's s stem is the repetition of alternated
. P g ¥y P

processes of assimilation and accomodation which lead to the progressive

development of more and more complex mental structures and schemes.

Perception and Cognition: Jerome §. Bruner (1957) has stated that

cognitive factors such as the existence of apprepriate categories or

cognitive schemes are an important component of perceptual processes,

_and that in general there are many similarities between perceptual

and cognitive processes:

Perception involves an act of categorization

+ » . the nature of the inference from cue to
identity in perception is . . . in no sense
different from other kinds of categorical
inferences based on defining attributes.. . . there
is no reason to assume that the laws governing
inferences . . . are discontinuous as cne moves
from perceptual to more conceptual activities.
(1957, p. 123)

According to Bruner, veridical perception is a joint function of

redundancy in the stimulus and accesgibility of the appropriate

categorizing system-in the individual:

Where accessibility.of categories reflects
enviromnental probabilities, the organism is

in the position of requlring less stimulus

input, less redundancy of cues for the appro-
priate categorization of objects . . . the more in-
appropriate the readiness, the greater the input

or redundancy of cues required for appropriate
categorization to occur. (1957, p. 133)



.3The impdrtance of previous experience for the perceptual behavior"
of children, which is implicit in the position of Brumer, has'also been
emphasized by M.D. Vernon who states that "perception of everyday life

situations is to a considerable extent a function of cognitive inferences
) :

© from schematized knowledge about the nature of the situation perceived"

(19266, p. 391). Vernon also states that

perceptions and memories of perceptions and
of reactions to them become coordinated in
"schemes" with which similar memories are
organized, together with the relevant knowledge
which has been acquired in relation to these
percepts. Whenever a perceptual situation is
encountered, especially one difficult to
perceive or understand, it will be referred
to the relevant scheme. Thus the perceiver is
enabled to elucidate the situation, recognize
its significant features, and react appropriately.
In general, the more frequently a particular

. situation has been encountered, the greater
-the expectation of its recurrence, and the easier
and more rapid the operation of the appropriate
scheme and the recognition and subsequent
reaction. (1966, p. 391-392)

Vernon states that the perceptions of children.typically demonstrate
two features: (1) Tﬁey are vague and diffuse,'laéking iﬁ accurate
observation of detail and selection of wﬁat fo adults seem to be thg
éignificant aspects of the situatidn; ang (2)Ith¢y are not follbwed by
inferences;made from immediate sensory perceptions fo.tﬁe natutre of
objects and.ofithe environment - thg chiid lacks-the kndwledge needed to

guide him in theserinferences. These points may be added to those of

wohlwill (1962) who claims that wiﬁh.incréasiﬁg development there is a
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:lesééning of'thé defeﬁdenée of behavior on information in the immed;
iate stimuius fiéld, and ﬁhat there is aisd,an incréaéing stability of
'conéepts'in face.or irrelévant changes in the stimulus field (p. 73).
These points afe ﬁq éﬁmg extent illustfated.in Vernon's comments
about early studies on children's responses to pictures (Vernon, 1940;
Amen, 1941) in which.it was found that youngest children (age 2 - 4)
tend toenumerate the péople and objecfs depicted in a complex picture, .
slightly older children to describe their overt activities. 3Brill
later, some interpfetation is given-of the meaniugs of the activities,
and lJast of all the feelings and intentions.of the pecple in the éictures
are mentioned. However, in this paper Vernon does not discués children's
‘ : .
recognition of pictures gua pictures, or ‘their perception of the role
‘bf_the picture-maker. | o \

-

Children's Pevceptions of Vigual Communications: The number of

empiriéal developmental studies of children's interpretations of stories
told witﬁ pictures is felatively small. Only two studies which use
visual stimulus material more elaborate than a single picture or drawing
“and contain a cognitive—social.developmental fariable'are known to the
author. One of.these is a study done byéGollin.(i958) uéing a film.
technique that_was briginally developed for studies of impression

formation among adults. The second is a study by Cellins (1970) which.

o

used a film from a situation comedy series made for television.
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The literature review attempted to locate studies which are relevant

to the concept of interpretive compekence as it has been défined

' !
here.® ' -

Gollin's earlier research involved the use of a film which showed
| 1
a heroine in four separate scenes, two which depicted negative, pre-

‘sumably "immoral' behavior, and two which depicted positive, "kind" and

virtuous acts. In that study, and in the pretests of the developmental
study, subjects' impressions of the "star” were examined for evidence

of what Gollin calls "concept' and "inference" behavior.*

Respondents utilized inferences in two distinct
manners. Some §s used inferences to atcount for
one or other of the behavioral themes separately
while other Ss employed inferences to account
- for diversity of behavior. The former local
. accounting will be referred to henceforth as
' “"inference" and the latter general accounting w1ll

be referred to as "concept” (p. . 145).

In the developmentél study a boy was presented in a silent film

containing four scences in which two major behavioral themes were por-

trayed. The first theme connoted ''good" behavior, and the second theme

connoted "bad™ behavior. Subjects in the pilot study were boys between

f\

* . QOne clasgs of studies not included deal with the perception and inter-

- pretation of visual stimuli used for projective or diagnostic pur-
poses, such as the TAT. These studies are not relevant because they
focus on individual differences and clinical or diagnostic objectives,
rather than on general patterns of interpretive ability among children.

‘%% Not to be confused with Worth and Gross' use of the term “commun-—

icational inference" discussed above.



ithe ages of '8.and 18. Interestingly, subject.s. below age ten were

not used in the main experiment because the rate of c.onfusion of
younger subjects (age 8 —9) of the; star with other c’f.laracters in the
“film was extremeiy high’ (!LO%). Boys and girls aged 11, 14 and 17 were
used in the main study. The results are sufnmar.ized in Figure &

below.
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Figure 4: Percentage of Subjects Whose Written
-~ Judgments Contain Inference and
Concept Statements (from Gollin, 1958)
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These data indicate that the use| of inference in general (i.e.
"inference' and "concept™is a relatively late phenomenon, and that the
l1ocal use of inference occurs earlief than the general use of inference.

. |
P
This finding suggests that the ability to reconcile seemingly discrepant

pieces of social information about an actor is a relatively late

: I
- development. 1

A more recent experiment done by Colling (1970) focused on the
1eafning of "relevant" and "irrelevant" media content as a function of
cognitive develépment; Subjécts in'this-study (ages 8 - 14) were shown
_a-25 minute film from a television situation comedy series; A number

of questions about the story were developed and divided into the cat-
egories of "central" and "peripheral” according to the criterion of
defiming central itemé as "essential to the narrative sense of the
presentation' (p. 1136), -Only items on which four of five adult judges
.were in agreement were used iﬁ tﬁe study. Results of the study indicated
that learning of central content increased as a linear function of age,
while nonwessential_qpntent was a éUrvilinear functién (logérithmic) of
age. This finding is shown in the two curves of Figure 5, adapted from
Collins. Collins' findings support the hypothesis that with age children
learn to focus more on cenﬁral or eSSentiél features of a story or
dramatic episode, and simultaneously learn to ignore marginal or

L
ol

.irrelevant aspects of the presentation.
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CHAPTER THREF: OBJECTIVES, DESIGN AND PROCEDURE

Objéctives'of%the Sfudy:. Severél of ﬁha objectives of
this study have been referfed tg in the intrﬁductory chapter and in
the preceding chapter:on background and pfevious research. The
purpose of this section is to summarize these cbjectives before a
detailed description of the actual study is given.

Chapter 2 described Worth and Gross' model of two types of
interPretive strétegies and statéd that the primary objective of
this study was to examine the extent to which children at variocus
grade levels use either or both of these'interprefive strategies

. when dealing with the photogrpahic narrative used as stimulﬁs mat~
erial in this study.

The pictures usedliﬁ this research constitute a photographic
na;rative which the investigator feels conforms to what are, at
least for adults, widely known.and commoﬁly used conﬁentions of
Western représeﬁtational techniques. (The confent of the pictﬁres
is described in detail below; prints appear in Appendix A). The
"story" beginsrﬁymintroducing a protagonist (the doctor) and then
moves through several dramatic events and terminates with a shot
of fhe‘protagonist "at home". The idegtity of the protagonist is
cléar tthUghout the story; the sequence of events 1s non-random
and impliesé?ontinﬁous action (é;g. the doctor is shown in tﬁe
hospital,.then'putting his coat on, and then leaving the hospital).

The shots of the protagonist—in action imply that he was faced with

certain decisions or altermatives and the actions shown in subsequeﬁt

28
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shots imply the pg;tiéular Way.in which he reacted,tb.these aiter~
nativesf. For:example, hé is shown early in the sequencé in_the
pfoceés of leaving the hospital;f éubsequent shots_éhowed that thé
method of transportation he chose for‘reaehing his destination was
walking; in the middle of the éequence he was shown confronted with -
‘an unexpectéd car accident - subsequent shots'Shoﬁed What'his_reactibn
to the accident was. |

_ Thisrstudy examines_fhe extent ﬁo which childfen at various
grade levels are aware of thié Selec;ion and placement of visual
signs by the filmmaker in his conétfuction df the story and his
attempt to convey the meanings implicit in it. "By asking about the
people and events of the story, and by askiﬁg‘abOut-the pictures
(how were they obtained, what do they meaﬁ? etc,j the degree to
wﬁich,a child is able,to.see that the story is construcﬁed:alqng
the lines of the cdnventions discussed above {(actor identity, con-
tinuity.pf action, "plot" development, etc.) één-be éécéttained, aﬁd
the degree to which the child sees that it (the story) represents
the outcome of‘aﬁ-intentionally comﬁunicative process, can also be

ascertained.

\
{

Séveral factoré affec;ed the choice of_fﬁe‘actual content of
the story told in the slides. .Foremdst among'ﬁhese was the_&esire
‘to éreate an episode that woﬁid contain relatively clear and stroﬁg
information along'tﬁerlines of the variables used in recent person

perception and -atttibution theory research . (e.g. Jones, et al.,

1972; Kelley, 1967). These variables include personality, situational

T
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factors, and outcomes.® An additiondl relevant variable is social
At ——— | ————r—
tH

Egié_(Tuxner, 19563 Brim, 1960). It was decided-tb create an

episéde which would resemble the'kind of mixture of values of these
variables that most subjects would deem at ieast moderately un~
1ikely, thus forcing some type of cognitive integration or resolution
of the varicus facets of the episode. Tﬂe basic implausibildity

of the central event of the stor§ (the doctor igﬁoring the accident)
was supported ﬁy a previous experiment with the stiﬁulus_material
used here in which college studénts {among other tasks) were asked

- to estimate thé likelihood that a doctor would in fact ignore the
victim of anlautnmobile accident. These-data_revealed a strong

- expectation on the parf of college stuaents_that a doctor would help
i(Mgrphy, 1971). Supp0r£ for the presence of this expectation is
.also found in the interviews done with control éubjects'in the present

study, the procedure and results of which are discussed below and in

the chapter on findings.

B

The term "attribution theory", used in social psychology to refer
to a loosely constructed theory of the factors influencing the ways
in which individuals assign stable properties to objects in their
physical and social enviremments, should not be confused with the
term "attributional interpretive strategy' as used by Worth and
Gross. The empirical domains of both terms have a great deal in
common. However, Worth and Gross use the term attvibution (in
contradistinction to other interpretive strategies) as part of a
theory of communicative performance and interpretation, while social
psychologlsts use it in a more general way to refer to the process
of labelling people, objects or events in an individual's envir-
onment.



The choice of é doctor for the protagenist in this story
exploited the clarity of role infofmation available to the
_observer. That is, the doétor %ole has high recognizability,

_ana it aroused strong positive affect. (These generalizations
are based.on earlier studies and.the pretesting done with the
stimulus material used in this study).
A variation in the picture sfofy was introduced in order té
present two different images of the ﬁersonality of the protagonist.
o accomplish fhié,‘two pairs of slides for a single scene were

used. These pictures showed the doctor in a scene with a secretary
before leaving the hospital. The doctor was talking with the
secretary, apparently ab@ut some letters or papers.he was holding

in his hand. In one set of plectures the dpctor was smiling and

the interchange éppeared to be pleasént'and friendly. In the second
set the doctor was scowling at the secretary (first shot) and he next
was shown in the act of throwing down to the-floor a cfﬁmpled

pieée of paper. These two conditions will be referred to as the
"™Nice" and ”Nast&h conditions respectively.

The Nice-Nasty variation was included in the stimulus

‘material in order to examine the exteét to which specific types of
'"pérsonality" information (or "prior event information') would be
used ip explaining thé doctor's behavior at fhe scene of the accident,

and to-allow a comparison across age groups of the use of this infor-

mation in the explanation of the doctor's behavior.



;.It was.alsﬁ.thought that the use of the Nasty vefsion might
add to the 1ikelihobd that the pictures would be seen as an
intentionally communicative meséagef The doctor's behavior with thé
secfetary could be interpreted as having Been_intended by the film-
maker to be seen as a '"cause" of the doctor's later behavior at the
accident scené, or as additional evidence confirming an unfavorable
impressioﬁ of him.

In addition to its substantive goals, this study sougﬁt to

'develop.a method of data collection on communicative competence in
interpretation és it has been defined here. The discussion below
deseribes the development of the interviewing technique used.in
this study. (A copy of the actual interview schedule is included
as Appendix B). | |
, ‘The interﬁiew'and the technique used in its administxation
evolved over a period of approximately six months of pretesting with
the sfimulus material used in the study. The Everall objective was
to produce an interviewing technique which wouid be.standardized (or
structured) enough to generate data for comparative analysis on many
different aspects of the story, and yet at the same time would not
fully predetermine the way in which tﬂé child discussed the évents of
the story, and would allow the evidential bases of the child's.reason—
ing to becoag appérent to the iﬁ?estigator.

Gréat.attention was given to questions about the child's eviden;e

for his judgments, because the distinction between attributional and
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comﬁunicational inférenée iﬁtefﬁfetive:strategiés is based on the
observer's éssessment of the statps of the sign evénts (assumption of
existence ~-menatural eventé; dé;metion of intention ——¥esymbolic
events). It was necessary to le%rn whether a child was treating the

i

events of the story as natural or:"real':events (assuming their
existence) or as intentionally co@municative, syinbolic events (assum-
ing an ‘intention to convey séﬁemﬁeaning on the part of the person who
took the pictures). Therefore, it was necessary to ask children for
the reasons-which,they felt justified or supported their interpreta-
tions in order to make those otherwise tacit assumptioné
explicit.

The questions on the interview schedule fall into two general
categories:. Some deal with the childfs perception of the events,
people and relationships in the story itself, while others deal with
the child's perception of the story QEE story,.i.e. they ask about the
origin of the pictures, the esthetic quality ;f the story, its purpose
and meaning, and so on. Generally speaking, the first class of
questions maf.bé"Said to examine the percéptions of the doctor - his
personality and motivations, and the second class of questions is
designed to explore the child's reactéon to the story as an intentlon-
ally communicative symbélic event,

The ipterview schedule given in Appendix B was strictly adhered

to only in the sense that an attempt was made to ask all the

questions contained. In some cases variations from the exact
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sequences given were made. In mést cases, digressions were made

from the schedule in order to alle an exploration of the perceptlons

|
{

or reasoning that. lay behind a given response. Many of the completed

interview transcripts contain exdmples-of these digressions. Two
o _

sample dinterviews for each grade level are included as Appendix D.

\
i
o

Design and Procedure: The fbliowing sections describe the design

and procedure of the study,.

a. stimulus material: The stimulus material comsisted of 21

color 35 mm slides which were intended to show the following:

A man (easily recognized aé a ‘doctor because of his white -
COat,.StethOSCOPe; etc.) is doing various tasks in what appears to
be a hospital. He takes off his white coat, puts on an overcoat,
léAves the hospital, and walks down the street. The next slide shows
the dector in.the.background; and in the foreground én obviously
damaged automobile from which a man's head ana arm are visible hanging
part way oul of the door. It is quite cléar that the man may be
(or is) injured. The next slide shows the doctor in the foreground and
the car and injured man in the background, the doctor having ignored
the accident entirely. The doctor cogtinues his walk for what
ap@ears‘to.be severai blocks, - He next enters an apartment house,

opens a door, and is finally shown relaxed having a drink and smiling

at a woman approximately his age sitting next to him..
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.The content of each individual_picture is summarized in

Figure 6 below. Black and white prints of the slides used are con-

o

- tained in Appendix A. In each individual administration either of

two sets of slides nés. 6 and 7, which represent "Wice" and “Nasty"
I

versions of the protagonist's personality, were used as discussed

|

above.-

Slide(s) _ Content
1&2 ~Doctor in hospital with medicine
3&4 Doctor talking with nurse
5 Doctor walking in corfidor
6&7 Déctor talking with secretafy
8 Décfor walking ﬁhrough office
9810 Doctor exits hospital
11.. Doctor walking on city street (sidewalk)
12 Doctor appréaches automobile accident
13814 Doctox looké and looks closer
15,16&1%f7 Doctor walks past accident.and down‘street
18 Doector enteré apartment building
19&20 Doctor walks down éorridor énd enters apariment
‘21 Doctor

Figure

smiling and talking with wife

6:  Visual Content of Slides
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Eretestlng Extenqzve pretestlng with the stlmulus material

Was conducted by the auther in order to discover the range of.ages
' for which the present approach quld be appropriate, and to develop
and refine the interview'schéduléi Both of these points have beén
discussed separately:QBOVe.- . !
Pretesting was done at a local private échool, and at an "after
school" program at a downtown YWCA, with children between five and
-féufgeen.yeafé old. The interviewé were taped and in some cases
were transcribed. Where aﬁpropriate, referernces will be made to
these interviews, as well-as_thoée'of thé main study, in the sections
on results and discussion.
c. subjec " Data on the number, .age and grades of the subjects
ﬁsed in this study are sumﬁarized in Table 1 below. Detailed data on
fpe age,.sex, race aﬁaraxperimental conditions of subjects are in

Appendix C.

Table 1: Age and Grade of Subjects

Experimental

Conditions Control
© Boys ~ Girls ' Conditions
N Cax N CA N _CA Total
" Grade 2 6 7:310 06 7:8 -3 8:1 15

Grade 5 6 10:9 .6 10:10 3 11:1 15

A

b

Grade 8 6 14:0 6 13:9 2 14:7 14

% Mearn chronological age (vears:months)



The following‘fac£ors influenced.the decision to use subjécts
I .
in the 2nd, 5th and 8th grades.

Pretestlng with the stlmulus material, using an individually
administered interview, showed that relatively rich‘protocols could
be obtained from yﬁung children with a sehi—strﬁctured interview
fechnique. Approximately 24 c¢hildren wefe involved in pretesting at
this stage. At this point it wéé also discqvered that children
younger than approximately 7~ 8 years were not able to perceive the
story as an integrated, whole episéde. This finding was consistent
with that of Amen (1941). TFrom this it was concluded that the second
grade level (age 7 -8) should be the lower limit for the experimental
© groups.

Three age groups ﬁére then selected as representative of a span
from this lower limit up to early adoleséence. These levels are also
representative of the eritical transition frog Piaget's concrete
0perétiona1 stage‘to the (highest) stage of formal operations. The
2nd aﬁd 4th gréde children are approximately at the beginning and
end points of thé"éoncrete operational stage, while the 8th grade
children (ﬁeén age = 14 yeafs) are well beyond the begimning of the
formal operations stage, which begins ;t approximately 11 - 12 years.

Sﬁbjects were obtaine& from two schools in é Northeastern
suburban scﬁooi district - a neighborhood elementary school (grades_

2 and 5) and a district-wide junior high school (grade & .% Both

* The superintendent's request that the names of the school district
and the children involved in the study not be used will be followed
throughout this dlssertatlon.



schools.sérve middle class éomﬁﬁnities.- Only three non-whites
were included in:the sample (two.orientals and one black).

Children iﬁ each'gfade wége'randomly'selected by the school's
principal, who had been informed of the generél nature of the study.
Sampling was stratified by sei only. Data on IQ and other péychol~'
_ogiéal tests were not collected in this study. |

| Subjects included in the sample were told'of their selection
in advance and a clearaﬁce lettér.was-sent to tﬁeir parents by the
aséistant'Superintendent. | |

d. procedure: Subjects.were seﬁt te the experiﬁental room by
théif classroom teacher. Theré the author intreduced himself to
each as "Mr. Murphy . -. ..I1m doiﬁg a pxojéct in your school;".
Each child was askediif he hgd heara of the project and if he kﬁew,
in general, Whét was. imwvolved. All said ﬁhey did.  Subjects were
seated iq a straight chair across the table from the experimenter
(E). Children in the 2nd and 5th grades were asked, "Have you ever
seen 'Slidéé' before?" All subjects answered affirmatively.

E tﬁen in;r;duced the pictures in ‘the following way: "I want

to show you some pictures and then’ask you some questions about what

§
L

you saw. This is not a test - there aren't any right ot wrong
answers. QK?"
E nexf asked: "Do you mind if I -turn off the lights so that

we can see better?” No subjects ¢bjected. F. then set the slide

. projector to automatic advance for the 21 slides (see Figure 6 above).
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Eéch slide-was-projected.for 15 Eeconaé. Just béfore the last
slide was.completed, E switched Jn the tape recorder which had

been set up on the table...No feference was made to the tape
recorder by the E unless the stu%ent asked about it or stared at
it. In those cases, E stated that he wanted to: "Use this recorder
so that I won't have to take qote%,.and so that I will be able to

" remember what each person said." E next began the interview
schedule.

The prgsentation of the stimulus material and the interview
together took approximately 20 minutes. At the end of the sessiﬁn
E asked each subject if he would "Promise not to tell anyone else
about the story for at least a féw days, becaiuse we want to get each
:pérson's own viéws on the man and the story.” No.one objected.
There was no evidencé in any interviews that subjects had discussed
any of the details of the stofy or task.

Subjects were thanked for their participation in the project

and sent back to their classroom.

e. control Subjects: Control subjects in this'stﬁdy were not

exposed to the color slides. Instead they were told by the exper-
imentér that "He would like to descrgﬁe a series of events to them -
something that might happén - and ask a few queétions about them."
There wereza total of eight céntrol interviews in thg study, three

each at grades 2 and 5 and two at the 8th grade level.

Control interviews were mnecessary in the present study because
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of the assumption, discussed earlier, that the central event of the
story (the doctor ignoring the ac%ident victim) was counter-normative.
Although pretesting with collegé'gge subjects indicated that the
perceived likelihood .of a doctor-?gnoring a car accident was guite
small, there was no evidence thattthese same expectationswyould be
found among children as much as ten yéars younger. Also, use of the
control interviews tests out therp;ssibility that the generalized
expectation ("Doctors help') was not merely (or only) a function of
the specific set of pictures - e.g. the specific doctor and setting
used — but rather is truly a general cultural norm or belief.

A sample control interview is presented in Chapter 5. 1In
generél, contrql subjects were asked by the egperimenter to imagine
a‘Situation-identical to.thatrshown at the accident scene in the
siides, i.e. a car that had been in a wreck with an (apparently)
_injured or unconscious man hanging out of the front door. They then
vere-asked what they thought a person who wasvwalking down the street
and came upon this would do. Next they weré asked what they tﬁought a
doctor in that situation would do. Questions on evidential bases
("How do you know?") were also included. Analyses of these interviews

is included in a section of the chapter on findings.

f. taping and transcription: All experimental and control i

interviews were tape-recorded. The tape recorder and microphone
were placed on the table next to the slide projector and no attempt

was made to conceal the taping in aﬁy way.



Type& transcriptigns of all interviews were madenby.thé
aﬁthor aﬁd-thesé frans?ripts constitute the data which are analyzed
in Chapter 5. Two sample intefview transcripts from each grade are
inéluded in Appendix.,D. Some editing was done during the transcribing.
~This primarily involved the deletion of non-lexical utterances,
grammatical errors, and "false start” sentences where these appeared
net to reveal any Significant aspects of the subject's perceptions_or
interpretation of the story. Where possible, sentences were formed
from the ?hrases'and'grammatically incomplete utterances of natural
speech. Pronoun antecedents, which were clear from the verbal
recerding, but which would be ambiguous in a literal transcription,
were provided. 1In general, everything possible was done to preserve
the.semantic content (aﬁd such factors as degree of hesitation and
répetition) while still giving the interﬁiews a readable, coherent

quality.
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CHAE;TE'R FOUR: ANALYTIC SCHEME

This chapter ouflines the major dimensions of the data analysis
that will be prgsentéd in Chaptér 5, and.provides a theoretical
justification for this analytic scheme. It also contains a
brief discussion of the analytic scheme - i.e. the "questiomns" that

- will be asked of the data, and of the form of the data analysis.

1. Analytic Scheme: An outline of the analytic scheme that

will be explained below is presented in Figure 7. This outline
contains six questions which have been selected as the basic, or
most central, dimensions of the children's responses to the

pictures for the purposes of this investigation. The data analysis

“A. What was the child's overall iﬁterpretation of
the story? '

B. What was the child's affective response to the
“~. protagonist?.

C. What parts of the story were seeh as most important?.

D. What are the rules used for interpreting sccial
relationghips in the story?

E. What criteria are used in oﬁdef to judge whether
or not the story ''really happened'?

F. What criteria are used in evaluating the story
and judging its meaning or purpose?

e

Figure 7:. Outline of Analytic Scheme

42
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o ;. .
will deal with the: child's interpretations of the story dimensions
. . a

listed in Figure 7 fromithe point of view of the actual content
of his answers and, even more iﬁportantly, from the point of view of
the evidence rules used to justify the answers.

The éctual inﬁerview schedule used in this study is inecluded
as Appen&ix B and has been discussed in Chapter.B. The reader may
wish to comsult thié schedule in-¥eviewing the analytié scheme

developed here since the primary dimensions of the data analysis

are, of course, derived from the answers to those questions.

A. What was the child's overall interpretation of the story?

This questioﬁ bﬁilds on tHe first questién in the interview séhedule,
"What was the story téla in the pictures?' However, as expected, it
was often the case that impérfant clues to a child's overall inter-
pfetat;on of the story came out of other, later questions.

The central issue here deals with the child's recognition of
the man, of the accident, and of the relationship between the man and
the accident. A ;ériety of sub-issues are involved with each of
these_points. For example,‘with respect to the recognition of the man,
it is important to ascertain whether tﬁe child recognized that he
was a doctor, whether it was'in“féct oné_man throughout the story, etc.
A number of#similar points cén be raised about the accident, and the
man's relation to the accident. ‘Patterns and trends in the responses

of children in different experimental conditions and at different age

levels will be discussed in detail in the chapter on fiﬁdings.
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i

. -~ . B. Nhat was the-child‘s affectivg;gg§ponse tb-thg protagonist?
Thls question is based on the queFtlon "pid you like the man in the
story?" and on evidence from otger questions about the respondent's

- affective response to the main character. Also of central importance
| .
|

will be the reasons given Ey the ?ubject‘as juétification for the
expressed feelings. A
| Numerous factors indicate'th;tAthe data should be examined for.
the subject's affective response to the protagonist. First, the
1nclu51on of the Nice - Nasty variable means that systﬁmatlc dif-
ferences in the ”personality informatiou“ made available to the
viewer are preseﬁt. Additionally, the strongly counter-nermative
central event of the story provides the hasis for nognl judgments
about the prbtagonist wﬁich caﬁ be compared across age groups {i.e.
"Why did you (not) like him?"; "What sheﬁld he haﬁe dpne?fg Mhy
etc,). Finally, the-dgta on affective_responseito the doctor and-
the justifications for these judgments may prbvide.a view of the
child's role-taking ability (i.e. his perception of the doctor's
perception of the-situaﬁion, and his pervception of alternétive
courses of action). These data will'Bé sublected to cross-age com-—

parisons. ' |

C. What parts of the story were soen as mqst_lﬂnorLant? This

i

question is based on the parts of the interview schedule which asked,

"What was the most important thing in the story?"; "Why?™"; and
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"Whéf else was impbrtant in the story?" As with A and B above,
the reasons given by the child to support or justify (or explain)
his answer to this queétion will be aﬁ.impprtant sourcé of data
for comparisons acro;s variablés;‘

The analysis will focus on whether a £33pondent chooses some part
of the story as importént becausé.of_its purely intfinsié signifiéance,
or because of his perception of it.as an important part of the story
structure within which it ig found.

The concept.of a structured photographic marrative and the
conventions associatéd with this kind of cpmmunicational event,
as discussed in Cﬁapter 3, would suggest that certain barts of tﬁe
story would be seen as more or.less importanf'than others. .fhis
notioﬁ, indeed, is quite similar to Collins' (1970) separation of
central and peripheral story content. Tﬁerefore, answers to the
questions thatlrelatermore to the doctor's coming across the
accident and ﬁis.reaction to the accident Would.be'central in Collinsi
sense, while comments about doctors and hospitals in general'(éimply
because a doctor and a hospital were shown) or aboﬁt-Walking (because
therstbry included several shots of tﬁe doctor Walking:home) would be

i

more peripheral,

iGN ’ . .
" D. What are the rules used for interpreting sccial relationships

shown in the story? Many aspects of the stimulus material used in
this study could serve as the basis for specific questions about

social relationships. Examples would include questions about the
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‘occupational ‘and/or personal relationship between the doctor and

i R
the nurse, and between the doctor and the secretary. Other questions

could déal with his relationshié to the accident victim or to
the woman at the end bf the story.

The bulk of the analysis presented in this feport, hoﬁever, wili
deal with the child's perception of the doctor's relationship to the
woman at the end of the stoﬁj. It is felt that answers to gquestions
about her identity and their relationship will be particularly inter-
estiﬁg because this is in fact a.highly ambiguous situation - i.,e. it
lacks the strong visual cues about occupational/work status that are
prévided by a nurse's ﬁniform, or by a seat at an office desk with a
typrewriter. On the other hand, the slide showing the doctor sitting
with the woman at the end of the story definitely suggests.a close
pefsonal relationship -~ yet one whoée exact nature is not clearly
Specified.

The idea of competence in a '

'social—geséural" gomﬁunicatioﬁ
mode has been proposed by Gross (1973). This competence refers to
the ability of aufully socialized member of a culture to produce
valid interpfetations éf the gestural and proxemic behavior of his
fellows. These interpretations are bésed on a familiarity with the
full range of symbolic significance of a variety of the elemeﬁts of
that cultupe - such as clothiné and uniforms, jéwelry, signs, noises,
insignia ana'the'like._ |

Data in thé present stﬁdf wi}l be examined for regularities

in the kinds of evidence adduced in support of the interpretation
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of.the relationship be;ween_the doctor aﬁdfthe woman at the end of

“the story provided by the subject..

E. VWhat criteria are used to judge whether or mot the story

"really happened"? The data relevant to this question are drawn

largely f;om responses to the interview question, "What about these
pictures, do you think they are real?” The main objective of the
analysis of this material will not Ee simply to tabulate or compare
the relative frequency of "Yes" or "No" answers to this question
across age grdups or éxperimental conditioﬁs, but.insteéd to go
beyond thege answers to gxamine the kinds of criteria or factors
which the chid uses as juétification for his'answer,-to the éxtent
that these are.apparent from his answers to the actual question and
subsequent probes in the interview.

| At this point the distinction between natural vs. symbolic
agssegsment of sign events is useful. On the one hand, there are a
variéty of responses to this question which use as a basis for the
answer a recognition of the events.as “real" (i.e. as naturai evenfs).

On the other hand, a recognition of the events as intentionally

L
|

communicative would be based on the assessment that the story évents
were symbolic events. e

One e%ample of the category of attributioﬁal criteria would be
a response to fhe question which describes the "natural order” or

continuity of the pictures and states that this is evidence for the
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realness of the events (i.e. the étory). This would correspond S
to Worth and Gross' "order recogn%tion". Another type of attribu-

. . - . J|
tional response is one in which a.

judgment is based on the.simple
plausibility of the events and peésﬁns depicted in the story. Here
| .

one would find answers stating that the pictures were real because
"fhat man really looked like a doc%or“ or ”That was a real nurse and a
a real hospital”. Finally, the fepreéeﬁtational fidelity of the
pictures themseivés'could be used as a criterion - as in the assertioﬁ
that "That was a feal.man", or a "Real car', in constrast to drawings,
caftoons; or some other non-photographic representation.

Answeré'reflecting a recognition of symbolic status would incluae
those which implicitly or explictly reveal an awareness éf the circﬁm—
'stances under which the pictures were obtained, and thus an awareness
of their fabrication. A typical exampie of a response falling into
this-categéry wéuld be one in which the respondent states.that the
pictures (story) are not real because the peoﬁie taking fhe plctures ..
if they had actualiy seen such an accident - would have intervened
".themselves and héiped the victim, insteéd of merely photographing the
incident. Another similar response is one which states that.of all
possible circumstances in which a doctgr might not help an accident
‘victim,lthe least likely would berthat in which he himself was being
observed (ngthe_person taking.the pictures), the implication being
that he would then be held accountable for failure to assist an

injured person.
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Theoe are admitediy oifficulties in achileving highly reliable
classification of the answers oo the evidence questions. Nevertheless,
the crucial aspect of the distinotion between natural and symbolic
assessments hinges oo the question of wheﬁher or not the respondent
incorporates an awareness of the intentionally communicative (or
messageful) mnature of the eventslthrough, for instance, references
to the scripting; staging ond photographing (i.e. fabrication) of the

story events, in his determination of the realness of the pilctures

(story).

F. UWhat criteria are used in evaluating the story and judging

its meaning or purpose? The data relevant to this question are drawn.

largely from responses to the interview questions, '"Do you think that
the person who took these pictures was a good storyteller?" and
p P good y
"What is a good (bad) story like?"; also, "What was the meaning of
the story?'"; "What was the man who took these pictures trying to make
you think?" and other related probes.
Evaluations may be based upon factors that are largely internal

to the picture (story) events themselves as in a response that claims

4
|

that the story was a good one because theopictureo (ovents) followed

ooe another in a.”good way''. Other relatively simple criteria iof

clude equaé%ng the evaluation of the pictures (story) with an evaluation
of the behavior (acts) depicted in the pictures.

More sophisticated responses’ could discuss the goodness or
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badness of the story by regarding the pictures as theifidal outcone
of a series of production activitjies and decisions carried out by
the producer-of the story (the -storyteller}.  -Thus, for example,

references to the intentional uge of cues to aid the viewer in
, i _ ‘
i - -

Usetting the meaning' of.or undefgtanding the sﬁgry is evidence for
recogniticn of the ﬁicture eventsias symbolic. Additidnally, éxplicit
references tb other meséage charagacter%gtics'possiﬁle for a story

of this type - refe;ences which eﬁbhésize.the fabricaﬁedness of the
story — may also reflect a recognitién‘of.the inteﬁtionall? commﬁﬁm
icative nature of the sigﬁ events. . Exampies here would include
conments about the pGésibility cf a sound tract, diffefént'ways of

taking the piectures, etc.

2. Data Analysis: The section abd&e has presentad the majof
dimensions of the data analysis in terms bf.specific content areas.
'Severai questions felated to thé metﬁod of déta“aﬁalysiﬁ will ngw'be

dealt with.

‘quantitative vs. gqualitative analysis: 'Two points should be noted

~here: {(a) By faf'the greater part ofrthe data analfsi; will be
qualitative in.nature. This has beeﬁﬁdone for several feasons:_.(i)

" The use of a. semi~structured intefview schedule réduced.the compar-
ability oﬁﬂrespﬁnses across suﬁiects ~ thus placing some coﬁstraints
:on the amount of reliable categorization and quantification that would

be possible; (ii) Ixtensive pretesting with the stimulus material.

and earlier versions of the interview schedule indicated that richer
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data (i.é.'léngthier, mére detailed and fully specified_answers).
could be obtained with'; more épenﬁended, probing interview approaéh;
finail?, (iii) Pretesting also iﬁdicated that the level of com— |
plexity and detail ofichildreﬁ‘s reéponses to the. type of visual
gtimuli used in this study was so_high,thét each individual inter-
~view transcript merited a thorough analysis.

(b) Neverthless, some questions in the interview schedule
produced responseé that could be fairly reliaBly_coded, éo that
quantitative comparisons could be made. This was most often the case
for questions for which the answers could be reduced to a simple
dichotomy (e.g. yes — mo, favorable - unfavoréblé) and in these'
cases a comparison across.one_of the independent variables was
made. These data are ﬁresented in Chapter 5 at the.appropriate
places, ugually in the form of chi—squére tables.

The peossibility of more élaborate or mulgivariate coding, content
analyéis and statistical analysié of the data collected in this study
has been limited by the relatively small number of experimental inter-

views (36) obtained.

L



f E CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS ‘

Thiélchapter'contains an.analysis of the 36 ekpe?imental and
8 control interviews conducted by the author. The format used for
the discussion of these findingé is thaf of the analytic scheme
outlined_iﬁ Chapter A. In addition to those dimensions, this chapter

contains a discussion of the control interviews and of age-reiated

~differences in the types of assessments made of the pictures.

1. Control Subjects: Children's generalized expectations

about the behavior of a doctor in the kind of accident situation
depicted in the pictures were explored through confrol interviews,
The need for these interviews with respondents who did not see the
pictﬁres was explained in ChapterAB (p. 39 - 40). Informatién on
these respoﬁdents was summdrized in Table 1 (p. 36}, An example
of the control interviews is presented below. This interview was
dore with a_second grade student, and is typical of all eight con-
trol interviews both in terms of the interviewer's description of
the scenario, and in terms of the interviewee's predictions about

the most likely behavior of a passerby who was either a lay person

or a doctor.

Q: I want to describe an imaginary situation
to yvou and then ask- some questions about it.
There are no right or wrong answers to the
questions; this is not a test. I want vyou,
for a minute, to imagine a situation which I'm
going to describe now.

-
e
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. A person is walking down the street. Tt's

. daylight outside. The street is empty and

there aren't any|people, or cars around.

The person sees in front of him, up ahead,

a car up on the 51de of the road. The car

looks like it had been in an accident. The
doors are open, the fenders are dented.

The person comes up to the car a little closer
and sees that in'fact there has been an accident,
and that the driver of the car, who is a man, is
laying on the seat and the floor and looks

to be unconscious} Nobody has seen him yet.

What would a normal person do if he came
upon a situation like that, with a man un-
conscious in an accident?

A: VWhat would I do?

Q: What would you think a regular, everyday
person would do? :

A: Probably go to get a policeman and say that
somebody is unconscious.

How would you know that a normal person
. would do that?

L

A: Because they wouldn't just let him lay there
for a long time.

: What would you do?

I would probably call the police.

= = o)

‘Is there anything else you could do?

Ay Tell somebody.
- Q: Now, what do you_think a doctor would do
if he was walking down that street?

A: He would probably get the ambulance and bring
% him to the hospital.

Q: How do you know that a doctor would do that?

Az Because the doctor wouldn t just let him lay
there.
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Q: Why not, what is it about doctors?

A: Doctors know how to do people like that, they
know how to make them better and they wouldn't
just let them stay there and die.

Q: What are doctors like themselves?

A: WNice and helpful.

G: They are? What would you think of a doctor who
saw the accldent and who did help the person?.

A: He's a nice person.

Q: What would you think of a doctor who saw the
accident and didn't help?

A: He's a mean doctor and shouldn't be a doctor.

Q; What would you think of a regular person who
saw the accident and didn't help?

A: He would be mean and wouldn't help anybody.'

(14)%

Aésignment of individﬁals to the control condition was done by
a random procedure, In general, no significant differences in
expectations were found across the variables of age (school-grade) or
sex. The principal conclusions to be drawn from the control inter-
views is that they strongly support t?e agsumption that the normal
expectation (in the population examinéd_in the study) about a doctor's
behavior at the kind of accident used in the stimulus pictures was

that he would help,

* Numbers in parentheses are subject numbers. See Appendix C
' for the age, sex and experimental condition of each subject.
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2. Children's Overall Interpretation of the Story: Virtually -

all of the children who were show% the picture story recognized that
: , o )
the protagonist was a doctor, dlthough 3 of the 12 eighth grade

students said they thought he was probably a medical student. These
o] :

data are summarized in Table 2 below. .

|

Table 2. Role Recognition by Grade and
' Experimental Condition

Experimental Condition:

"Nice" "Wasty"
Doctor Other Doctor Other
2L os | 1t e | oo
’ _ . 5 .
Grade 5 6 0 6 §;
g o1 o 6] o

1. Said protagonist was either a doctor or a scientist.

- 2. One student said protagonist was probably a medical

student, _

3. 3 of 12 ‘eighth grade students said protagonist was
probably a medical student,

The single most important aspect of the child's overall inter-
pretation of the story is his perception of the doctor's reaction

to the accident scene and to the accident victim. Very striking

‘differences in perception occurred between respondents at different
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grade levels.
) i

Table -3 summarizes; for each grade, the perceptions of the

doctor's reaction to the accident victim, as expressed in the answers

to the questions, '"What was the story told in the pictures?’
q Ty p

aﬁd
"Why do you think the man in the étory acted the way he did (at the

accident)}?"

Younger children were clearly less likely than older ones to

state that the doctor had ignored the accident victim. (By "ignored"
is meant that the doctor recognized the victim's need but did not

help.)

Table 3., - Interpretation of the Doctor's
Reaction to the Accident Victim
bv Crade. '

Did the doctor ignore'
the accident vietim?

YES  NO
2 4 8
Grade 5 8 4
8 11 1!
X* = 8.91
df = 2
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Iﬁstead'of saying that the doptor'ignored tﬁé accident victim,
the majority of tﬁe éecondlgréde subjects gave altérﬁative inter-

' pretaﬁions of his actions;-somé.gf these alternatives involve
relatively complex inferential processes.® Many of these responses
(8 of 12) appear to createla con;istency-between a generalized
positive image of a doctor and thé behavior of the doctor in this

“story. (This pattern is also present in the data on affective
response to the doctor which is discuésed in Section 3 of this
chapter.) These.eight céses are summarized in Table 4 below.

The following péssages illustrate the kind of interpretations

of the event typical of these gecond grade respondents:

. Q: How did the doctor in that story help that woman?

A: He brought her out of the car and maybe went back

to the medical center and put her in one of the
beds. '

Q3 How could you tell that?.

A: When I saw the picture, her . .. . when it was
~ smashed and he was walking by . . . her hand
“was out, and when I looked in the second picture
her hand wasn't sticking out the bottom door.

Q: So that tells you that he had done that?
H

1

A: Yes. (3)

* Standard usages of the term "inference" ("inferential'' etc.) in

thHis: discussion should not be confused with the term "commun-
icational inference" discusged in Chapter 2.



Table 4, Inte*pretations of Second Grade
_ Subjects Consistent with the
Positive Image of a Doctor.

Subject ) i Irnterpretation
1 _ Respondent cén not remember what the doctor
did when he (doctor) saw accident.

2 ‘Ne help was needed because the doctor saw
that the man was repairing his car - there

had not been an accident.

3 Doctor took the victim back to the hospltal
: in between shots.

A ' The doctor went home to the murse to tell

her about the accident 'so that help could
be called
5  The doctor was blind and therefore he
- - : ~couldn't see the victim.
9 ' The doctor's help was not needed because

an ambulance had already been called.

10 : The story was about two men who looked

' alike (first man was a doctor, second was
not). Existence of second man postulated
because the respondent could not believe

that a doctor would ignore an accident victim
as shown.

12 : The doctor saw that the man was only taking
' a rest.
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Going back to the car, why do you thlnk the
doctor acted the way he did?

I don't know.l-Maybetbecause the ambulance
could have been talled already.

How.could you tell that that's . . . ?
|

Or he could have, called.the ambulance when he

got home.
‘ 1

What do you think he did?

I think maybe an ambulance was probably called
already.

Is there any way that you could tell that one had
been called already?

Because he just looked at it, and he didn't stop

to really take a good look at it. o
X % ok k& % % 0k k% % % %

Did anything happen to the man on his way home?

He saw this man . . . his head and his hand was out
of the car, and the door was opened.

: What do you suppose had happened?

Could it have crashed?

Do you think so?
Maybe something was wrong and he was fixing
something maybe.

Why do you think the man in the story - the
doctor - acted the way he did? ' '

. . . (pause) . . . Because that's how doctors
always act. '



60
Q: But when he saw that person in the car,
~why do you think he acted the way he did
then? ‘ :
A Because he was,pﬁobably -

Q: Probably what?

A: lle didn't know what was wrong, and then he saw
what the man was doing, T guess.

Q: What do you think the man was doing?

A:. Fixing something? (2)

The interpretations givén by the four second grade students
who did report the docior as ignoring fhe éccident ﬁictim were
varied, although noneof them contains an explictiy -negatiﬁe
conclusion about the doctor's personality. They said that: He
waﬁted to get home_and‘be Qith_hig wifé; herwas tired from his work
day; he wanted to get‘hoﬁe fast - and was mot in a "mood" to help
{not séid sarcastically): and, he didﬁ't have time to help.

The-responsés of -the fifth grade subjecﬁs contained mény of
the elements found.iﬂ.the younger'childrenfs responses discussed
above, although éﬁey appeared inrsmallér proportions. _Four of the
12 fifth graders felt that the doctor'did.ggg_ignore the éccident.
victim,‘and some of thege interpretations of the event involved
inferénées similar to these of the second graders. The quote below
is an exaﬁple:

$

Q: What about on the way home, as he was walking -
did yeu notice anyrhing there? '
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A: While he was walking down -the road he saw this
" guy in the car - I didn't know really what he was
- doing. The guy s laying in his car with the
door open, and thF trunk was open.

What could possiEly be going on - or what could
have: been going on =~ in that situation?

o]

A: Well, that guy in the car - he could have had to

' stop to do something in his engine or something,
and then he walked up there and he opened the
hood to do something, and he needed a screwdriver,
and he went back in his car and he was getting it -
and he was real tired and .he fell asleep in the
seat.

Q: Any other possible explanations as to what would
be going on there? '

A: Well, like he could have been doing.something -
like laying over on the seat and doing something

down on the floor underneath it,

Q: 1Is it possible that it could have been an accident?

Lo A: It could have been but there wasn't anybody else
around there. Like maybe his car just went crazy
up the road there. (23)

Other fifth grade children who interpreted the scene and the
doctor's behavior in ways consistent with a positive image of a doctor
stated that he called an ambulance®, that he thought the car had been

abandoned (there was no victim)} and that the doctor ascertained that

\

What was the most important thing in the stoery?

When he called the ambulance about the killed man. _

+ . % What did you see that showed you that he called the
ambulance when he came to the accident?

Well, after one picture the man was not in the car anymore.
He must have been in the hospital. (27)

- ol L
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the accident was not authentic - it had been staged by a car man-
ufactﬁrer aﬁd the "victim" wés'acéuallyfa dummy used for simulation

I

purpoées ~ hence no medical action was required.

Fifth grade resﬁondents who %id report that the doctor left
the accident victim without.aidiné were nevertheless ambivaleﬁt in
their interpretations of his acts ;nd the reasons behind ﬁhem.
-Typical responses were that ﬁe did not want to get involved because
he was afraid he would get into trouble, the doctor thought.tbe man
was dead already and thus he could be of no real help, and the doctor
was mad about the incident at the office (Naéty condition) and just
wanted to get home. |

In constragt to the second and fifth grade students, all the
' eighth graders, with Qﬁe exception, reportea that the doctor ignoied
the accident victim; The sole excepﬁion was a female.fespondent who
felt that phe doctor probably ascertained that the man wasralright,
although she thought itrunusual that the doctor did.not do anything.
more. |

The eighth é;ade responses are homogeneous in'a nuﬁber of ways
and demonstrate an apparently more sophisticated interprétation of
the factors which probably caused the\doctor to ignore the victim.
Nine of these eleven respondents explicitly stated that they felt
the doctor #'did not want to get involved" in the situation. The

other two respondents said essentially the same thing without using

that particular phraSiﬁg. Furthar, five of thesé children said that
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|

the doctor'probably'feéred.legal résponsibility or a suit as a
coﬁsequence of intervention. The following passage typifies this

interpretation:

Q: Going back to the accident, why do you thlnk the
man acted the way he did?

A: Scared he would be sued. Tt's happened before,
like when a couple of years ago we were talking
about this in sixth grade - some guy was beat up
and thrown down the stairs and was killed. People
just walked right by him - didn't care. Maybe
(if) somebody would've helped him and they did

"something wrong ~ like put a tourniquet on his
‘arm - and he could have to have it amputated, he
could sue the person.?® (43)

Nice vs. Nasty Condifions:. As discussed in Chapter 3, it was
expected that the differences in the "personality information' variable
(NiCe-vs. Nasty conditions) would lead to different types of inter-
pretations of thé doctor's behavior. This.exyectatipn was based on
:two different possibilities. Firét, since the scene with the
secretary immediately precedes the.doctﬁr's leaving the hospital and

encountering the accident, it is possible that his anger at the

o

The question of the popular image of "Good Samaritanism" deserves
attention. it light of recent findings highly inconsistent with the
image of well-intentioned doctors being sued for aiding accident
victims. A survey conducted by Emergency Medicine magazine (reported
in Newsweek, October 9, 1972) offered $100 to the first of its
106,000 readers who could document a case of a malpractice sult
following an act of "Good Samaritanism'. No cases were discovered.
These results suggest that factors other than actual real life

events may be responsible for this perv351ve (at least among 8th
grade children) image.
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-

secretary. could be seen as carrying over into the next scene - i.e,

because of his being upset shortly earlier, the doctor failed to

aid the vietim., On the cother hand, it is also possible that both

events (his anger at the secretary and his failure to aid the victim)

could be seen as manifestations of the same relatively permanent

underlying perscnality disposition or trait.

The following quote illustrates the first possibility - that

of a transient state of anger which prevents the doctor from helping:

L

>

What do vou know about the man?

Well, that he's interested in his job, and

he's trying to find out what's right .and

what's wrong.  And that he - because he was
angry -~ that's why he just left the man there.
Because he was mad . . . but he probably would

have helped the man otherwise, if he hadn't

been angry. (28)

The second possibility - that of a consistently unpleasant or

unkind pergonality - is suggested by the following:

What else do you know about the man in the
story? .
L |

He's not very considerate, He doesn't care
much, and he doesn't control his temper
Not a wan too many people would want to

know. We could do without him,. (32)
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Contrary to gxpectétioﬁs; the interview data yieldéa'ﬁo par-

ticularly strong or interesting differences tﬁat can Be attributed

to this "personality inforﬁatioﬁ* variable. It produced virtually

no differences in respondents"overall interpretations of the doctor's

reaction to the accident. Only oﬁe respgndent in the fifth grade and

one in the eighth said that the doctor in the Nasty condition may

not have helped because of anger carried over from the scene with the

secretary or because of a consistently unkind or negative personality.
The data on'affeétive reéponse to the doctor (discussed below in

Section 3) show. a élight but congistent trend for the Nice-Nasty

variable in the expected direction - i.e. a mixed or negative

reaction to the doctor is more frequent in the Nasty than in .the

Nice condition, |

-

--Other Explanations: The perception of the doctor as eager to get

home to his wife (or te his "date" ~ see Section 5 below) was cited
on several occaisiens by respondents at all three grade levels as
at least a centributing facter in his decision not to ald the accident

victim. Fxamples include:

Q: Why do you. think the man in the story acted the
way he did at the accident?

A:  (Second grade) Maybe he wanted to get home real
fast and he didn't want to help the man - he
= wanted to get home real fast and meet his mother
-or his girlfriend. (7)

&
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- Q: Was there anything that might indicate that she
was his girlfriend?

A:  (Fifth grade) If it was his girlfriend - like,
if she was his wife, he might not have gone right
home - he might have had a date with his girl-
friend and that's why he left the man there.
He might have thought his girlfriend was more
important. (22) '

The following excerpt from an eighth grade student demonstrates
the weighing of the three separate explanations considered so far

(fear of involvement, angry from office scene, and eager to get home):

Q: Going back to the accident, why do you think the
man acted the way he did?

“A: Well . . . now that T think of it . . . well, it
-seemed a little unreal . . . If that was his
‘ _ friend, I guess he dida't want to miss his date
' or something like that . . . but I don't know
why he would . .

Q: Well, can &ou think of any other reasons?

A: He may have been upset from at the office, but

I still . . . I can't imagine anybody just leaving
..& person there -~ I mean not even telling anybody.
You know, the car . . . looked like it was in a
pretty unused area . . . he could have been lying
there for days.
i
Q: Are there any other ieasons why he may not have

helped?
A: Well, other than maybe he was in a hurry to get
2 home, I guess he was upset. I can't think of too
much more. Except maybe he was just that kind of
‘person - doesn't want to get involved.

Q: What do you mean by not wanting to get involved?

A: Well, not go through all the trouble. T guess he'd
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-have to talk to police and things l1ike that.

. Maybe he'd use up too much of his time - he'd
have to get the gerson to a hospital. If the
person were to die, he may be respomsible for it.

s

Q: In what way could he be regponsible?

A: Well, if he had %oved the person, and the person
died or something . . . even given first aid . . .
T don't know too much about legal matters, I guess
he could have been responsible.
-Q: Do you think the doctor was probably thinking
- _.about this?

A:v  He might have been, but I didn't see too much
change of expression on hig face . . . I mean he
just . . . well, T guess he went a little bit out
of his way and walked towards it . . . I mean he
didn't look like he was making any major decisions.

1t looked like he just 1gnored it and put it out
of his mind. (49) . , ’

A review of the complete set of transcripts indicates that
perception of the doctor as eager to get home (and thus not willing to
aid the victim) is not systematically related to experimental condition

“(Nice vs. Nasty), subject age, or sex.

3. Affective Response to the Protagonist: Data on the respondentg?

general affective response to the doctor are summarized in Tables 5 and
6 below, based mainly on responses to the question, "Did you like the

man in the story?'#

=
=

B

Through an oversight, three of the 12 respondents in the fifth
grade (23, 27, 29) were not asked this question. Affective
response here was inferred from answers to other related questions
about the story and the man (e.g. "What do you know about the
man?'"). _
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~Table 5. AffectﬂVe Response to the
Doctor by Grade

:Positive Négative

2 12 0 .
Grade 5 6 '26
2
= 20.28
8 1 11 "if - 2
p < .001

Table 6. Affective Response to the Doctor by
Crade and Experimental Conditicn

g Posgitive Mixed Negative
2 - Nice . 6 0 0
Nasty "4 2 0
Grade 5 Nice 3' 1 2
Nasty 1 2 3
8 Nice .. | 0 2 4
Nasty 0 1 5

68



These figureg present the same pattern. of differences between
age groups as was obhserved in the data on respondents* overall
interpretation of the doctor's reaction to the éccident (Table 3);
The principal difference revealed between Tables 3 and 5 is that
even the four second grade studenfs who did report that the doctor
ignored the accident victim still had a favorable reaction to him.
One is teﬁpted to interpret these responses as a ''correct' per-
ception of the depicted neglect on the doctor's part a# the accident,
followed by a "failure" to incorporate this information into the
affective response to'him.. The assumption here, of course, is thét
a perception of neglect in general is enoughrto justify (in the
sense of naive psychology) an unfavorable reaction to the actor.
The responses of the fifth and eighth grade children (discussed
béloﬁ) support this assumption, although it is not clear what it
would take ﬁo produce a negative response to the doctor from second
. grade students.

These data on affective response to the doctor are broken down
into a finer aralysis in Table 6 abéve. Here the simple Positive -
Negative dichotomy has been replaced by a three-way classificéﬁion.to
-allow for basically mixed or ambivalegt responses (in the two-way
classification all respoﬁses were fbrce—categorized as either pos-
itive or nggative). This tab1e<also clagsifies respondents\by the
experimental variable (Nicé vé. Nasty)} to check for any systematic
effect of this "personality information'". These data show a slight

tendency for mixed and negative reactions to occur more frequently
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in tﬁe Nésty condition. For instance, among those 14 second and
fifth'graders who did have a ﬁositive reaction to the doctor,
-nearlf two~thirds of them (9 o£714) saw the Nice vérsion,thus indicat-
iné that the Nasty stene may have contributed t§ a negative reactioﬁ.
However, these differences do not achievk statisticél significance.

The affective responses of the four second grade children
discussed above (those who récognized that he &id not help, vet
still liked Eim)stand out because they embody a relatively high
degree of surfdce inconsistency - the presenée'of which can be taken
as evidence for the streﬁgth'of the initial stereotype. The follow—

ing quotes are taken from these children:

Q: Vhat was the most important thing in the story?

A: (pause) . . . That he should have helped the
person in the car.

Q: Why would you say that?
A: Because the person could be almost dead.

. L |

G: Did you like the man in the story?

A: Yes. 7 {
Q: Why?
A:  (pause) . . . Because he lovked like a kind man.
a .
Q: FHe did?
A Yes.
Q: What made you think that he would be a kind person?
A: He just looked kind. {8)
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Do you like the man in the'story?
Yes.
Why?

Well, because he helps pecople in the hospital,
but there was one part I.didn’'t like about him.

What was that?

When the man was injured in the car and he
didn't go and help him. He should have went
back and got an ambulance, and took him to the
hospital and he should have operated cn him -

so he wouldn't have died. '

What are the other reasons that you like him?
Well, that he's nice to people. He doesn't hurt
people. He's nice because he does nice things
to people. :

Are there any other reasons that you dislike him?

I can't think of any. (7

o
bl

w

Why (did you like the doctor)?

Because he was talking nice to that lady, and he
wasn't being mean to her. : :

Are doctors that way sometimes?
. . 4
4

I don't know.

Was there anything about the doctor that you didn't
1ike?

No. (6)
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The second grade interviews contain numerous examples of highly

circular reasoning which shows the link between the child}s'per— 4
-

ception of social-occupational status (i.e. the doctor) and
affective response. For example:

i

_Q: What else do you?know'ahout the man in the story?
At  That he was.a good man.

Q: Why do you know that?

A: Cause doctérs are gopélmen;

Q:' How could you tell that this one was a good man?
.A: Because he was a doctor. = (4)

, As indicated by the data in Tables 5 and 6, the affectivé_
'fesponseé' of.- fifth graéers o the doétor were mixea. Ipcluded
are childrén wﬁo (a) liked the doctor becaﬁée of his actions (they
th&ught that he helped); (b) some who 1i£ed him in spite of his
failure to aid the victim; and (C).Some who did not 1ike him because
of hié failure_toraid the victim.

The following passage exemplifieg the second category — respon-
~ dents who like the doctor in spite of?his béhavior at the #ccident:

What else was important in the story?

e
O

"A: (pause) . . . That he saw the man. That he
saw the smashed up car . . .

Q: Why was that important?
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Because 1f he didn't take care of him, the man
would just be lying there and soon he'd get real
hurt, and grow cold and then he'd get sick and
he'd die.

What did the doctoxr do?

He didn't do anything. All he did was just
stand there looking at #t. Walked away from it.

Do wyou like the doctor?
Yes.
Why?

I think he's nice because - well, he looks it

He looks what?

Like a friendly man. (11)

In contrast to the fifth graders, eighth grade students were

nearly unanimous in their dislike for the doctor (11 to 1 negative).

These responses are highly similar in that all eleven refer to his

failure to aid the victim as their reason for disliking him. These

eighth grade res?bnsés, however, are more complex than those of the

younger students in that several of them are qualified by the comment

1

that the man was initially seen'favorébly'ﬁae. they reported that

‘they liked him at first) but then their opinion changed after the

accident scene.

Did you like the man in the story?

Well, at first I thought I liked him, but
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I
then when he lost his temper I had a little
doubt about him. And when he started walking
home,! T thought he was a person who liked out-
doors and have exercises and things, but then
when he walked away from that person T was sur—
prised at first and I guess T sort of resented
it.

Q: Was there anything about him that you particularly
liked? )

A: Well, he was a doctor and - I thought he was going
_to help the person ~ I would have liked that.
There wasn't anything exceptional about him . . .
that I wouldn't like him over any other person.

Q: Was there anything about him - other than what
you've mentioned ~ that you particularly dis-
liked?

A: Well, I could understand his losing his temper -
I lose my temper and I'm sure everyone else does

- but the thing about him leaving the perscn there -
I thought that was pretty bad. (49)

As sﬁown in Table & and discussed above, the relationshin beﬁween
affective response to the doctor and the Nice vs. Nasty variable, .
while in the expected direction, was weak and did nét approach
statistical significance. Also, there waé no.interaction Between
this variable aﬂ& age on affective respoﬁse; The intefvigws were

also checked for a possible relationship between sex of the viewer

and affective response to the doctor. Again, mo direct relationship
or interactions were found. ' : §

Data on affective response to the doctor may be summarized as

follows: Second grade children liked the doctor and offered detailed

information about the positive attributes of doctors in general in



order to justify their respomse. This typically invelved such

attributions as, "Doctors help you," or "Doctors are important men

to the city."”

Fifth grade children were essentially negative in

their responses, althgugh there were some qualifications.and some of
the "inconsistencies" seen in the éeéon& grade interviews. Finally,
eighth graders were nearly unanimous in their dislike c¢f the doctor,

and this response was based on their perception of his behavior at

the accident scene.

4. Relative Importance of Events: Data on judgments as to the

most important thing In the story are summarized in Tables 7 and 8
below. These figures were obtained by an analysis of respondents'
answers to the questiom, "What was the most important thing in the

story?" and other related questions and probes.

 Table 7. Relative Impqrténce of Events
S " By Grade

Accident Qther

2 4 -8
Grade 5 ' 9 3
8 10 2 X% = 7.42
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Table 8. Relatiﬂe Tmportance of Several Content
Dimensions by Grade

. o
Docter Doctor Doctor-
Not Does Hogpital- ,
Helping Help Medicine Other

2 | 2 2 \7 1
Grade 5 8 1 3 0
8 10 0 2 0 x? = 12.88
' af = 6
p < .05

The data in Table 7 parallel the strong age differences'that.
appeared in Table 3 (interpretation of the doctor's reaétion) and
Tables 5 and 6 (affective response to.the'doctor) discussed above.
Interestingly, two of fhe four second grade subjects who did mention
the accident as the moét impo?tant thing in the story were referring
to the doctor's assistance at the accident - thus they were not making
the same kind of feferénce to the accident (i.e. a.reference to not

helping when help was needed) that 8 of the 9 fifth graders and all

4
1

lﬂ.eighth.graders were making when they mentioned the accident as.
most improtant, |

Table™8 gives a more precise account of responses than is
. provided in Table 7. These figures introduce some explanation for

-the stromg effect observed in Table 7 by showing the large number
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of younger children who selected the general Doctor-Hospital~
Medicine theme as the most important part‘of the story.

By far, most second graders answered the question about the
most important part of the story with some sort of generally favor-
able reference to doctors and the services they perform for society.

The following quotes tjpify these responses:

G: What was the wmost important thing in the story?

Ay I think the most important thing was when the
doctor was mixing the two things,

@+ Why was that important?

A: I think because he made medicine to cure something
and that was the most important thing in the story,
and there wasn't any other things in the story

that were important like that was.

. Q: There weren't any other importaht things in the
"~ story? :

A: Vell there were some important things but they

weren't as important as, well, you need medicine
~to cure - to be cured if you are sick. -(10)

1 .
Q: What was the most important thing in the story?

A: (pause) . . . I-gueés to make the medicine to make
people well. -~

Q: Why would that be the most important thing in the
story? ' '

A: That more people would live.

Q: What else was important in the story?
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I gﬁeés the nurse that showed him
make more medicine.

: _Why was that important?

To make more people well. (12)

What was the most important thing
That he was a doctor.

Why would you say that?

Rt
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the paper to

in the story?

Because if people got sick, tﬁey wouldn't know

how to get themselves better.

(4)

As indicated in Table 7, most of the fifth and eighth graders

-

reported that the accident was the most important thing in the story.
Nearly all of these children referred to the doctor's leaving without
aiding the victim as the aspect of the accident they felt most impor-

tant (8 of 9 in the fifth grade, and 10 of 10 in the eighth grade).

The following paééages exemplify these interpretations:

v

What was the most imﬁortant thing
(Fifth grade) That he walked away

Why would you say that?

in the story?

from the man.

Because I assumed from the picture that he was .
a doctor, ‘and even if he wasn't, he should have
done something to help a fellow human being.

‘What else was important in the story?
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A: That he didn't tell anybody about it. (32)

Q: What was the most important thing in the story?
Ar  (Eighth grade) 1 guess it was walking home.
Qs ‘What would that be? I mean what happened?

A: - He came across this guy in this car - the guy
" was just laying there. '

Q:  Why was that important?

A: Well, it showed that he didn't want to get
involved.

Q: How do you know that he didn't want to get
invelved? :

A: Because . . . he juét walked off because he
didn't want to get sued or . . .

Q: He didan't want what?
A:. He didn't want to get sued. Like he may have
fixed his arm, and then maybe the fix is broken

and he couldn't use his arm . . .

Q: ~Well how do you know that he could have been sued,
“or that he was afraid he would be sued?

A Well . . . I don't know - it's just the natural
thing, I guess. (&5)

Responses to the question; "What else was important in the story?"
(asked after an answer to the first question had been offered) produced
in nearly all cases elaborations on the material foered as most

Important, An example, from a fifth grade student, is provided in



quotation above (32). The response, "That he didn't tell anybody
about it" is.élosely tied to the actual accident. Similarlﬁ,.many
of the sécond grade students méreiy elaborated on the positive
attributes of doctors and medicine in response to this question,
Interview protocols were examined for differences across the
Nice vs. Nasty variable and no systeﬁatic effect was found, nor were

there any interactions between this variable and subject age or sex.

5. 'Inferences about Social Relatjonships: This section will
discuss childrenis judgmenfs about the relationship between the
doctor and the lady at the end of the story, aﬁd data on ”sécial
knowledge" related to the perception’of the doctor, the lady, and
their relationship. TFigures summariziﬁg respondents’ judgments
éﬁout the relationship are presented in Table 9 below. These data
are based on the answers to the éuestioﬁ, ”Who.was the lady at the
end of the story?" and_the diéquséion ié baséd on those data, responses
to "How do you know?" and other related guestions,

Table 9 reveals ét a glance that the majority of respondents
(25 of 36, or 70%) across all three age'groups felt that the woman
was the doctor's wife. The most freqﬁent}y cited justification for
this cqnclusion,is actually a yrather elaborate attributional process
based on the observation of thé.doctor‘s behavior at the door to the
apartment, Essentially, the.modal reasening pattern (interpretation)
wag that the lady was the doctor'é_wifé_because she was preseﬁt

("home™) prior to his arrival and, additionally, because he let



Table.Q; identification of the Lady at the End
' of the Story by Grade

Wife Girlfriend Other

2 9 1 2%
Grade 5 7 4 1%%
8 9 3 0
' X2 = 1n.,s.

* Two respondents said she was a nurse.
%% No idea.

himself in the.front.déor - i.e. he did not knock or ring the bell

and waitto have the door opened for him. These events imply that his
.relationship to the apartmeﬁt was proprietary, and the woman's.

prior presence implies that it was also her homé. Thus by_implication
he and she are ﬁarried.

Two second grade children felt that the lady at the end of the

story was a nurse. This interpretation reveals the psychological

4
1

strength-of the earlier information presented in the pictures. The
depiction of the doctor role and a nurse in uniform (who did not
look extremely unlike the lady at tﬁe end of the story) seeﬁed to
establish a perceptual set that resulted in the misidentification of

the "wife". Of the two second graders who offered this interpretationm,
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one had earlier stated that the doctor's reaction to the accident was
to go to the house and tell the nurse so that additional doctors

could be called to treat the victim:
P

: i
Q: Who was the lady!at the end of the story?

The nurse.

e

Q: How could you.teil that she was a nurse?
A

e

o
HY

Because doctors go te nurses wvhen they e some-

thing bad.

2

What do you suppose he was going there to de?

A: He must have gone there to talk to the nursa
about the accident, (4

Examples of the modal reasoning procéss about the identity of

the lady are presented below:

Q: And who was the lady at the end of the story?

A (Second grade) His wife.

Q: How could you tell that was his wife?

A: Eecause they were sitting together and he -openad

the door without - he just opened the door and
ceme in and they sat down and they were relaxed
-and they were smiling at each othev.

Q: Would it have been different if it had been
someone other than his wife?

" A:r Yes.
Qf How would it have beeﬁ different?

Ar He wouldn 't have. just opened the door and — Lis JUSt
' opened the door and walked in. (2)
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Who was the lady at the end of'the_Story?

(Second grade) His wife.

1

How would you be able to tell that was his wife?

Because she was in the house. {(6)

Who was the lady at the end of the story?

(Second grade).It looked like it was his wife.

Why did it look like it? How could you tell?

Well, he went right in, and.usually a father's

wife goes right in unless the doors are locked.

And they talked to each other, and the man just

got .on the couch and talked. And the lady didn’'t say
C'mon in " or anything like that.

Who else could she possibly have been?

She .could have been his girlfriend.

i .. Anybody else?

Or hié grandma ;-

What would it have been like if it was his
girlfriend? How would it have been different?

Well, it would have been different - the man
would have knocked first, and he would have put
his bag somewhere, and then sit on the couch and
talk about something. He wouldn't just go right
in and say hello. (7
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Who did you say was the lady at the end of the
story?

(Fifth grade) I.thought it was his wife.

How could you tell that that was his wife?

' Weli he walked in- there - 1 think he just opened

the door and if it wasn't he would have probably
krocked.

Is that what someone would normelly do if it was
their own family?

Yes. If the door's open they usually just walk
in, and if it's not, they would get a kev and stick
it in the door.

What if it wasn't his wife? How could you have
been able to tell that It was not his wife?’

Well, he would have knocked on the door, and iFf it
wasn't his wife he would have probably been talling
like maybe if something was wrong with hexr, but
when he got home he just like sat down on the sofs
and started talking to her. (31) :

ata
w

Y
*
* .
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Who was the lady at the end of the story?

(Eighth grade) Probably his wife.
How could you tell that that was his wife?

Well, probably where he went, iike that apart-

ment . . . was probably his apartment.

How could you tell that? What indicates that thar
was his apartment?

‘Well, he went into the room by himselfl.

Is there any other way that you could Lnow that
that was probably his wife?
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A: I don't think s0.

Q: Well, who else cFuld she have been, possibly?

=

g
Girlfriend, maybe.

-Would it have been different if she was his
. girlfriend? E

L

| ]

Ar I guess go,
Q: How do you thinkzit would have been different?

A: He might have knocked on the door. (a1)

Thus in the lérgest number of cases, for children at all three
age levels, the kind of reasoning exemplified by the above paésages
accounts for the decision that the lady at the end of the story is
the.doctor's wife. As Table 9 shows, however, several (8 of 36)
r?spondents felt that éhe was probably hig girlfriend.

An examinatien of these preotocols reveals that this different
interpretation was arfived at not by processing the same sécial infor-
mation or.cues and arriving at a different conclusion, but ratﬁer
by focusing on entirely different feafures of the stimulus material
and drawing the-édifferent) conclusion oﬁ the basiS'ofrthat information.

Specifically, those children who judged that the lady was

. L
probably the doctor's girlfriend base& their judgments on numerous
aspects of the couple's behavior, their clothing and a tacit but
confident knowledge of Qertéin househoid routines and activities.

Examples include the following:
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Who was the iady at the end of the story? 1
think you said that was his girlfriend.

(Second grade) YFQ.

How could you”téal she was his girlfriendé

Well, she was like huéging him.

She was? ‘; .

Well, not reallyé but she might have.

Do you think she wanted to?

Yes.

Why would she want to hug him?

Maybe she loﬁe& him.

How else could vou tell that she was his girifriend?
'(?aﬁse} + « . She Was‘like helding his hand . . .
Couldn't she be anybody else?

Maybe she could be his wife.

What would it be like if that was his wife?
(Pause)

Would it be the same or would it be a little
_different? - _ 7

It would be a little different.

How would it Be.a liytie different?

Maybe she woul& be weariﬁg a ring .+ .« -«
How else would it be a little different?
She might have kissed him.

You mean his sirlfriend ﬁouldn't kiss him?

Yes, but not right then.
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Any other things would have been different 4f
-that was his wife?

o

A: -She.would be-liﬁe ironing or something.
| |

e -

Q: What other reasons are there to suggest that
that was his girlfriend?

A: I guess he knocked on the door first here?

. A
Q: He would. Did hé_knock on the door first here?
A: NO Ld . -

Q: I don't remember. He didn't.
A

i He was opening the door. Like one door was
already open and he was opening the other door.

Q: So that would mean that it was probably his wife
or his girlfriend?

At His wife.
Q: What's your overall impression?

A: I guess it was his wife. (12)

This passage contéins a ﬁumber of thé chafacteristics of the
second grade interviews. The initial interpetation that the lady is
a girlfriend apé;ars to be based on the mutual aﬁtracfion of the man
and the lady (clearly implied by the picture) whigh led ﬁo the per-—
ception that "She was like h#gging hi;" (not shown in the pictures).
Thus an initial assessment of the relationship- is madé (romantic,
not married) and, in terms of Piaget's theory, a number of related

perceptions are assimilated to that:cognitive structure, namely
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~that she was hugging him (she was not)
~that she was n;twearing a ring (she was)
-that he knocked’on the door (he did not)
This assimilation of percepﬁual daté, of course, is highly
' !

similar to the "distortions" of the second grade respondents related

to the overall interpretation of the story events and to the doctor's

reaction té the accident.
To return to the issue of the kinds of cues used by subjects

to identify the lady not as thé doctor's wife, but as his girl-

friend, the following quotes illustrate typical f£ifth and eighth

grade judgments:

Q: Who did you say was the lady at the end of the
,storyq

A (Flfth grade) Probably his wife or his glrlfrlend
- or his frlend

Q: Which one would you think it was if I asked you
to choose between his wife and his girlfriend?

A: T would probably have to say his girlfriend.
"Q: VWhy would you say that?
A: Well, maybe they'hadn't seen each other and they

were talking . . . I'don't know - I didn't get
that part. '

fe)

What was it about thelr talking that would indicate

. . -

A: Because it looked like they were‘having a good
~ time talking together.,

Q: And that would make it look less like that was
hlS wife?

A Maybe.
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Q: What would it have been like if it was his wife?
What do you think the shot would have shown?

A: Well, she'd be ﬁashing dishes or doing some
housework. (%l)
) |

This passage contains, as does the second grade one immediately:
preceding it, evidence of the expectation that a wife would be shown
doing housework of sorts (e.g. irbning, washing dishes) on her
husband's arrival. In the absence of that information and perhaps
because of the relaxed, somewhat festive atmosphere conveyed by the

picture, several respondents chose a "romantic" or "boyfriend-girl-

friend" category for interpreting the picture.

Q: VWho was the lady at Lhe end of the story? You
mentioned her.

: A: A girlfriend or something.
Q: How could you tell that she was a girlfriend?
AT Well, he was.sittihg with her a iot and talking . e

Q: Well, what else did you see that would 1nd1cate
that that was probably his glrlfrlen&?-

A: Well, they were sitting there and she was sort of

dressed up. They looked like they were going to
go out for a date together. (44) -

v

\

Aﬁ_interesting aspect of thé presenﬁ data, aside_from\the
specific rules or cues employed, is that overall‘pro;esses of inter-
pretation demonstrate a certain degree of similarity - i.e. an initial
assessment of the situation is madé, and then the perceptual data

are assimilated to the primary structure - often leading to the
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kinds of emphases and distortions brought out in the many excerpts

cited in this chapter.,

Affective responsé to the lady at the end of the story: 1In

contrast to the strong similarities of interpretive processes related

to the jdentity of the lady among all three age groups discussed above,

interesting differences in affective response to the lady were

observed across age levels. These data are summarized in Table 10

below.

Table 10. Affectjve Response to the Lady at
the End of the Story by Grade
{(data for 30 subjects only)

Negative,
’ Ambivalent
{qualified
" . Positive answer)
2 7 ; 2
Grade 5_ 6 4
. . 2
8 3 8 W X = 5.34
df= 2 )
p < .075

1

These differences reflect the fgét.that younger children were
favorable in their response to the iady - citing her friendly and
attractive’appearance ~ while older viewers had negative or ambivalent
reactions. Two factors may have inflqenced the judgments of the older

students: First, six of the eighth grade viewers mentioned the fact
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that they actually haé very little information about the lady and.
therefore could not make highly confidént judgments. Actual;y,‘the '
lady was included in ohly one picture. It is likely'that the olider
eighth grade students, having seen what may have béeﬁ positive.
initial impréssioné of the doctor disconfirmed by his later behaﬁior,
were wary of generalizing from a single, albeit favorable, picture of
his "wife'. | |

A second factor which Influenced the judgments of the eighth
graders about the lady involved a relatively complex cégnitive
integration of previous story events.. Specifically, several
"of thése respondents used their knowledge of the doctor's behavior
aﬁ the accident scéne in formulating their interpertation of’the
scene in the last pictufe. Thus, the doctor éould have been seen as
eVen_ﬁore unkind tﬁan his failure to aid the ﬁictim would suggest
if his laughter and drinking were seen as a "commentary' on his
feelings about the accident. In some cases, respondents assﬁmed
that the doctor told the lady ahout the accident and that their
joviality could be seen as a joint comment on the episzode. chh an
interpertation, of course, would lead to én unfavoréble-orr

ambivalent evaluation of the lady,

Q: Did you like her?

A: (Eighth grade) Well, I didn't see that much of
her.. T don't know - I liked him also at first
but he did-the things he did, and I didn't like
him too much after that. ‘ .
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] . _
Was there anything about her that you particularly
disliked?

No. Well, at first I thought . . . if she liked
him, and he was such a cruel person, I thought
that she might have the same qualities, but then

I just realized that she may not even know that he
left the person and has a quick temper. (49)

be compared several of the simple, dtnidimensional

youngest children:

bid you like the lady?

(Seéond grade) Yes.

Why?

She was pretty, and she Was,nicg to the man?
Whaf.did you like about her?

She was nice to the man. (6)

Data from the second graders, in addition to being nearly

completely'unidimensional (Like—Do.Not Like, Pretty-Not Pretty,

Nice-Mean) also show the intrusion of subjective criteria into the

perception and evaluation of the lady:

L

.

.

A2

P

.

\

Did you like the lady?
Yes. |
Why?

Because she was cute, and she didn't yell at
the doctor, :
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Why would she yeil at him?

I don't know. MLybe if the man did sometrhing
wrong, she would/ have yelled, but T don't think.
she would. - '

Well, what cculdahe have done wrong? I don't
understand.

+ + . Maybe he could have knocked a plate and

.broke it and he could have just stepped right

on it, without picking it up. And that's what
he could have done wrong.

But she wasn't angry at all?

She would have got a little angry, but she

‘wouldn 't have yelled and pushed him arcund

like that,. (7)

Some eighth grade respondents expressed their reaction to the

lady in conditional terms. This generally could be traced to the

ambiguity of the picture. For example, one child noticed ithe lady's

wedding ring andconcluded that she was married, but did not conclude

. that she was necessarily married to the doctor (who did rot have a

wedding ring'on)'as shown in the. following:

4]

Is it possible that that could have been his

wife?

Yes, maybe he doesn't wear a wedding ring. Scme
people don't do that. '

Is it possible that could have been his girlfriend?
Yes. If she's that kind of woman .

Was she married?

Yes.

Oh . . .

a
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_A: That's why T say, "If she's that kind of
' WOman . . .

Q:; I see. Did you like her?

A: I don't know. Tt depends on the circumstances -
if that was his friend or . . . (43)

Another basis for a conditiomnal response to the lady was the question

of whether or not she knew about the doctor's behavior at the accident: 77

Q: Did you like her?

A: Well, I didn't see that much of her. I don't
know = I liked him alsoc at first . . . but he

did the things he did, and I didn't like him :

- too much after that. ]

Q: Was there anything about her that you particﬁlarly
digliked? _ ; :

A: No. Well, at first T thought . . . if she liked
this guy, and he was such a cruel person, I
thought that she might have the same qualities,
but then I just realized that she may not even
know that he left the person and has a quick
temper . . . (49)

No significant differences across the Nice vs. Nasty variable
were found In the interviews for any age group, nor did this variable

\

interact with sex of the respondent.

6. Réﬁligy Criteria: 1Interview data on the child's perception

of the '"reality" or “realness" of theé pictures (story) reveal a mumber
of agevreiated differences. This.material was obtained largely from

responses to the question, "What about these pictures, do you think they
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are real?" and from other related foilow—up questions and probes.
Before the analys&s is presented, however, one point concerning
vhat is to be understood by thé use of the term "real' should be
clarified. Specifically, no attempt was.made to define or standard-
ize the meaning of this term to the subject before eliciting his
response to the questions. Had this been done, of course; the data
foﬁ the various-subjeét groups would be a great deal more comparable
and a more pfecise type of analysis would be pessible. Pért of the
objective of this investigation, howeﬁer, was to learn what the sub-
jective meaning of "real” would be for these children, given this
fype of question in this particular context. Therefore, the data
and the analysis to follow confain a good deal more than a discussion
of the perceétion of-mbre or less "realnessg" or-"realism” in the
s%dry. In fact, the analysis wiil deal with both the resulf of the
qﬁestion ("Is it reél?") and with the criteria used to arrive at this
result. . |
One clear difference across age groups 1ls that.younger chiidren.
(second and fifth grades) were much more likely to restnd that the
pictures were real because they "looked realistic" than were the
eighth graders. Seven secbnd graderszand eight fifth graders gave
this answer, while only one of the eighth grade group did so. The
elaboratiogs aﬁd juétificationé'for this éuestion provide s;me hint
as to why this particular dimension was so_immediately sélient for the
yéunger respondents. Five respondents who stated that they looked

"realistic" went on to add that they (the pictures) were not Yeartoons"
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or "props", implying the full dimensionality of the criterion being

used - i.e. thé dégreezof representational (here photogfaphic)
literalness of the sti%ulus material. As implictly'uéed, this
dimension would have:cartoon or stick type drawings at one end

and a slightly falsified ("props') type of representation in between
these two extpemeé. Interestingly, the only eighth grader to mention
the pictures-és "iooking real” also referred to the props issue,
supporting the hypothesis that the implicit comparison is dbetween

the reality of people, objects, etc. photographed "literally" and
other, “leés realistic' (drawn, sketched, theatrical)'representations;

A secon& major distinction between the types of reality criteria
used by subjects at different age levels is based on a judgment of
the piaﬁéibility.of the behavioral events of the story. Here "real”
means "likely to occur”. The age difference on this dimension was
that yéungest viewers (second grade) were much more likely to use
this criterion than were the fifth or eighfh grade students.

Two thirdé (8 of 12) of the second graders used'this criterion,
compared to only 2 of 12 fifth, and 3 of 12 eighth graders. The
following paésages, both from —secoﬁd graders, illustrate this
dimension: K

4

Q: What about theée-pictures, do you think they are
& real?

A ¥o.
Q: How can you tell?

A: T can just look at it, and it doesn't really look
real. '
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What ﬁould it look 1like if it was real?

It would look a lot different. He probably
wouldn't just walk away from the person there. (2)

What about these pictures, do you think that they
are real? : '

No.
Pardon me?

It could be, but I don't think that they are.

How can you tell?

Because he wouldn't just let a man lie there like
that. . (5) -

it dis important to note that in the application of this eriterion,

the actual answer (YESWNO) to the question is_less interesting than

the cognitive or information—processing principles embodied in the

decision-making steps. ‘Thus while some studentsg may reason that the

story 1s not real (because a doctor would not behave .that way in

real life) other components may be judged as real because they are

1

1
equivalent to real world events, as in the following:

Do yoﬁ think the accident really happened?
(Second grade)-Yes.'

Why would.you say . it feally happened?
Because .1 saw a few accidents once when I was

driving with my father - we were in Phiadelphia.
Saw some stuck cars. {(11)
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_One way of thinking about the ''realness' of the pictures and
the events they depict?d is to imagine the steps that necessarily
took'place in order for the pictures to have been made. This,
obviOuély, requires éome grasp.of a scenario involving the people
phptographed and the photographer whose presence may be inferred
from (a) the exiétence of the pictures, and {(b) a knowledge of the
technology required to produce fhem.

Not surprisingly, thére were some differences observed in
the interview protocols between tﬁe oldest (eighth gradej and the
younger (second and fifth grades) children on reality judgments based
on these factors. OSpecifically, 4 of the 12 eighth graders, compared

to only 1 of 24 second and fifth graders, mentioned the reactivity

of the accident situation as evidence that the pictures were not real.

’

By reactivity is meant a perception (on the part.of the viewer)

that the presence of thé cameras at. an unstaged event would produce
behavior different from that shown in fhe picfﬁres - i.e. it couldn't
have really happened that way and still have been photographed. The

following passages provide examples of this type of reasoning:

- Q: What about these pici:uress do.you think that
they're real? :

A;. (Eighth grade).What do you meaun real? Taken of
an actual event, or set up?

Q: Well, let's take that. Do you think they were
© get up? - '

A: Yes.

Q: How can you tell?
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A: Because if it was the real thing, then they
wouldn't just leave the guy lying there. They
wouldn't just take pictures of the man walking
home - they'd gj over and help the guy. (44)

. . . i

Q: {Are there) any other indications that they were
or were not real?’ :

A: Well, a guy's going to think something's wrong. -
when every minute a guy pops in front of him and
takes a picture. Like he was never leoking down

when they took the pictures; he was always lock-
ing straight, {43)

These data on the perception of the pictures as staged alsc
supporf the hypothesis that older viewers aré more sensitive to the
fabricatednéss of the story; ‘None of the 12 second'graders desc%ibed
the pictures as staged.or "posed" while 7 of izlfifth graders, and 9

.of 12 éighth.graders'either impliéitly-or explicitly did so.

Inrfhe'discuséion of realify criteria presented in the.chapter
on the analytic-scheme (Chapter 4), a distinction betweén attributional
and communicational dnference reality criteria was proposed. it is
felt that the data presented in thisisection.support‘that distinction
as a meaningful way of characterizihg the differenceé in reality
criteria uged by children af different age levels: Youngef regpondents .
used attri;utional criteria (ds defined in Chapter 4) mucﬁ more than

older respondents did. That is, youﬂger children pointed to aspects

of the story events and the representations of the people and events
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as meaningful indieatdrs of the realﬁess of the story.. Older
children, on the other hand, used more inferential criteria -
criteria closer to a £ecognition of the picture events as symbolic:
They peointed to factprs associated with the construction of the story
- its staging, scripting, and phofograph?ng - in assessing its
realness. |

Furthtier, there appeared to be aifferences between younger and
older children in the extent to which responses implicitlyreferred
to individual.shots, as opposed to the entire sequeﬁce of slides.
Younger children_consistentiy-pointed to the realness of the particular
nursge, hospital, or street, for instance, without reflecting on the
tétality of sequentially and dramatically connected visual images.
However, while referencés to the ;eality cf fhe.entire sequence were
somewhat moTe comMON among dlder vieWersi(eighth grade)théyrstili did
not outnumber the other kinds of dimensions which have been discussed
above (photographic literalness, reactivity, etc.).

As with other dimensions of the analytic scheme, data on reality
criterig were examined for diffgrences associated with the Nice~Naéty
variable, and the subject sex variable. No systematic differences or

interactions were found for either. |

7. Evaluative Criteria: Data on the criteria used to evaluate
- TE

the story by children at different grade levels are presented in
Table 11 below. These dafa-were obtained from an analysis of answers

to the questions, "Do you think the person who took these pictures was
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a good storyteller?", "What is a good (bad) story like?" and other

related questions and probes.

"Table 11. Evaluative Criteria by Grade

Subject  Event

Matter; Documenta-—

Value of tions

What Was Comprehen- Dramatic

Shown sibility Structure
2 6 6. 0
Grade 5 4 7 1 §
' 2
8 2 5 5 X = 9.32
df = 4
. p < .06

The category “Subject matter; value of what was shown" tefers

to evaluations that are based on some intrinsic value or significance

of the persons, roles, and events shown in the story, or the implications

of these for a viewer.
|
"Event documentation; comprehensibiiity" includes references to

the pictures as "good shots", présented "in a clear order" (sequence),
"realistic"ﬁénd so forth. The emphasis ﬁere is on the pictures (story)
as technically clear and understandable from the point of view of the
simple photographic represeﬁtatiop or depiction of the main characters

and events of the story.
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"Dramatic structure" refers to evaluations that are explicitly
based on aspects of the representation of character development and
story action. This caéegory includes entities such as personality,
motivés, outcomes and the like.

Table 11 shows_thaf event documentation and comprehensibility
criteria were quite common among'gll three age gtoups, although

they were somewhat less common among the oldest (eighth grade)

viewers. Examples include:

Q: Do you think that the man who took these pictures
was a good storyteller?

A:  (Second grade) Yes.

Q: Why?

A: Becéuée he took good pictures of them.

Q: Well, what does it mean to be a good storyteller?
AT Like getfing the'rigﬁt things - the good pictures.
Q: Well, what is a bad story 1ige? |

A

: Something that really doesn’t goltogether. (1

Q: Would you say that the man who took these pictures
" was a good storyteller? '

A: (Second grade) Yes.
Q: Why?
A: Because they looked so much.like they were real

and they looked just like they should have a sound
to them, because they looked s0 real. (10)



A
3=
bl
W
P
¥
>
>

B
POy
A
*

Would you sayﬁthgt the man who took these pictures".
was a good storyteller?

N ’ i '
(Second grade)} Yes.
. |

Why would you say that?’
Because he took part by part.

What does that mean?

When he was just going to sten out the door, fthen
he got to the next slide and I c¢ould see the sign
that said Pennsylvania Medical Center, and the next
slide showed he was wallving farther . . . (and)

the next slide saw that he saw tThe car.

And that made it a good story, in that way?
What would a bad story be like?

Like,. he saw the lady in the car, then he just
walked cut of the medical center, and then he’
helped, the medicine, and then he just walked out

of the medical center.

Oh, they were out of order?

Yes. (3)

Several fifth grade evaluations were similar to these. The

following qubte ig an example:

‘Do you think the man who put these pictures

together was a good storyteller? Or a bad story-
teller?

A good storyteller.

Why?

Well, he made it . . . like, come to life. Like
it was really happening. {30 ' . :
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Younger children (grades two and five) also tended to use as

evaluative criteria aspects of tﬁe story events, as is indicated by

Table 11.. A typical interpretation here, especially for second

grade viewers, is to equate dire@tly-the‘question of the guality of
: ‘ ] .

the story with the morality (goo&ness or badness) of the behavior

shown {seen) in the'pictures;' Examples include:

b
i

Q: Was the man who took theée pictures a good story-
tellexr?

A:  (Second grade) Yes.

Q: Why would you say.so?
A: Because.that story'was good. _ :
Q: _Iﬁ was a goodrstory? What is a good story like?
. - Al -(fauée) .« + « A good story is like . . . like
' somebody did something good, not bad. (12)
£, % % % X & 0k % % % % % % %

Qf-;Would you say that the person who took these
pictures was a good storyteller?

A:  (Fifth grade) Yes.
]

fo

Why?
A: Because he juét was trying to teach peoplg
lessons that you shouldn't do that, and a lot

e of people - they wouldn't think up such good
things. (24)

In countrast to the younger éhildren, 5 of 12'eighth.graders

used aspects of the dramatic structure of the story in their evaluation.
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For exampie,'the following selection demonstrates the retrospective

evaluation. of the final scene with the "wife". An evaluation of the

story which is based on the success or failure of narrative or dramatic

techniques such as this is defined as '"dramatic structural®.

Would you say that the man who took these
pictures was a good storyteller?

(Eighth grade) Yes.
Why would you say that?

Well he took pictures of the important things,
and didn't worry much about just plain Walklng

home that much . . .

What if it had been a bad story?

{ Well he might not have shown the man having

a friendly evening . . . s0 you wouldn't know
if he Ignored it. :

: Having what?

You wouldn't know if he'd ignored it like he did,
or if he was still thinking about it. (&4)

The use of dramatic structural criteria canm also lead to completely

opposite evaluations, as the folldwing two passages demonstrate:

L
Al

s

‘Was the man who took these pictures a good
storyteller? )

(Eighth grade) No.

 Why would you say that?

Because that guy‘could have helped'the man in the

" ecar and he didn't show it. Teo tell a life . . .

a real day of a guy . . . you're going to need more
than like 15 pictures to say . . . 43y
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Q: Would you say that the person Whé'tOOk these
pictures was a good storyteller?

A: (Eiéhth grade) Yes.

Q: Wﬁy would you say that?'

Ar Well, Because they had the different things in it.

Maybe if a bad photographer did it, he might have
skipped the accident and just showed the guy
walking away from the car, and not show you the
guy hanging out of ft. He might not have showed
him talking to the nurse - or maybe he would

have just shown him blowing his cool - and
wouldn't show you the reason why, or something.

(52)

Criteria built upon "subject mattér” aspects of the stofy are
‘clearly attributional in the sense of Worth amd Gross because they
are rules.for-making judgments ébout events irvrespective of their
occurence in real life, in a set of pictures, or in a_movie, etc.
While a response may implicitly contain a reference to the relationship
between the pictures and a viewer ("if a child saw these™)it is still
the case that this kind of evaluatioﬁ takes the picture events as
a given, not as the outcome of a set of éctidns and decisions made by

. - — ‘

the "storyteller'. i

With "event documentation™ criteria, the picturés are allowed
to speak £6r themselves - are they in a clear, meaningful order?
The level of recognition here would correspond to Worth énd Gross'

order recognition - the focus is on the question of whether something

which is expected to be comprehensible (pictures of human behavior)
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is comprehensible. At this level an observer recognizes that
behavior is ordered and comprehensibla and evaluates the pictures
(story) on that basis. However, no references to an intentional
selection and‘placemgnt process (sequence-pattern recognition) used
to convey some specific meaning were foupd in the answers coded as
"event documentation'.

| Eyaluations that explicitly incorporaté aspects of the éramatic‘
struéture of the story can be thought of asrstructural in the sense
of the definition of communicatioﬁél inference discussed earlier.

' criteria is that

The most important thing about."dramatic-structure'
they always imply a reference to, or an awareness of, the actual
fabrication of the sign events involved ~ in this case, the staging
and photographing of the story. |

: In sum, Table 11 indicates that attfibutional criteria (defined

as sﬁbject matter and event documentation) were used almost exclusively
by younger viewers (second and fifth grades) and by a majority of
eighth graders (7 of 12). These findings will be further discussed

in the next chapter.

Purpose-meaning of the story: Data on what children thought

was the purpose or meaning of the stdry are gummarized in Table 12
. below. These data come from answers to the guestion, "What would

you say.was the meaning of this story?" and other follow-up questioms

i

and probes, including "What do you think the man who took these pictures

was trying to make you think?" Answers were classified into either

of two categories: ‘"moralistic" or "other™.
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The category "moralistic', as used here, contains all answers
that indicated that the purpose or meaning of the story was either
of two types of moralism: (1) Simple moralism — e.g. "to show that

I4

"or (2) cynical moralism - e.g. "to show

you should help a victim,'

how bad things are these days".

Table 12. Purpose-Meaning of the Story by Grade

Moralistic Other
2 4 (]
Grade 5 . 6 6
8 . 12 0 X2 = 12,12
' - df = 2
’ p < .01

All of the four second grade responses categorized as moralistic
were simple moralism, as were all six of the fifth grade respénSes of
this general type. Examples include:

P

Q: What do you think the man who took these pictures
"was trying to make you think?

% A: (Second grade) That you should help other people.
G: . And what would you say was the meaning éf this story?

A: To help other people. (8)
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Q:  What would yoﬁ.say_that the person who took these
pictures and put them together was trying to make

you think?

Ar  (Pifth grade) ‘That the doctor wasn't too good of
a dector . ' ' :

Q: What wOuld you say wasg the meaning of this story?
A:  The type of doctor he was. He might have been a

good docter, but he wasn't a2 kind one because he
didn't help the other man. 22

Two of_the four moraliétic gecond grade intérpretaﬁions were based
on the'assumpfion that fhe déctor had aided the accident victim and
that Eis béhaviér was eXEmplgfy.'

In'cnntfést, eighﬁ of the.secghd grade children and six of the
fifth_graders did not give ﬁc:aiistic_responses. There was a cén—
_sidefable amouﬁt.of variety among these answers, and systématic
classification was difficult. Table 13 below provides a'sﬁmmary of

thege interpretations, which were coded as "eother" in Table 12.

~:Table 13. Frequency of Selected Categories of
' Non-Moralistic Story Meaning Interpretations
For Second and Fifth Grade Viewers -

) : Numbef . :

Interpretation © ' Gecond Grade Fifth Grade
- 1. Show what a doctor does ' P 4 : 3
2. Show how important . 2 _
doctoYs are
3. TUse for this experiuent . - 2

4. No ideé R ' 2 . 1
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. The eighth grade responses were highly consistent - all 12 were

moralistic, and of these two thir%s (8 of 12) were "cynical.

ii_

Examples are given bhelow:

TR

=

o

What would you say was the meaning of the story?

I don't know . ... I guess to show how lousy

some doctor can be or something. (52)

[
)
e
o
-
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What would you say was the meaning of the story?

To show that an ordinary person would have done
these things - like just walk right by the car
. . . and look in and walk by. (£5)

El

&

What do you think the person who took these pictures

was trying to make you think?

"I think he was trying to make you think that the

man was, you know, a doctor and he really didn't care
if he saw a man laying in a car like that - if he got
in an accident ~ and he wanted tc go home with his

wife. 1

What would you say was the meaning of the story?

The meaning was . . . typical man, doing everything

that they do, and, you know, just doing his job.
(46) ' '
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Tﬁe interpretations of these and other eighth graders revealed
a pessimistic resignation to_£he'possibility of the kind of behavior
shown in the story. That is, they found the story perfectly credible
and understood its mganing to be-a variation of the theme Of_"man's
inhumanity to man'.

The data on evaluative criteria and story ﬁeaning were also
examined for differences écrdss:the Nice~-Nasty variable, and for

differences related to the viewer's sex. No systematic effects or

interactions were found for either of these varisbles.

8. Qther Dimensions: This section considers two analyses

not directly include& in the six diménsions of the analytic scheme
described above: (1) age-related differenceé in the types of
assessments made of the pictufes, and (2) college students' interf
pretations ¢f-the pictures used in the present investigation, as

reported by Pallenik (1973).

The Assessment Process ~ Differences in Assumptions about the

Status of the Piciures: .Section 6 of this chapter (reality criteria)
presented an analysis of the anéwers.go-the question of whether or not
the pictures were real, The approach used in that analysis was first
_to-discbver what the subjective meaning of thé queétion (i.e. of the
word ”real§3 was for children in different grades, and then discuss the

answers for each group in terms of the actual meaning or criteria

being used.
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The model of communication proposed by Worth and Gross states

that the result of an assessment process will determine the type of

interpretive strategy used by an observer in a given situation. It

will be helpful, then, to review the interview data relevant to this

assessment process.

L

Malf of the second grade viewers in this study thought that the

accident really happened, and that the pilctures were the equivalent

of photojournalism. The following quotes exemplify this type of

assessment:

G:

Al

Q:

CAr-

Q:

‘How do you think they got these pictures?

It might have happened cne time and somebody
could have called the police and they could
have got them (the pictures). {(8)

How do you think they got these pictures?

-Maybe they could have took (pictufes of) that man

(the doctor) and . . . maybe on the way he saw a

“.. real man that was hurt . . . {7)

bl
=&
E
st
ol
o

* k% k% % % 0% %
Do you think the accident really happened?

Yes.

Why would you séy it really happened?

Because 1 saw a few accidents once when I was driving

with my father -~ we were in Philadelphia - saw some
stuck cars. (11) .
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Q: What about these pictures, do you think they're real?
Ar I think so.

Q: You do? ﬂow could you tell?

A: If it wasn't real, why would they show it? {(4)
% % X % % % % % % 0% % & R

Q: How do you think they got these pictures?

A: When a man was werking, they put a movie camera
where he was working.

Q:' What about the accident, how do you think they got
plctures of that?

At Aman . . . like on the 51dewalk was holdlno Lhe
movie camera and pointing it to the car.

Q; But how do you think they found the accident?

A: I guess a police car was rl&lng around and told
them . . . (12) '

The remaining second graders eitber thoqght that the pictures
were reél (no recognition at all of ﬁﬁe accident)} and thus thought
they were documentéry in the gense discussed above, or thought that
they were not reazl (i.e. they had been acted out) because a real
doctor would not ignore the accident victim as shown in the pictures.

Fifth graders differed from the younger children in their

assessments of the pictures in several respects. On]y 2 of 12
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cdmpared‘to 6 of 12 second graders, felt that the pictures were

: _ | o
photojournalism - i.e. the accident really happened. Although a

recoghition that actors were used in the pictures (é.g. the doctor
was probably an actor, not a real doctor) was quite common at tﬁis
level (10 of 12 fifth graders) only a fraction of them (4) could
think of any intended useror meaning the pictures might have.
Further, the belief that a real doctor would not behave as shown
here was still usedrﬁy fifth graders as justification that the
pictures were not feal (3 viewers}.

‘Bighth graders were nearly unanimous in their assessment of
the'piétures as staged. Interestingly, their jﬁstifications for this
conclusion_éften cited the impossibility of'the ﬁictures being not
staged — e.g. the reéctivity of the situation, and the need for
éboperation on the part of those involvea (tﬁe actors). Another
possible justification - phat the pictures were intentionally staged
in order to'cfeate a ﬁarticuiar communication or meésage, to tell a
story or inform SOméone - did not appéar in the interviews at all at
this point, aitﬁdughrit_did appear in some cases as a respoﬁse to
the later question on the purpose or meaningrof the story.

\ .

Interviews with college subjects: Pallenik (1973) studied

college students' interpretations of the pictures used in this
“investigation. Pallenik's subjects viewed photographic prints of
the glides used in this study. The prints were mounted, one to a

page, in a photo album, and viewers were told to go through the
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sequence at their own bace. Pallenik used parﬁs of the interview
schedule developed fortthis stﬁdy in his data éollection. .
Pallenik's data have.been“coded for (1) affective response to

the doctor, (2) affective.respbnse to the lady at the end of the
~ story, (3) most impoftant ﬁﬂing in the story, and (4) overall inter-—
pfetation ~ what did the doctor do at fhe accident scene?

" In terms of these dimensions, the cbllege data are quite similar
to tﬁe eighth gréde data coilectéd'ia the present investigation.

Comparisons for these four dimensions are given in Table 14 below.

Table 14. Comparison of Lighth Grade and College
Students on Selected Storvy Dimensions

Eighth Grade Callege

(n=12)" {n=16)

Like Doctor? . Yes _ __8% .”_ 12
No : - .92 a8

Like Lady? Yes b2
: . No or Mixed 73 | 56
Most Important Accident : 83 - 88
~ Thing in Story? - Other . . V17 12
Did Boctor Ignore  Yes 92 94
Accident Victim No .8 5
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Pallenik's data also indicate that the interpretations of
college students are mbch more likely to correspond to the character-
istics of the communicational inference interpretive strategy
described in Chapter 2 than are the eighth grade or younger students',
Specifically, these interpretations most often contained an awareness

of the implicational conventions inherent in the structure of the

picture-story:

Q: How do you know that he didn't go for help?

A: Well, I'm presuming that the pictures you showed
me are a continuous story and that nothing _
important was left out. That would have been

important, especially since they spent so much
detail showing him walking home. (Pallenik, 1973)

“"Thié'quote, which was typical of the interpretations of the
college viewers, indicates an ébility fo treat the images (behavior)-
shown not as a representation of hehavior alohe, but rather as
symbolic events consciously and intentionall& designed to be commuﬁ—

icative In this -particular context.



i‘ CHAPTER S5IX: DISCUSSION
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This chapter considers;the_desc?iptive nature of the dataj
their implications for severa}'of the theoretical questions out-
lined in Chapter 2 -.in particular, attribution - communicational
inference theory, and cognitjveﬂdevelopmental theory; practical

implications of the findings; and 5u0gest10ns for further research.

1. Descriptive Nature of the Findings: This study employed

an experimental situation to produce detailed examples of inter-

pretations of communications by children at three different age

-

levels. .The stimulus matérial_used — in termsg of its structure and
its use of conventional techunigues of visual representation - is
similar to many of the visually mediated communications that children
éﬁd adults in thisg society encounter in daily.life.ﬂ

.Tﬁe importance of richly detailed, essentially exploratory,
studies of the development of ﬁﬁman ébiiitieé has been stressed by
¥Flavell in a discﬁssion of tha_positioh of the 'developmental-

naturalist":

The strategy of the deveiOpmental naturalist is pur-
posely to withhold questions of precise structural
and, particularly, causal relatiounships until the
developmental territory at large has been submitted
to & searching, but nconetheless essentially descrip-
tive, surveying-and-mapping operation. He prefers
to defer a causal-analytic, antecedent-congequent asg
opposed to developmental-descriptive . .+ . attack on
the problem until the dependent variable, the con-—

. seguent itself, has-been at least roughly dlfferentlated
into some of its constituent subskills and the gross
ontogenetic prefile for each Sdbcklll plotted,
(Flavell, 1968, p.3)

117
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It ié in this spifit that an egperimental framework has been
utilized in the presen% study. Tt would be overly simplistic and
misleading to claim, for example, that differences in the variablé
age "cause' the range of differénces in interpretive behavior
demonstrated in this study.® On the qthgr'hand, the claimg that are
made for these findings are (a} that they represent relatively
detailed and rich descriptive data about children's interpretive
behavior in a certain type of communicative situation; (b) these
data prssess a marked and highly consiétent developmental gradient;
{c) they suggest and support the kind of theoretical distinction
embodied, for instance, in the definitions of attributional and
communicational inference interpretive strategies; and lastly (d)
they shed further light on previously existing sets of statements

pointing in the direction of still incomplete theories of human

perception and cognitive development.

2. Attribution - Communicational Inference Theory: In Chapter

2 the characteristics of two separate types of interpretive strategies

Yeommunicational

were presented under the headings, "attribution" and
inference". The distinction between these two interpretive strategies
was derived from the assumptions made by the viewer about the status

of the sign events being interpreted. In one case, an assumption of

* Y¥or example, attention should be given to factors other than (but
generally associated with) age which may play a significant role
in the development of interpretive competence. Amount and quality
of classroom and other experiences with visual communications,
including stories, might actually be the best explanatory variable.
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existence only is made (the sign events are treated as natural
|

events) and the appropﬁiate interprétive strategy is called attribution.
In the second case, an assumptién of intention is made and the appro-
priate interpfetive strategy is called commgnicational inference.
Here thé viewer perceives, in addition t¢ the stimulus objects
{signs) themselves, a étructural organization which results from the
opefations of seleétion, tfansformafion, and ordering of symbolic
evenlts or messége components according to some socially shared code
or convention,.resulting in his recognition of an intentional,
"meaningful" message.

The sections below consider the data collected in the present
investigation from the perspectivesrof this general definitional.
distinction, deveiopﬁeﬁtal patterns of attributional behavior,

implications for current attribution theory and the concept of inter-

preti’ve competence.

Main Findings: -The first and most signi%icagt observation té-
be made is tﬁat very few respondents, even at the eighbh grade level,
uged primarily communicational inference interpretive strategies.
Most children used interpretive'strategiés tha; correspond to the
defiﬁition of attribution proposed byEWorth and Gross.

A number of points support the view that the majo;ity of the
interpretagions of this story’(especially those of the second and
fifth graders) are essentiglly attributional. First, maﬁy second
and fifth graders either théﬁght Fhat the eVents.shown actually

happered, or decided that they did not happen because they félt that
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a doctor Woﬁldrnot behavé that way. Other childréﬁ in these two
grades claimed that the story was real because the pebple and things
shown "'looked realiétic”.

Further, most ofithe interpretations of the younger subjects
(second and fifth grades) cail into play knowledge that comes from
outside the set of pictures used. Thus, in spite of his negligence
at the accident scene, the doctor was still liked by younger viewers
because "Doctors are nice men,"” and "Doctors help you". At this
level, the child's interpretation of the pictﬁre avents is based
on his assessment that the events seen are real, natural events, and
must, therefore, have the same meaning that he has learned to assign
to such events when they are experienced diréctly. |

The interpretations produced by the oldeét respondents (eighth
grade) were different from those of the yéunger children in several
ways. _The former récogﬁized that the pictures did not, in fact,
represent a simpie record of natural events, and they were aware of
the improbébility that such a coﬁpléx sequence could be captﬁred-in
pictures unless it had been staged. They alsq interpreted the
doctor's behavior in ways fhat weré taking many more factors into
account, _ . K

Even.these reiatively complex interpretations, however, still

fall short of communicational inference. Eighth grade subjects

#
&

nearly always discussed the pictures from the point of view of the
doctor's behavior, the accident scene and other events show - without

referring to the filmmaker and his intentions, purpose or meaning in
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creating the sequence, They conlcuded that the events shown were
not real because of the impracticality or impossibility of geﬁting
pictures like this of -a real evénﬁ, instead of basing judgments on a
recognition of the picture sequence as an intentionally fabricated
message from which some meaning céuld be.inferred. Finally, they did
not discuss the role of the.filmmaker; his intentions, and his
selection and presentation of the pictures as did older college age
students who were studied by another researcher.

This finding is similar to the.hypothesized developnental sequence
in deductive reasoning abilities discussed By Donaldson (see p. 16-18).
Donaldson found that "pre-inferentialchildren failed to restrict
themselves to the data or fgcts giveﬁ in the pfoblem itself, and instead
felt freé to draw on whatever different kinds of prior social know-
lédge they had.in order to reach a solution or interpretation. -Thus
the éhild-who was corfect in associating the.bracelet with the girl
doll nevertheless did so "because girls like bracelets” and not because
from the information given (the girl doll had round pieces, the boy,
straight} that would be the correct deductivé inference.
In the current investigation, the findings from fifth and

especially second grade'children thatFthe‘doctor was liked because

""Doctors are nice men,"

or because 'He looked like my doctor" and
the finding that the story was seen as real because "I have been in
Philadelphia and seen that hospital" are quite similar to Donaldson's.

That is, in this study nearly all of the'ypunger children were unable

to restrict themselves, or demonstrate that they were capable of
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restricting themselves, to the events shown in the pictures - the

story = and to the comventions and structural organiiational prin~
ciples implicitly cont;ined inlthem, as older viewers could.

These findings ﬁlso bear a similarity to those of Greenstein
cand Tarrow (1970) who used semiupfojective tests to study political
orientations of children, These researchers presented children with
imaginary scenarios.involving poiitical figures and institutions,
and asked a series of questions about them. One scenario involwved

". .. the Queen was driving by herself

telling British children that
in a car . . . and the policé stopped her for going too fast"” and
asking what the policemaﬁ invelved would say to the Queen. Greenstein
and Tarrow discuss, as typical.of some younger children, an unwilling—!
nesg to accept thé_informaﬁion given and addfess themselves fo the
problem. This "resistance to coﬁceiving'(thej problem in the terms

stated" is illdstrated by the following exchahge based on the Queen

scenario:!

Q:A.Nhét do you suppose the policeman would say?
A: I think he would be astounded, because really
the Queen, she doesn't dyrive the car on her own.

And she knows Britain's speed limits, so she
wouldn't have gone really fast. (p. 486)

The finding that younger viewers bring a qualitatively different
response or interpretive set te the vigually mediated communication
situation is also quite consistent with results of some of the early

Payne Fund studies, which used physiological response to movies as a
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dependent variable and:age as an ind?pendent variable. The kinds .
of differences which a¥re suggested by the distinction between
attributional and communicational inference interpretive strategies

were seen as accounting for differences. in reaction between adults
L

and children, as follows:

The key to the small adult reaction is given in a
comparative examination of the verbal reports.
-Adults are conscious of the artificiality of the
film, the quality of the acting, or the probability
of the development. Younger Os chow a much greater
tendency to agsume the reality of the picture.

This perceptual difference seems definitely related
to the difference in emotional response. (Dysinger
and Ruckmick, 1933, p. 102-103).

Increasing Complexity of Attributions with Age: A number of
differences acroés grade levels in the géneral pattern of attributions
made by respondents have been presented in the preceding chaptér on
findings. This section will summarize them, and discuss their
relationship fo gome concepts of éttribution theory in social psych-
ology.

As age increases, one's genéral_complexity of attributions
increases. This was shown most cleariy in the data on affective
response to the doctor and on the perceﬁtion of his motives and
personalitx characteristics. Ybuﬁgest‘children were almbst‘completely
unidimensi;;alAin their responses — even in face of the strongly
ambivalent or inconsistent evidence about the doctor's behavior.

Older children showed considerabiy more complexity in their responses
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to the doctor. For instance, they wefe much more likely to see his
behavicr as a comﬁlex function of dispositional and situétional
factors - e.g. his fear of personal loss from a law suit outweighed
his comnmitment to humanity (role attribute)} - therefore he was a
hypocrite (personality disposition). While this particular line of
reasoning is nobt necessarily typical of all older viewers in terms
of content and specific conclusions, it does typify the more complex
infermation-processing or decision-making stepé that lead to a personal‘
attribution.

The appéarance of more complex attributions in the intervieWS '
with older children is also highly consistent with Gollin's (1958)
data on the uses of "inference" and "concept" in person perception
experiménts using.fiims. These films showed a single actor invelved
in dramaticglly opposite types of behavior (good vs. bad). The
finding that second grade children in the present study were essentially
unidimensional in their reaction to the do¢tér is paralleled by Gollin's
report that subjects under age ten had to be dropped from the experi-
~ ment because they consistently confused the ideﬁtity of the protag-
qnist {(who behaved in inconsistent ways). For example, one second
grader in the present study (see Tabie 4, p. 58) thbught that the
" story was about two men who looked alike - a doctor and a second man..
She ”knewt%that a second persﬁn was invoived because of heg belief
that a doctor would not ignore an accident victim.

Gollin's finding that the.use of ”éonqept" (inferences account-

ing for the diversity of behavior shown) was a relatively late

development not found in preadolescent children is matched by the



125

present data on relative lack of complexity of attributions made

by younger respondents.

Implications for Attribution’ Theory: The theory of correspond-

ent inferences proposed by Jones ?nd Davis (1965) specifies four
factors that influence the qualit; and inténsity of inferences about
personal dispositions. Two of thgse have a bearing on tﬁe present
study, although limitations in th; design of this stﬁdy have pfe—
cluded any valid test of the actual strength of these factors.
Tirst, Jones and Davis argue that-the.“social desirability" of
an act will inflﬁence attributionslabout the actor's personality
(the lower. the desirability, the strongér the attribution).
The central event of this story, of course, can be defined
as low in soéial.desifability — it produced among some fifth and
néarly all eighth graders strongly negative.reactions to the docto;;
in addition, these viewers were highly confident iﬁ their opinions.
Secondly, Jones and Davié state that atffibutiOns ﬁill be
strongly and moré coniidently held when the number of urconmon effects
or outcomes is Iow (i.e. the number of apparent reasons for per-
forming the act is equal to one, in tﬁe extréme case). Some support
for this hypothesis can be found in the data indicating that viewers
(usually older) who saw & number of faétors as possibily influencing

the doctor's decision not to-aid the victim were less extreme in their

1
2

dislike of him personally while, on the other hanﬂ, viewers who saw

his behavior as manifesting only cruel imnhumanity were more extreme

in their dislike. Again, the present study did not collect data that
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would be brecise enough to tést this prediction accurately, although
many éxaﬁpleé.froﬁ the iﬁtérview‘transc#ipts support this interpreta-
tion. In a-previous expériment &one by.the authbr using the present
stimﬁlué matertal, high_school aéd college age students disliked

the doétor significantly less th;p did junior high school students,
and there was a parallel diffe;en?e in the number of factors seen

as possibly influencing the doctor at the accident® (Murphy, 1971).

Communicative Competence in Interpretation: The data discussed

in Chavter 5 showed a consistent age-related pattern on a number of
the measures derived from the interview transcripis. Sections of

several of these tables are summarized below . in graph form.

% Data from descriptive scales show that younger viewers were
considerably more negative in their evaluation of the actor

than were older viewers. Analysis of variance on the main effect
for age. showed that younger children saw the man as:

More cruel p < .02
Mcre stupid p < .001
More inconsiderate p < .04
(More nervous p <.09)

Evidence for the -same kind of developmental trend was also apparent
in the answers to open—ended guestions. When asked, "What do you
know about the man?" younger viewers responded with more extreme
characterizations ("'Hes stupid," "Crazy,' etc.) and with fewer
qualifications of their judgments. Older viewers, on the other
hand, proéuced less extreme characterizations and more reservation
about making judgments and they also demonstrated a greater attempt
to agesume the role of the actor in offerlng explanations for his
behavior. (p 31-32)

s
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Grade (data from Tables 5 and 10)
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Story Purpuse as Moralistic as Functions

of Grade {(data from Tables 11 and 12)
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These gréphs iﬁdicate that majqf critical and intetpretive
differences exist across the three grade levels used in this study.
The argumént that youngest viewers apply relatively simple, favorable
stereotypes to two of the étory's central charactefs {(doctor and wife)
and that.this kind of. response decreases, with age is demonstrated by
the curves in Figure 9.

Similarly, the différences in the relative importance of various
story events and themes. are shown by Figure 10. Examined this way,
these data are very much like those of Collins (1970) on differential
learning of central and periphefal'media content as a function of age?
The increasing salience of a central dramatic event is also quite
consistent with development in the direction éf the "structural
recognition" Worth and Gross describe as characteristic of commun-
iéational inferénce interpretive strategies.

.Figure 11 further suggests that as age_iﬁcreases so does the
ability to apply more sophisticated evaluatiﬁe.criferia (dramatic-
structural) and the abilify to make, with a fair degree of certainty,
an estimate as to.the pufpose or meaning'of the story. Younger
viewers (second and fifth grades) as‘indicétéd in Table 13; had very
few alternative interpretatioﬁs fér fhe story's meaning or purpdse,

- other than to say that it was designed to "tell what doctors are

like", ’

e

In all, the data collected in this study point in the direction

of a two-fold developmental progression with respect to interpretive

_ competence and the question of attributional and communicational
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inferéncé interpretive strategies. On the one hand, increasingly
sophisticated attributional skilk was positively associated with age.
In constrast,fully déveloped'ccmﬁunicatibnal inference interpretations
were not observed among any respéndents, although several of the

1
prerequisites for this kind of i&terpretgtion were found among the
oldest respohdents. The implicat?on, therefore, is that the develop-
ment of the communicational inferénée strategy is a considerably

later phenomenon for which the data in this study provide only a

highly sketchy and indirect forecast.

3. Cognitive Development: The mest dramatic aspect of the

interview data collected in this investigation is the difference
in overall interpretation ("What did the dbc£or do at ﬁhe accident?™)
and in affective reéponse to.the doctor,'between younger children
(second grade) and the older ones (eighth gra&e). (As.the.data in
Tables-g and 5 indicate, fifth graders wére roughly split on these
gquestions).

The &i5cussion'below speculates on the types of psychological

mechanisms that could account for these rather striking differences.

General Cognitive Development: lBoth Piaget and Bruner deal
extensively with the hypothesis- that an individual must possess an
appropriatE éétégory (Bruner)lééhéme dr structure (Piaget)\prior to

W
~exposure to a stimulus in order for that stimulus to be understood,
grasped, or perceived veridically. - Accofding to Bruner, “perceptual

readiness' corresponds te "the relative accessibility of categories

to afferent stimulus inputs’ (1957, p. 723). Failure to perceive,
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Bruner adﬂs,

is most_often~gg£.a}lack of perceiving but a matter

“of interference with perceiving. Whence the inter-
ference? 1 would propose that the interference comes
from categorizations in highly accessible categories
that serve to block alternmative categorizations in
less accessible categories. (p. 719)

|
*1

i
Thus, iﬁ.the present study, the failure of ‘the youngest children

te perceive the doctor ignoring the accident victim can be attributed
to the lack of something equivalent té a category of malicious or
Inconsiderate doctors. Given_tﬁé genéral patfern of childhoﬁd socilal-
ization in this culture and thé.pbpular image of doctors.in the mass
media,rﬁhis would CQrtainiy be a highly tenable hypothesis. |

) This line of reééoning raises the general question of what is

the most productive and the most parsimonious way of conceptualizing
thece kigds of socialvpérceptual categories. Specifically; perhaps it
~would be simplest to think of felatively unitary (and meore general)
categories cof social knowlédge which might then be placed into broad
groups, e.g. rqiés (doctor, nurse, teacher) role aftriﬁﬁtes (strong,
kind, nasty, etc.) and ﬁossibly édditional classes such as situations
or time-*Spé(te .speci.fi(:ations (e.g'..'sc“'hool, hospital). Then the.major
‘conceptual problem would be to ﬁredict the range of possible (and
impossible) intersections of éategoriés. "Possible” multiple categor-
-izations {oz n—tuples) then, for a sécond,grader might include:

"Doctor-Helpiul," "Man-and-Wife-At Home-Friendly" etc. while "impossibble":

multiple categorizations could include "Doctor-Not Helpful' for example.
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This line of reasgning_was suggested by one of the pretest
interviews (second gra@e) in which the child-said fhat the reason
the‘doctor did not helé could have been '"because he was on drugs'.
While this interpretation is iﬁcongruous to the adultrmind, it
makgs very good sense in terms of the kinds of combinatorial prin-
ciﬁlES outlined ébo?e. Tﬁe naivg paychologlcal reasoning might be
imagined as follows:

1. Doctor did not help victim.

2, (Reason needed - interviewer has asked why)

3. Coﬁld he have been incongiderate? No. (Reason:

~ intersection of "Doctor" x "Inconsiderate" is
usually the null set). :

&, Could he be on drugs? Possibly. (Reason: drugs
are a big problem these days; “anyone" can get
hooked on drugs; drugs can ruin you life, etc.)

g This approach to the data analysis is similar to the work of

the cognitive psychologist'Rébert Abelson on "implicational moleculesg".
 Abelson has defined impiicational molecules as "self-contained

set(s) of statements which, taken together, are psychologically
.self—consistent_according to a particulaf implicational principle"”
(1968, »p. 133).. This formulation is an extension of some of the

_ theories of cognitive consistenéy in'gocial bsychology} Abelson's
contribution has been to take the focﬁs off simple positivelor

negative bonds or links between individual beliefs or attitudes

s

(cognitions) and instead to place the focus on the cohesiveness of
related cognitions - cognitions which, takén together, form & concept-—

ual “good figure". According to Abelson, the main dynamic of
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implicational molecules is "a tendency to complete the molecule
By inferringrnew sente;ces (cognitiéns) strongly implied by the
givens”* (p. 133~134). Thus iu the present study the.combination
of "This is a story_aboutza doctér" {given in the stimulus material)
and "Doctors ﬁelp people” (a widely held.cultural belief comparable
to Abelson's implicational prinCiple) leads, for many of the younger
viewers, to tﬁe necessary conlcusion that the doctor must have helped
the victim.

In sum, two closely related eXﬁl&n&tiOns relying on the availa-
bilitj,and_ suitability of categories of social knowledge are suggested

by Brumer's .theory.

Eii%ié;s Theory of the Stages of Cognitive Growth: Piaget's
concepts of cogﬂitive deyé}opmental stageé and assimilation can be
é;mbined into.a third explanation of_thg striking differenéesiin
inteééretation between younger and older children.

- First, according to Piaget, sénsory inpuf can be understood
only to the exteqt thét.it can be assimilated to. existing schemgs or

structures already present in the organism. Thus in the present study

certain gross aspects of the visual stimuli (e.g. role identification)

3
|

% For example: . : _
- Q: What else do you know about the man in the story?

That he was a good man.

2 Az
. Q: Why do you know that?
A: Cause doctors are good men,

Q: How could you tell that this one was a good man?

=

. Because he was a doctqt. (4)
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are_initially and securely established ("This is a story about a
doctor") and subsequent details are assimilated to the activated
. image or scheme of a doctor. This assimilation is eminently visible
in the créative,distqrtiOHS of second grade children cited through-
: : i .

out the previous chapter, and in the fellowing interview with an

eight year old boy done by L. Gross.

i
|

(¢: What was the most important thing in the story?
A: He was a doctor and he helped people a lot.
Q: How do you know?

~A:r Well, I think he helped that person in the car
wreck. '

Q: How do you know?
A: Well, I don't know. But. I think he helped him,

because that's what doctors are for, isn't it?
Helping people?

At.this level of déécription, Piaget‘s approach is rather
similar to that'of_Bruner.(category‘aCCESsibiiity)_discugged above.
Piaget's tbeofy éf the stages of cognitiye development,.however, can
contribute to a more precise'specificgtion of the psychological-

. : . 3
mechanism possibly responsible for the%observed differences.

Accoréiné to Piagét,.the najor single dimension characferizing
the intellettual aevelOpment of the child is the decreasing degree of
egocentricity. Cognitive growth, from semsorimotor to operational
to formal operaticnal levels of development, is paralleled by a

. simultdneous lessening, through progressive decentration, of the com-

plete egocentricity of the neonate.
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:'Egoééntricity may be seen in the ways in which a child assimil~
ates objeéts and events he comgéfﬁnto contact with in his personal
expetiences. Thus, an infant inithe sensorimotor period will react
to a new object or”tay, for inst;nce, by hitting or pushing it
according to eétablished schemas of sensbrimotor action. Similarly,
a preoperational'child.is likelyvéo assimilate verbal or social
;fimuli to currently prevailing egocentric schemas of anjmisn,
affectivity and the like,.ﬁhile'the:older child of the.concrete or
formal operations stage 1g able to.react to verbal or soecial stimuli
in a.variety of decentered ways (e.g. as an évent-vieﬁable from
_numeroﬁs_perspectiveé, an an assumption or'hypothesis to be tested,
as a construction of'indeﬁérminate truth-value, and so forthj,

The assimilatory patterns.of preoperational children are

characteristically egocentric with respect to causality:

"The sun in born because we are born."

"It has grown because we have grown.'

(Piaget, 1967, p. 42)

Data collected by Lerner (1937),.a student of Piaget, on
"sociocentric' moral judgment also show the assimilation to existing

gchemes of value, affect and behavior norms and the circular reason-

2,
e

ing patterns characteristic of this period:

Whe is more severe, your dad with you or the
other dads with their sons? ’

L

A: (Age 8) The dads with the other gong because they
are more severe than my dad. - :
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' |
Does your dad -love you more than the other dads
love their sons, or do the other dads love their
song more than your dad loves you?

oo

A:  (age 8) Dad loves me more than the other dads love
the other Boys because my dad works on "the trams;
he earns a lot. The other dads don't work on the
trams and don't earn a lot.

% . x . g o
% #® * * E * * ® % &

b33
b

Q: A boy here . . . told me that boys in X school téil
more lies than the boys here. ' : :

A: In X school (they lie more) because they get sick
more often in that school. Because they rvun too
fast and then they get heated up and they don't
want to put on their coats and then they get sick.

 (Lerner,3l937, p. 262)

Interpretationsg highly similar to these egocentric assimilations

were found throughout the pretesting and experimental interview data

in thig study. Second and third grade children interviewed aé a down-
‘town YWCA "after school" program very often stated that the most

important thing in the stoery was the fact that the doctor crossed

43 -
(W e

street with (i.e. not against) a green light.? This interpretation
reveals the intrusion of subjective criteria into the judgment of

the relative significance of events. These same factors appear to

o

The fact that this observation appeared only twice among the exper~
imental groups can probably be attributed to the fact that most of
these children were bused to school, while the YWCA c¢hildren walked
on city streets to a neighborhood school. '
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account fﬁr the following favorable attitude toward the lady at the

end of the story:

bl

fo

%

= O =0

]
Why (did you like the lady)?
: L :

Because she was cute, and she didn't yell at the
doctor. '

1

Why would she yell at him?

1 don't know. Maybe if the man did something wrong,
she would have yelled, but I don't think she would.

" Well, what could he have done wrong? I don't under-

stand?
. . .Maybe he could have knocked a plate and broke
it and he could have just stepped right on it, with-

out picking it up. And that's what he could have
done wrong. (7

Who was the lady at the end of the story?

The nurse.

““How. could you tell that she was a nurse?

Because doctors go to nurses when they see something
bad. '

i
'

Did vou 1ike that nufse?
Yes.
Why?

She sort of looks like my mommy.

. - . . .

What do you think the man who took these pictures
was trying to make you think?



139

At I guess he made us think that doctors are good
friends to us, a[d not be be afrajd of them.

Q: How do you knowl!hat?

A: Because T've beén to lots of doctors and they
were all good to-me. They never hurt me or any-
thing. = (&)

i +
| |
- )
The same type of assimilation to the egocentric schemes of
younger children's experience and social knowledge was seen in the

data on reality of the story:

Q: . Why do wyou think (the ?ictures) are real?
A: Becauge the doctor does walk home.
'Q: Bow. do you know that?

A: - Because my uncle's a doctor and he does it
himself. . {data from L. Gross)

Aﬁ"Piagef’s theory of the.stages of intellectual growth thus
.prﬁvides a psychological explanation for the major age-related
differences that is QOmewhat different from Bruner's theory.
_Spe;ifically, Bruner's approach is to examine perception and cbmpre—
hehsion frem the point of view of catégory acceSSibility; Piaget's
pproacﬁ.(yhich can lead to thg{same kinds of predictiéns.bgt for
different reasons) focuses oﬁ the phenoménon of assimilation to
egdcentric schemes among relatively younger children. It 1s not being-

argued, however, that the present data are capable of indicating
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the superiority of either of thése two approaches.*

]

Closely related to the decfease.wkth age of characteristically ego-
centric patterns of assimilation in Piaget's theory is the beginning,
at approximately age 7-8, of the concrete operations of intelligence,
which usually are completely developed by 11-12." One feature of this
stage is the acquisition of conservation - the point at which, e.g., a
child is aware that the total volume of a liquid remains constant even
though its height (in cylinders of varylng diameters) may be changed.

An understanding of this implies further that the child can grasp the
essential reversibility of the transformation (i.e. the child knows
that the volume of liquid is the same because if the transformation
were reversed, the initial "volume" (amount, height, etc.) would re-
appeat. - In fact, Piaget argues that the operations consist of reversible
“trangformations (Plaget and Inhelder, 1969, p. 97). :

‘ The inability of younger children to "perceive'' the doctor's
behavior at the accident can be examined from the point of view of

this part of Piaget's theory: (1) First, processes of cognitive devel-
opment in the social and affective realms are essentially equivalent

to the more abstract cognitive functions described above (''The
affective and social development of the child follows the same general -
process, since the affective, social and cognitive apsects of behavior
are in fact inseparable", Piaget and Inhelder, 1969, p. 114). (2)

The ‘present data show a consistent inability of the youngest subjects
to deal cognitively with what is essentially the copposite of the image
or stereotype they hold of a doctor (i.e, the image. that is suggested
by the first four pictures of the story). (3) This inability is con-
sistent with Piaget's description of preoperational subjects as unable
to perform mental operations embodying reversible transformations (i.e..
to accept, as perhaps nothing more than a logical possibility, the

idea of the transformation, "Doctor's help''—®='"Doctor's do not help'’).
(4) This explanation differs from that derived from Bruner's theory

in that it states that what will not appear is the reverse of some par—;
ticular category -(the argument that the category 'Doctor’ is favorable
was supported by pretesting and by the control interviews) while
Bruner's approach states that eategory accessibility is primarily a
function of envirommental probabilities.

' This comparison leads to the question of what klnd of ‘evidence
would be needed to clarify this problem. Presumably, a study could be
designed in which reversibility was needed for a ''correct" interpre-
“tation while at the same time environmental probabilities were identical
for both versions of the events. That is, a story in which (1) initial
pictures of information implied "A"; (2) '"Not A" was then presented;
while (3) probabilities for both ”A" and "not A" were as nearly identical
.as p0551ble.
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4, Practical Implications of the Findings: The primary objective
-of this investigatioﬁ has been tol contribute to the development of
theoretical definitions and relatﬁonships.in the area of communicative

competence in interpretation. Nevertheless, the possible relation-
’ %
ships between these theoretical i%sues and problems of a more practical

|

nature should not be overlooked.  Children's exposure to television

_ - ! ] _
~and certain types of television commercials is an example of cone such

practical issue.

Recent studies have tried to discover wﬁaf the child's conception
of television commercials is, and in what ways, if any, dqes this.
conception lead to or reinforce particular patterns of cénsumef
behavior or attitudes towards commercials and the products and
serviées they advertige. (Ward, 1970).

© The data colléctéd in- this study iudiﬁate that, at least for
children ﬁnder_age iO—li, certain types of commercials may be.péftic—
ulafly misleading ~ analmisleédiﬁg in ways that are not vexry obvious

to older viewers. Specifically,-éo~called "slice of life” commercials;
which;présént an actor in a simulatioﬁ ofrsome ﬁaturalrsituation, are,
likely to be perceiyed as real by.younger viewers. This conelusion

is basged on the_finding in:the present study that younger children
showed almost 0o ability to meaningfuliy discriminate:between real
and fictional depictiéns of a sdcialiy stereotyped figure (the doctor)

: &
and they have shown a very strong tendency to apply a favorable
judgmental stereotype to such a figuré,_even'in.the.fahé of counter-
normative énd'antinsocial beﬁavioi on the part of the doctor.

For these‘childfen, a doctor is a good man, and therefore will
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be perceived as doing good things. By'extension, one would strongly
suspect that actors playing roles which fit into socially—-stereotyped
images of positively valued figures would be very likely to be per-
ceived as real (i.e.;as qﬁalified to f£ill the role they are 'playing')
and would benefit from a "halo" efﬁect by which their actions and words
would be seen in a favorable light.

| On the basis of this research and the reasoning. which fplloWs'
quite clearly from these findings, it would seem very likely, then,
that "slice of life" commercials wﬁuld be seen by youﬁger children as
“ﬁeal" depictions of events and that actors who appear in the guise
of social-role holders would, in fact, Ee perceived as actually

qualified for these roles {(Gross, 1972).

3. Suggestions for Further Research: Several lines of further
research are suggested by the results of this invegtigation. Three of

these are discussed below.

Expand subjeét age range: An extension of this study to

youngér childreﬁ’would_provi&e data on the exact age 1evé1 Be1ow
which children are not really'able to handle the task that these
'pictures and interview schedule preséht. This would provide useful

- descriptive data on the factors related to the perception of a story
per se - i.,e. even the youngésf respondents in the present‘study had
a fairly complete and firm sesﬁé of the narrative strueture or story—
ness of. the pictﬁres. If would ﬁe interesting to see just Whererthis

ability first presents itself and what its first manifestations are, .
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EkpansiOH‘Qf the.age range of.reSpondents to.include:older
children would éliow'the compilation of dafa on communicatioﬁal infer-
ence ihterpretivé é;rategies, something whigh is almos&-completely
laéking-in rhe present stﬁdy. The ages of interest here would span
the gap Eatween'the upper age grogp_used.in this study {(13~14 years)
and the college age-students, from whom data were collected by
Pallenik {(1973). |

Since one of the main findings of the present study.is that
relatively clear and eaéily differentiated patterns of attributional
interpretation can be described.for elementary and junior high school
Students; peLhapé coﬁparably_differentiated age—related patterns of
communicational inference interpretive strategies could bé mépped
out in studied of O‘,,a'ei_;.resinondents.

-

Studics with the protagonist in different social roles: These

would be useful in o;der to test the genérality.of the finding that
‘younger éhildren asglmilate much of the percebtual data of the

pictures to a pesitive undifferentiated image of a doctor. The obvioﬁs
question here would he whether.or not the same kinds of assimilation
would bé obsarved; for dinstance, if amn athlete were placed in a
~gituation in which his'athletiC'strenéth and coordination did (or did
not) have séme bearing ~on an gvent; decision or act. Similarly, a
story like the present one.cduié‘be used with a protagonist\who was

in some other social or occupational role for which behavioral

expectaticus would he comparable to the doctor in the study. The
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roles of clergyman or politician would be obvious possibilities.®

* An alternative set of the slldes]does exist in which the protagonist
ig characterized as a bu51nessman, rather than as a doctor. Some
pretesting has been done with college age subjects to examine the
hypotheses that (1) the same act (ignoring the accident victim) is
more role discrepant for the doctor than for the businessman
(measured by mean perceived likelihood of assistance) and (2) that
person perception judgments would be mote extreme and more confident-
ly held in the case of the doctor than in the case of the businessman
(measured by descriptive trait scales)

The first hypothesis was strongly supported. Data showing the
doctor — businessman comparison and results for other social/occupa-
tional role comparisons are summarized below:

Duncan's New Multiple Range Test for mean perceived
likelihood of assistance for six roles for accident
scene (data from 38 college students who had seen the
. slides - Murphy, 1971). Note: Any two means not
underscored by the same line are significantly dif-
ferent at theé .05 level.

. o | _ ' 12 Yr. Construction
Policeman® Clergyman Doctor Boy Worker Businessman
1.55. 1.82 2.66 &34 5.13 °  6.08
% How likely is it that would help?

(Likely = 1, Unlikely = 10)

}
Data bearing on the second hypothesis were in the expected direction,
but were not significant. Whether this was due to problems in the
design and administration of the scales used is not kmown; further
data are needed to clarify this question.
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. el R . .
Studies using different communication modalities: Here the

objeétives would be to, test for possible interactions between com-—
munication modalities (still pictures, slides, movies, etc.) and
type of interpretive strategy used, with age and story content held

1

constant., A study conducted by Harlan (1972) using the same stim-
ulus items as the present research showea that The presence of a

title {("The Doctor" wvs. "fhe Doctor Who ﬁi&n't Help" vs. no title)

can contribute To an increased salience of certain parts of the story.
Although it is not unreasonable to expect that the use of motion
picture film, or still prints could influence interpretive strategies,

just what the nature of these changes would be is a subject for

further experimentation.

T
i



! CHAPTER SEVEN: SUMMARY ANﬁ CGNCLUSIONS

This study has examined the interpretations given to a story
told in pictures (35 mm slides). by children at the second, fifth and
eighth grade 1evels.) The picturés used showed a doctor who, on his
way home from work, ignored the victim_o? an automobile accident.
Each child was shown the_pictures individually and then interviewed
about the story events - What happened? Why did the man behave as he
did? etc. and about the pictures themselves - Were they real? Was
this a good story? ete.

The major theoretical objective of tﬁe study was to examine
these data from the pefspective of two different types of interpretive
strategies drawn f;om the recent wofk of Worth and Gross. "Inter- (
pretiverstrategies" referred to assumptions ﬁade by a viewer about the
natural or symbolic sta;us of events'and'to corresponding rules fbf
determining the significance or meaning of these events. ‘The distinetion =
between "attributional" and “communicational inference" interpretiye
strategies was based on the following: In the case of attribution,
events are treated as natural events only ~ they are not presumed by
an observer to be Intentionally communicative; the observer assumes
merely the existence of these events ér representations. In the case
of communicational inference, events are treated as symbolic events;

the observer assumes an intention on the part of the creator or sender

£
s

to convey some meaning oY message.
The data collected in this study show that younger children
(second and fifth grades) used attributional interpretive strategies .

146 -
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| | |
almost exclusively. That is, they treated the events of the story
as haturél events. The youngest (second grade) children had great
difficulty accgpting tﬁe possibility of the doctor ignofing the
accident victim. In place of this recognition they substituted
elaborate alternative interpretations wbich allowed them to keep
their highly favorable image or sterectype of doctors intact. They
. sfated, for example, that the doctor did help in between pictures,
or that he saw that the victim was only ¥epairing his car, or napping,
and therefore no heip-was needed. These rather etriking.constructibns
wefe attributed_to the high degree of reliance that vounger children
place on routine‘social_knowlgdgé in perCEptual situations such as the
one.used in this study.

Older children (fifth and edighth grades? still treated the
.é%ory events as essentially natural eveits although their.a;tributions
were considerably more complex tﬁan those discussed above. Thus,
-although they @id_see the doctor's behavior as a';omplex function_of
dispositional and situational factors, they stiil reacted to the
events of the story as.though they actually happened; These viewers
-strongly digliked the doctor, and they felt that the pictures and
story were real because the doctor ah&.hospitél "looked real" and
because "these things do happen in real life.

Commugicational inferenceiinéerpretiﬁe strategies, as aefined-by
Worth and Gross. (1973) involve a reCOgnition that.visual images. such
as the ones used in this sfudy constiﬁu?e symbolic events from which
the author's intended meaning ma§ be inferred. .The behavior of the

doctor in these pictures would be seen, then, not merely or simply
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as a cruel act of negligence, but as an actor's (in the theatrical
sense) dramatic representation or| enactment of a scripted and staged

|

sequence of events which were ph&tographed, edited and presented to an

audience.  Although there was some evidence in the interviews with

1
]

eighth grade children of the uséﬂof this more sophisticated inter-
pretive strategy (they said that the pictures were staged, and they
very ofteﬁ attributed a moralistié purpose or meaning to the story)
these viewers still did not reveal a comprehension of the degree
of construction or fabricatedness, or pf the quality of dramatic or
narrative coherence that is suggested by the definition of comnunica-
tional inference, -or that was found by other researchers who obtained
-interpretations of these pictures from college students.

Some implicatioﬁs of these findings for the practicai question
o% children's exposure to symbolic repreéentations-cf human behavior
(such as teievisionrcommarcials) were suggeéted. .On the basis of the
present data, the assumption that young children possess the ability
to discriminate real life from fictional, or authentic from role~
playing, represéntations of human actions and events is unwarranted.

In terms of further reéearch and theoretical developments,
_ extensions of.fhe present study Wereibrpposed in order to learn more
abou£ the ability of viewers under.seven years of age to detect
narrative or story"like featuféé of visual stimuli, and in order to
examine the development of communicational inferénce‘interpretive
strategies by gathering interpretations of viewers over 14 years of

age pf stories such as the present one.
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APPENDIX A - Description of Stimulus Material.

The Z1 pictures on the next two pages were made
from the color slides shown to the subjects. Note:
two versions each of pictures mnos. 6 and 7.

3
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APPENDIX B - Interview' Schedule

10,

11.

'
What was the story told in fhe pictures? How do you know?

What was the most important thing in the story? Why?
What else was important in the story?

What do you know about the man in thé story? How can you tell?
What else do you know about the man in the story? How can you
tell? 4 :

Do you like the man in the story? Why?
What made you like him? Why?
What made you dislike him? Why?

Who was the lady the man was talking to at work?
How do you know? '

What were they talking about?

Who do you think was to blame for the mistake? (WNasty condition)

‘How do vou know?

Who was the lady at the end of the story?

How do you know? -

Did you like the lady? What made you like her?

Did you dislike the lady? What made you dislike her?

Why do you think the man in the story acted the way he did?
Why -do .you think so?

" Do you think that was the right thing?

Why was that the right (wrong) thing to do?

What else could he have done? What would you have dome?
What would another person have done in that situation?
How do you know?

What would a businessman have done in that 31tuat10n7
Bow do you know? \
Is there anythlng else about the story that you remember which
we did not dlscu587

What about these pictures, do you think they are real?
How do you know?
How do you think they got these pictures? How do you know?
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APPENDIX B - Continued

12, Would you say that the man who took these plctures was a good
/ storyteller?
./ What was he trying to make you think? How do you know?
What was the meaning of the story7 -

o




154

APPENDIX C - Grade, Sex, Age, Race and Experimental Condition
: of Subjects o ' :

Bubject : o
No. Grade Condition Sex Age Race*
1 2 ‘ Nice | M 7:3 W
2 2 Nice F 7:6 W
3 2 Nice "M 7:8 W
4 2 Nice - ¥ 76 W
5 2 Nice M 8:2 W
-6 2 Nice: r 8:10 W
7 2 Nasty M 8:3 W
8 2 Nasty T 8:1 W
9 2 Nasty M 7:11 W
10 2 Nasty F 7:5 W
11 2 Nasty M 8:0 W
12 2 Nasty ¥ 7:3 W
13 2 Control M - 8:1 W
14 2 Control F 8:10 W
15 YA ~ Control M 7ih B
21 5 " Nice M 10:6 W
22 5 Nice F 10:8 W
23 5 Nice M 10:6 W
24 5 Nice Foo11:2 W
25 5 Nice M 10:10 W
26 5 Nice F -10:8 W
27 5 Nasty M 11:0 0
28 5 Nasty ¥ 10:6 W
29 5 Nasty M 10:6 W
30 > Nasty . F 11:0 W
31 5 Nasty \ M 10:11 W
32 5 Nasty F 10:10 W
33 5 Control M 11:5 W
34 5 Control F 11:0 W

36 % 5 ~ Control F 10:11 . W

* W = white, B = black, 0 = oriental.
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43
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APPENDIX D - Sample Iiterviews

iy
Yo

Six interview transcripts feollow, two from each -

grade level, See Appendix C for descriptive data
on each subject. Subject number is at top left of
each transcript page.
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' Q - What was the stéry told in thé pic’tufes?
| A:  Tirst the man, he went t{o the hospital, then he was talking, and
then he went to another place in the thSpital; And then he went oui:side, he
was going dowﬁ the streét and he saw a car that was off the roa& and some-.
one was lying there, and then he went on and he went to a street, and he :
went a.crosé”it and then he went to another. plé.c_e and th.en he went and saw |
his ﬁ'i_fe or someone like that, _ |
Qi What was the most important thing in the story?
Az (pause) I guess - the par.t about the hospital, . .
Q: The part aboﬁ{ the hospital? |
At | When he was falking.
Q: Why was that most important?
Az Because he had %o talk to someone to see if he could go - to see
if he could go e_.had to db something.,
Q | What else was important in the story?
Az | When he saw the car that was oif the road,
Q:. Why was that important? |
 A: Because (;Sé.use) c oo Maybe hecause when he was at the hospi-
tal cne of the nurses told him that = 16 look for things. To look for things
like that, 1
Q: What would he do if he found them?
Az’ He would call for an ambulance or something like that,
Q 1 see, what do you know about the man in the story?
Ar  Well, he was going plaﬁ—cies a lot, and walking a lot, and he was

‘talking, and he went to a hotel or something like that, and he met his wife
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Qs
Ar
Q:
A
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What kind of a job do you think he had?

Doctor.

How could you tell?

-

Cause he was at the hospital a lot, and talking'-to‘ them, and he

had that white coat and things on that doctors wear,

‘Was-there any other way thati you could tell that he was a doctor?

No.

. Do you like the man in the story?

Yes, sort of,

What do you like about him?

That he likes o go places, I like to go places.

Is there anﬁhing about the man in the story that you.dislike'?
No,

Who was the lady the man was talking to at work?

A nurse,

How could you tell that. she was a nurse”?

She had a hat on, a white hat, and she had a white shirt on, or

a white dress on, And he had a thing in his hand,

Qs

R xR

What kind of thing? !

Liguid or something like that.

Wasf:thel'“e another lady that the doctor was talking {o ai work? -
Yes, |

Who was she?

She was a lédy that types things.,
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‘w'*hat are they called?

Typers., . «

Aren't they called secretaries sometimes?

Yes,

How could you tell that that's what she was?

.Cause she types and maybe the man was a boss over her,
wnai do you. suppose they. were talking about?

About what the lady types about,

What kind of stuff do yod think she types?

T don't know.

Who was the lady at th_e end of the story?

His wife, |

How could you iell that was his wife?

Cause they were in his house, his apartment,

Was there any other way that you could tell that?
They're sitting together, '

Any other way that you could tell that .that was his wife?
They‘re-émiling and things like that.

Is it possible that she could be someone besides his wife?
Yes, \‘

Who could she be?

Another lady that he likes,
Anybody else? |
His girliriend.

If that was his girlfriend, how would it maybe have been differ-
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ent?
~A: - (pause) |

Q: If they wanted to show that that was his girlfriend, how would |
it have been shown? ; _

A: (pause) Well if they kissed or som'ething like that.

Q: What would that mean? |

A: That they were going to gét married, or something, or that they
were already married. |

OH Which‘wduld it be more likely to indicate, that they were going to
get married, or that they were already married?

A:  That they were already married.

Q: Isee, Didyou like the lady at the end of the story?

A: Yes, |

(Q:  Why did you like her?

Az  She was pretty,

Q

Was there anything else about her that you liked?

>

Not really.

Was there anything about her that you disliked?

Q

A: No,

1O Let'_s go. back 10 the car that the man in. the story saw on the
way home, Why do you think the man in the story acted the way he did?

A: Idon't know, -

Q:  What do you think he wan-{ed to do?

A: Call the hospital (pause).’

Q: Why would he want to do that?
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Because the mén-«- whoeveff was in the .c_ar - might. be hurt.
Do you think the man in the story did the right thing? |
No, he didn't call. ;i |
What else could he have dohe?

He could have woked the mén up. « « if ‘he was CK,

- What would you have done? }

Go to a telephone boot_h and call an ambulance.

Why would you do that?

Because the man might -~ if he was still alive -« he might die.
What would another pe;c‘son have done in that si‘tﬁation?

He might do the same thing,

How do you know that?.

{(pause) Because he just would do the same thing,

What would & businessman have done in that situation?

If that was his man, he would hurry — real fast - {0 a telephone

If that was his man? What does that mean ?
His secretary or something like that,

What if {§ wasn'™t?

1
T

: He would still cail the ambulanée, I guess,

How do you know that 2bout a businessman?
Bedause they're nice, and they would do it like that.

Is there anything else about the story that you remember which

we didn't discuss?

Ay

When he got a potion and he walked into the place where the nurse
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. was ... inthe beginning,
Q: Isthere anythiﬁg about that that you remember particulariy?
A:_ No, ,
Q: OK, what abc;ut these pictures, do you think that they're real?
A: No, '
Qs Pardon me? _ _
A: 1t could be, but _I don't think that they are,
Q: How can you tell?
A: Because he wouldn't just let a man lie there like that.
Q: How do you think they got these pictures?
A: People acting itoutor . . . (pause) or maybe the man was
blind or somethi'ntg like that, |
.- Q: Which rﬁan?
A: The man we saw mostly.
Q: He could have been blind?
A: Yes, o
Q: What would that mean? I don't understand,
A: That he .t.:‘c')uld.n't see the man that was lying out of the car.
Q: ©Oh, Well if he was blind, then\ do you think the pictures were
real., or not? | \ _
A: Yes, if he was blind, | i ’
Q: Woiild you say that th'e' man who took these pictures was a good |
stoi‘yteller ? |

A: Yes.

Q: Why?
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- A:  Because he c‘of;ld take'thei:‘z very good, and he gotrhim in the

cact.
. Q What is it like when it's a good stoi‘y?
- A: Like 2 movie, and .. . (pause).
Qs How Is it like a movie?
Az’ Well, because it got him in the act, but , . . well, it didn't |

talk in it, and they were sort of slides.
o Yes, But T want fo know what 1t is about a movie that makes a
good .-Sfory 7
| _-A: Well, it's not funny é.nd {hey don't put dumb parts in it, a lot
of dumb paris,

Qe W’ha are dumb parts?

- A:-_ Well, if a man is going on a trolley -.an.d h_e-'goes by his wife and
he doesn't :say.anything, and next time he se.es her he looks at her, and he
zees her and he goes home, and he doesn't like her anyrﬁére.
| Qr Where would you see that? Did you ever see anything like that?

A: Yes, in 2 movie. '. |
O What movie? Do ymi remember?
.A: No, I forget what it's called, "\
Qi Was it in the moviés that you saw it, or on television?
v: On _televisidn, . |
Q: And :{Ahatf s your idea of a dumb part?
Az .Yes*
(2 What would be another examjalé? ~Of a dumb story?

As Well, sort of like a scary part: First they have the part that's
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really good, and then the%y have the part that's really dumb, And that would
be & aumb story. And like a moﬁs’ter story ~ they have monsters that dc_m't
really look like monsters, like they're suppdsed to.

Q: What are monsters supposed to look like?

A: Dinosaurs, or way back, -

Q: And what do the monsters look like that aren't very good mon-

‘A: Some of them are, and some ;)f them aren't,
Q: What would you say the man who took the_se pictures was trying
to make you think?
| " A: That is was pretty . . . (pause) dumb‘; that there was a dumb
part in there, '
" (: There was a dumb part in it?
A: Yes, |
Q: Which is the dumb part in this story?
A: If he wasn't blind, he could see the man and he wouldn't do jus’f
whaf_he did. |
Q:; What would you say was the meaning of the stoxry?
- A: The man, and what he does = ‘{» he does a lot of things
(pause), |
| Q: OK, I think we can stop here.

End of interview, _
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Qs Wha.t was the story told in the plctures'?

A: It was a doctor - - and T think he was mixing some medicines
or something together, and I think there was a man and he came sort of
like to check into the hospital é,nd the next one was a man threw a paper
down on a desk like that and , . .

Q: Then what happened’f’

Ay T think there was the same man and he was walkmg by an accCi=
dent and he {was) comin‘g a little bit closer and then. he walked away from

‘the car, And he went io:._somebod;;f‘ 8 house - I don't know whose it was,
I think the lasi one was the man sitting on the sofa with the girl,
_ Q How many different men were in the story?
A: Two, -

| Two? Who were they?

Q

A: A doctor and a man - another man,

Q: Are you sure it wasn't the same man? -

A: Tt could have been but I thought, like ,' if a doctor saw an acci-
dent and he saw someone was hurt he would have sto;ﬁped ai the car and
this man just walked away. |

o Q:  And that's why you think it was another man?
- Ar Yes, |

Q: What if it had been the same man?

A: Tt Gould have been but, the men looked the same but I don't
think they were beéause a doctor wouldn't walk away from something
like that,

QQ: What was the most important thing in the story?
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A I'think thé most important thing was when the déctor was mixing
the two things together, |

Q: ‘N’hj was that important?

A: T think because he made medicine to cure something and that was
" the most important thing in the story, and there weren't any other things
in the story that were important like that was,

Qs Thei;é weren't any other important things in the story?

A: Wen., there were some important things but they weren't as
important as, wéll, you need medicine to cure, to be cured if you are
sick, |

Q: What were some of the other less important but still kind of iin-
portant things m the story? ‘

A: Well, a2 man was checking dut, checking into the hospital ~ 1
donl't know if he was checking in or checking out ~ that would be import=
ant because you have to do that so the doctor knows what patiient he has,

: Did you see the man checking into the hospital?

A: Yes, he was Standing there and the lady at ;she desk, she was
writing something down-on 2 piece of paper and that's what they usually
do when you go to the hospital = they write? things down, I think,

Q: * How could you tell that the doctc;r was in fact a doctor?

A -Because he had on what a doctor, he had on the kind of thing
that a doctor would wear and you could see the bed that you would be
lying on if you camé in for a checkup or something.

: Did you like the doctor? -

A: Yes,
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Why ?

(e}
A1 dQ’l“ know = I like all doctors - - doctors help you,
v What about ’c"le other man in the story? Did you like him?

Ay Well, T don't know - notas muchas I liked the doctor, because
Tdon't like the way he walked a way Irom an accident like that without tell-
ing somaone about It (o) trying to use the phone to call the doctor,

Ci Wag there anyvthing about the other man that you did like?

A 1doa't think so,

Q: Who was ths lady the man was talking to at work?

A T gusss she was the lady who would = well, t‘he lady that you
see when you come in, she tales your name and everything,

{Jr What do you suppose they were télkirz‘g about?

I dontt know, Mayhe they were talking about = if it was the man
they could have been tﬂhmg euboufc him, and if if was the doctor they could

have been talkl ‘1z about medicine,

Qv Izee. Do vou remember which it was?

s Why <o vou think the man in the story acted the way he did at the

i
T

S ’{... dc}:%--‘i;now = he might have been scared to be around some~
thing like that, Or he mlght have been in 2 hurry,

O Are there any other possible reasons?

Ay He couldd have wanted to go somewhere and he wasn't on time

and he wanted o ge! there on tlme, So he didn't have time to do anythmg



(10) { 168

Q: Do you ‘think he did the right thing?

- A: No. | _

Q: Why was that the wrong thing to.do?

A:r  PBecause when you see sométhing like that you donét just walk
away from it «w you should do something, '

Q: How do _yo.u i{néw that?

A:  Well, I just don't think that a person should walk away from somew
thing as important as that.- It might not be .i'mporta.ni to that person, but it
is very important that somebody get a doctor,

Q: What else could that man have done?

-A: You mean when he éaw the accident, what cbuld he have done?
Well, he could have asked to usé the phone. or _he"could have = well, the
patient was hé_nging out of the car, he could have put him back in so nothing
else would happen to hini and he wouldntt fall out into the street,

Q: What would you have done in that situation?

A:r I would probably call the doctor,.

Q: What wou_ld another person have done in that situation?

A:  Another person would have done the same thing that T would have
done, or ii they were é doctor or if they were with 2 doétor e v » Orif
they knew a doctor who was close by they} might have gotten him,

Q:  What do you think 2 businessman would héve done in that situation?

Az I think he would have called a doctor.

Qs Why?

~A: Because if you are just a businessman and you don't Imbw anything

about what = if you don't just walk away from it like that man did = the
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best thing to do 1s to call a doctor, _

Q: How do you know that a bus.iness.man would do that? .

AL I don'f know, He might w.alk away from it, but I think if hé
thought it was important that soméone’ gets tr.le- doctoi, ‘then he might do
it,. _ o

Q:  Who was the lady at the end of the siory?

Ay Idon't know,. I think she was the lady who checks the people in
‘and checks them out, |

Q: Weil how come she was in a different place?

A: I think she was at her house,

Q: Isee, Do you think she was friends with the man?

.A: Yes, |

- Q: Inwhat way?

A: Idon'tknow. It could have been her friend or her boyfriend or
something.,. |

Q Did you like that lady ? |

- At Yes, . )

Q: What did yéu like about her?

At Well, she helped in a hospltal T she helped the doctor by doing
| what she dld = checking out the pﬂople or checking them in or something
llke_ that, I like when people think of things like that, being nice, if you
.knc_»w what I mean, | '

Q: Sure, Was there anything else about her that you liked?

A: Idon't think so. | _

Q: Was there anything about her tha-t you disliked?
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Az -No,.

-Q': Is there anything else éboul‘t the .stbry which you remember which
we haven't discussed? . | |

A: No. |

Q: What about these pictures, do you think they're real?

Az .- I think they :ﬁight be.. |

Q: How can you tell?

A: Well, it looks like a real person, and I think it might really have
happened.

Q: How do you think they got these pictures?

A:  They might bave taken « = the people might have acted, doing
this and they took the slides, But they could havé, e « o Out on the street
or in the doctor's office when they took them,

Q:  Which do you think it was, actors or the real thing?

A:  Actors,

Q: What would indicate to you that it was probably actors?

A: PBecause.l don't think you could take slides of a doétor while he
was in his laboratory or whatever it was - when he was mixing medicine =
I don't think you could (do) that, | l‘\

Q:  Why not? |

A: Because unless you're sick, you wouldn't be able to get in
there, Unleés you're sick or you have a broken bone or something, or
you conﬁe ior a checkup.,

Q:  So you think they were acted then?
A: Yes. |
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Q: Do you ihink that man was a real doctor?
' A He might have Il:)een., I think so,
Q: You do think so, or you don't?
A: Ido. | o

Q: Would you say that the man who took these 'pi_éture's_was a good

storyteller?
A: Yes,
Q: Why?

' A.: Because they looked so much like they were real and they looked
- just like they shduld have a sound to. them, because theflooked so real,
| Q: What kind of sound do you 'think they wo{lld havé if they had a
sound? ' | | \ |
A:  Voices ofall the people, what they-were saying,
| Q: If there were to be a title to this story, what do you think the
- . title would be? | .
A: 1don't know, (pause) It could be some-thing like, "What would
é doctér do?" or something like that, while you weré watching. the fil'rn..
- And you could think about, like, when that man ﬁ;alked past the thing you
could ihink:, what would a doctor do? |
O And what would a doctor do?
Ac .Wel.l, he would probably, you know, look at the person, see what
happened, and he might get the police or. something for the car so they could
get it out of theré before someone else runs into it, I think he'd give the

person an examination,

Q:  What do you think the person who took these pictures was trying
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{0 make you think? ‘,

A: (pause) I don't know - Maybe that a doctor is good = like you
know, a doctor is good, he wouldn't do some of the things that the other
people did, He would c;io something else instead,

Qe Wha;ﬁ would you say is the meam‘ng. of this story?

A:  (pause) |

Qs+ Any ideas?

A: No,

Q: Would you say that it's pretty much what you were telling me be-

A: Yes, I guess so.

End of interview,

Ee)



Q: What wa$ the story told in the pictures? .

A

Well, I think it was a doctor that was starting to experiment with
-some medicine, and he went to check out some things with a nurse'whq was
- sitting at her desk, 'JZ_‘hen he got all his stu?f and his sport coat and his _
regular cléthes on, and he started to go home, and he saw a car all smashed
-up with a person iéaning out, and it must have beén a dummy because he
walked away, And then he went into his house or hotel or é.pa.rtment or
something, and there was his girliriend or wife,
| H What was the most important thing in the story?
A Well, ﬁzaybe when he was testing some. medicines for people fhat_
were in .the hospifal, _ | ,
Q: Why would you say that that would be most ini.port-ant? :
A: Well becéuse maybe some people needed them very badly -
they might die if they didn't have them,
) How coulci you tell that he was testinrg meciicine? .
A: Idon't know_ -~ but that's what it looked like he was doing.
Q: I mean what gives you that impression? '
A: Tt looked like he had some things in his pockeis like a chemist
would have, so he was testing something.:
O What_ else was importantrin the l\s_tory?
Ay Well,'that he checked to see if that was a dumrﬁy Oor a person -
it must hav_e ‘been a dummy because_ he walked away, |
Q: Is there any other way that you could tell t_haf it was probabiy a
dummy ? "1 mean what was the main reason that.you feel that it was probably

a2 dummy?
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~A: He Ijust walked away - at 'l*aas-t that's fvhé.t it i§§ked like in the
slides, B | | |
| Q-. Well, what would he have done if it was a person?

A Probably would have plcked thern up and .o e Well maybe ran
to the hospltal or got 1nto a house and Called the h0°p1ta1 to tell an ambu~
""lance to come over, | ‘

'Q: Do you like the man in the story?
Az Well, yes, I guéss SO. |
Q: What made you like 'hirﬁ.’? _ |
A:’ Well, that he checked the person who was in the car - whether
it was a dummy or anythmg. He checked out everythmg when he was
testing = it Jooked like that. o |

oY | Any‘thmg else about him that you like?

| A .Well Tcan't thmk of_anything el_se. _ o

Q: Is there anythiﬁ_g' about him that you dislike_? L

A.: No, . o

Q: Who was the lady the man_was talkin'g.to at'm—:o'rk? |

A I think it was a nurse sitting at a desk = prbbably déing some
- paper wox‘h ' \,‘ ‘ |
Q: - How could you iell that was a nurse?
A: Well the way it looked like she had a nurse hat on,
| Qs W;at do you suppose they were talking aboui?
A: Maybe he had some notes of what he did, and he was checkmg

" them out with her,

Q:  Who did you say was the lady ati the end of the story?
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A: Probably his wife 'Q_r his -girlfriend, or his frie‘nd.

Q:: Which one wouid you think it was if I asked you to choose be~

~ tween his wife and his. _girlfri‘end? |

A: 1 would probably have to say his girlfriend,

Q: Why would you say that?

A: Well, maybe they hadn't seen each other and {hey were talkirﬁg. ..
Idon't know = Ididn't get that part. | |
. Q: What was it about their talking that would indicate . . .

A: Because it looked like they were having a good time talking tom

- gether, _
Q: And that would make it iook less like that was his wife?
A: Maybe. _ 7
. Q What would it have been like 1f it was his wife? What do you

think the shot would have shown?

A: Well, she'd be washing dishes or doing some housework.

Qs Do you think she would have .been dressed differently?

A Well, it ,lboked' li.ke the girl was dressed Qp. -~ that's what gave
me the clue,

Q: Any other clues in there? - \\

' ‘Az And the man was dressed up too,

Q: And if it was his wife, it would have been more "everyday",
would you say?

A:- Well, I guess so, unless it was some special occasion,

Q: Did you like the girlfriend?

JAr T don't know.
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Q: Well, ﬁras there anything about he.r 'tha-tr you lik__éd?

A:  Not really, Nothing‘tha;t I disiiked either, _

) '. O} Is't-:ﬁere anytbing alse é'béut the stoiry which you remember that
we didn't discuss? 7

Az Qniy about that he was walkin-g along ihe sireets and coﬁﬁng out
of a door of _his, e o Out of the medical center - that? 5 what gave me =z
big clue that he was a doctor, or studying to be a_dector; And he went
into his house or apartment or hotel - something 1’ike that. He was just
walking home,

: CK, now what would happen if in fact the person in the car
wasn'ta dummy but was a real person?

A_; He probably wouid have ran to the nearesi house, knocked on
the dddr-ahd asked if he could use thé_telepho-n.e and ran in and called ihe
hospifal real quick and send over an ambulance,

Q: Why would he have done that?

A: Because the persbn might have been hurt real bad and have
needed help, l | | |

Q: What would another person have done in that situaiion?

Az Well, if they were nice people they probably would have dong the
_ éame thing. But if they're just a Eu_nch {;f _'dummies_walking along the road,
they pr_obébly would've just said, "Ha Ha, look at you!™

Q: What would you have done?

A Probabiy what the doctor did: Ran to the nearest house and,
well, if T didn't know the phone number, I'd ask them, and if they didn't

know, 1'd have to see if the nearest taxi would come and go to the hospital
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real fast,

Q: What do you think a buéinei'ssmari would have done in that situa- -

tion? L |

Az Well, if he was 'coming_horri;e - like he was doing, I think -
he probably v&.@uld have -~ if his hou§e was near, he probably would have
- gone into the house and done what the! doctof did, | |

Q: How can you tell that? Or what makes you think that that's
what a businessman-would do? |

Ar Well, if he was a ﬁice_ bﬁsinessman, that's what he would do.
But if he wasn't very nice he probably would have just left him alone,

{):  What about these pictures, do you think they're real?

‘A: (pause) No, I don't think so. ‘

Q: Youdon't. Well what do you think they are?

A They'j)robably just told hil:ﬁ to do that . . .

Q: Well how can ybu-tell they're not real?

A: Well for one thing they wouldn't just have a car smashed up
and a dummy there - unless they were testing sometﬁing, They probably
just told them to pose like that, 7
| Q:  Well why do you suppose they Qid that then?

Ay .So yr.;u could bring it over he:_:e= to see something - I.don‘t
know,

Q: Dgz‘you think that the man who took these victures was a good
storyteller? |

A: 1 guess so, For that particular story, yes,

Q Why would you say yes?
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A

pzctures of - testing the medicine and :s.‘iu'z"f what

Q:
Az
e
Az
Qs
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Well there's one t'ning ’ch"E he might have shown one or two more

What would that have told you?

I don't know — ‘or some other children ii

"Would you have neoded it, mough"

I didn't need it this time ~ maybe in 2

he was doing.

right have helped them,

nother one, . .

You would need more informaiion that he was a doctor, is that

what you're saying?

Az
neaced it,

Qr

- Ag

Well; no, ba maviee on another kind of th

What wasg the meaning of the story?

Maybe io show you 2 doctor that was just s

to come home from work, cr a college studant,

Qr -
Az

But to show you whal? Just that?

)

1858 thmgs T might have

starting o get ready

Well to show you whai mignt_hanpen. Thai was kind of a more

exciling one because the car was all sm ashed up and there was a dummy

in it.
OH

a minuie,

Well, what aboyt thg marn in the story - going back to him for

When he came across that accident, whai do you think his

thoughts were?

Az

Well, I would have ran to sex i they wer

said a little while Aago.

Q:
Az

ing there

HE SR

But what do you think his thoughis were?

airight and do what I

"I wonder if the person's ,:f: dig hurt or not, if they're Just lay-

unconsciously 2"



_ Q:. _You said that the doctor reco gni_zéd that that mén w.as a dummy

" in fact. So what do you t!hink he thougﬁt it was? A joke?

: A: Probably - that's what I would have thought, Well, not really

a joké. _ . | |
Q_ - I mean I'm not sure I understand this?

“A:r Well mayiae a car factory was .tesﬁng what wouid happen if a
person was in a car and had a smashup like that, Maybe safety pé_ople.
And he didn't know about it, and he just came across it,

~Q: Where have you seen that done?

A: Well, on a tv commercial -~ they have a dummy and c_rash into
some kind of wall. | |
Q: So that could have been what.w-as gé’ing on?
E A Yeé. | ' |

-Q:  But do you think the doctor would recognize that? That it was
a dummy from a corﬁmercial? |

~A: Idon'tknow it he would have reccghized lt right away, but
. éftex_‘ a minute or two he should have i‘ecognized it. When he came closer,

Q: -Why? Because he would not look like a real person?
A:  Well you couid tell. - maybe-he\: could see some stitches where
they sewed it up, I'm not really sure, tﬁough. ‘
Q: Well, the fact that the doctor didn't stop tells you that . . .
A: He was probably a dummy.
o | But was it a real doctor?
| A: It was_prqbabijr a coliege student studying to be a doctor.

Because it said “Pennsylvania Medical Care" or somethihg like that,



Q

' Well what does that tell you?

Or "Pennsylvania College", I'm not sure,
You mean you think it was a medical school?
Yes,

CK, is thére anything else about this story that you can think

of that we didn't talk about?

A

Only except that when he was done testing, he started walking

down some kind of hall and went to the nurse to check things out,

Qs
A

Just that, though?

Yes,

" End of interview,

F<
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Q What was the story told in the pictures?
A: The guy -~ the doctor Ithink - he went over to his nurse to
| go tell her about the patient maybe - about this medicine he was mixing,
_and he went home and he saw this guy who was laying.i_n the car because
he must have b._a_d an acci'dent, and he didn't pay no attention to it because
| I thmk he waé _going to a date or something, and he should have gone over
1o help the guy but he didn't. He just went past him and went on what he
was going fo do. |
QQ:  What would you say was the most important thing in the story?

.A_: Well he should have helped that guy = not just leave him there
. because he's a doctor -~ he should go over and help him,
Q: Why was that the most important thing in the story?
A: Because you shouldn't leave people just Iayin__g like that.

: What else was important in the story?
(pause)

: Well, was there anything else 1mportant in the story?

+  What do you ¥now about the man in the story?

Well, he was 2 doctor, ' ‘-\
!

Q
A
Q
A: Idon't think so,
.Q
A
Q

HQw can you tell?
A:  Well, he walked out of thé medical center,
Qs Does that tell you that he was a doctor?
A: He coulld either be that or he could be a scientist - in the
beginning when he was working with-those chemicals and things.

Q: What do you think he was?
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that guy
Qs
At

182

I think he was really a doTtor.
What otnpr wayc‘ could ycn,, tell that he was a doctor?

By his case he'was car rymg.

Any other . . . ‘-

And the cout he was «rearmg ~ with the white,

Do you like the man in the story'?

Not that much - becauge he should have went over and helped

What made vou dislike him?

-He went over and started looking at him, and then he just prob-

ably' thought, "Well, I don't care, I'11 just léave him there", and walked

away. _
,. Q: Who was ine iady the man was talking to at work?
At Nurse, probably, Secrefary.
Q: I'm sorry. T_{oﬁ say it was the se_cre.tary? How could you tell?
~A:  Well, the typewriter, and shé wasn't = maybe she could have
been a nurse - bu‘t she wasn't wearing a gown or nothing;
):  Who was the la.dy at the end of .\the story ?
A: Maybe it waos bis wife or his gi&*lfriend,
Qs Wh.i.c.h do you think she wasg?
: Mzybe his wife,
1 What would indicate that maybe it was his wife?
A: (pause) ’ |
Q: I mean what would your reasons be for gaying _maybe it Qas his
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wife?
AY -wa I think maybe it Qras his girlfriend because his wife wouldn't
" beina Plaza, She would be at home, I think it was his girliriend be~

cause he went over to the Plaza to meet her,

Q: Well what's the Plaza?

A: (pause)

Q: T mean is it an apartment building, or is it something else?

A: 1don'tknow.

Q: 1Idon't know either, But assuming it was an apartment building,
who would you say it was?

| A: Tdon'tknow. It could be either because maybe they lived in
an apartrner;t building, Or maybe his girlfriend lived in an apartment
building. | | |

Q: Isee. Soyoucan'ttell by that, in other words?

A: Yes, |

Q:  Well if you had to take a guess, which one would you say?

A: His girlfriend, | |

Qs What'would be you-r main reasgons for saying that?
| A: Because like she = if it was his wife - then they wouldn'i be

" like that so much, I don't think, |

Q: What do‘you mean "like that?"

Az Szgiling and everything,

Q: You think it would be more "everyday", or something?

A: Yes. .

Q: Any other reason?
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~A: No, _
Q: Did you like the lady at the end of the story?
A: Yes, : '
Q: Why?

A 1 don't know -~ I just _lik_e_d her - she didn:f.t-'ao nothing wrong.

Q: PBut was there any.’chin.g partic ﬁilér about her that you liked?

At No. _ | _

21 Why do you think the man in the story acteid the way he did?

A: Well mayhe when. he was in ths medical center, aft_er he came
out he thought his work's over with and just ﬁas' tco iazy to go over and
help him, He was probably in a rush, He didn't want to help him be-
cause he was lazy or something. | |

(O Do you think he did the right thing?

At No.,
Q: Why Qas that the wrong thing 10 d.t} ?

: A: Becauge you sh.ouldnr’t - if you see somebody you. éhould-go
over and h_el}S them like that ~ especially since he 'sa d.octor, He
should go over and heip him 2nd not just pass him by, 'l

Q: Well why do you think he did what he did?

At Well, because he was just in 2 rush and_ he didn't want to go
over to help him - he just wanied to go to his girliriend,

Q: WHat eise could he have done?

A: Desides passing him like that?
Q: Yes, | | |
A

: He could have went over and helped him and brung him back to _
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- the center. 'If there wé-s- é-telephon% nearby, he could have called- the
‘ambulance or something and let :th‘errE{J take him to the hoépital and helped

Q: What would you have donei? -

A: T would have went over and helped him,

Q: How would yo'u' have helpedll him?

A: Well firsf I'd go over and see if he was still alive and see if
he was alright a little bit enough to get up or maybe 1_:0 wait.a littlé bit so
T could go and get somebodj for help. |

Q: What would another p’érson have. done in that éituation?

o A: Well some people would have done what he'c.i_id, but T think that
most people wbuld have went over and helped hirﬁ.
" Q: How can you tell fhat. - of how do ybu_ know that? |
A: Because some people are lazy like him - like if they think
that their job's done, t-hefl'ihey just -~ liké him, »;fhen he got out of the
medical center, he thoulght probably his job was all done since he's not
there:, so why should he help him - becaﬁse his job's over;

Qi What do you think a businessman would have done in that situa-
tion? Instead of a doctor, if he were a Quéinessman?

A: - He probably would have went over and helped him too, and called
up the hospital or something, |

CQ chw can you tell that?
Ax ..I don't know. Because that's what so'meone would want to do.

Q: Is there anything else about the story which you remember that

we didn't discusgs?
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‘At The chemicals, . . _
Q: What do you think they were for?
A: They were some medicine that he was planning to give the

nurseto give some people, o

Q: -How about any other thin‘g$ in the story that you remember?
A: I don't think there are anﬁj&. . |
Q .W‘hat.:aboﬁt thése pictufes9 -do you think they're real?
A: Yes, | | |
Q: How can you tell?
A: Beéause they didn't look like drawings or nothing. They looked
like regular pictures,- |
| Qs  How do you think they got thesé pictt;r'e-s?
A: By taking shots of it -~ shots like of them, . ,
Q: Who would have done that?
A: Idon'tknow. Maybea photographezf., '
Q: Do you think the accident reaily happened?
A: No, maybe they just did that for kids like to see that you
shouldh‘t do that - maybe that' wasn't really true ~ they were just getting
| actor.s- to do that to show that you shouldn't dé that,
Q: Well what do you think happeﬁéd?
A:- 'Méybe the guy was drivi_ng too fast or something and ';he road | 2
was slippery or sémething and'hé slid off the road and crashed into that
fence or something, |

- Q: But I mean what do you think happene_ed as to how they got these

pictures?
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A: IlrJe.ll they were probably just going to get them so that they could
show that you shouldn't just do thfat and those people weren't - like that
- wasn't really true -~ they were acting like that to teach you a lesson like
that - but ‘_:hey were J;*eal people. |

Q: Well, what were they trying to make you think from-this story?

. A That you shouldn't just -.. if you see soinebody, you should go

| 6_vér and help them, |

(3: How do you know that's what they were trying to make you
think ?
' A - Idon't knbw ~ I just think because ~ because they wouldﬁ‘t
have that guy laying there like that and the other guy passed him up if
they didn't want you to think that. They could have just took that out and
just shown him going over 1o his girlfriend's house.

Q: What would you say was the meaning of the story?

"A: You shouldn't ever - if you see somebgdy, you should go over
“and help them - call the police or call somebody else or the ambulance to
come and help them, | |

Q: Would you say that the person who took these pictures was a
good Storyteller?
A: Yes,
- Q: Why? _ )
A: Because he just was &ying to teach people lessons that you
shouldn'f do that, and a lot of peoplg, they wouldn't think up.such good
' things. | | .

Ehd of interview,
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f
Q: What was the story told in the pictures?
A | This guy was fn‘etty - inconsiderate. ., . |
Q: In what way? _ | _

- Ar Well, majrbe I'm wr‘ong but, he didn't say'hello or anything to
the secretary, or -~ when he was walking - he sa:w tha't'guy in the car
. and he didh't even bother to help him - he just lodked at him. And then

when he_ went to that house ~ I noticed in the picture the lady was already
married -~ Ididn't see a marriage ring on that guy.
Q:. You noticed that he was married?
A: He wasn't, He wasn't wearinga marriage ring.
Q: 1 see, Butdo you think he was married?
CA: No. | |
-t What else do you remember?
A: Well, I know all that stuif, First they showed, like,. he had a
“bottle of iodine. In the second picture he had 1ik_e a bottle of iodine in
one hand and like a needle or something in the other. And then he was
- checking some reports of some person in the third one, In the fourth one
he was leaving the 'fnedical center, and the fifth one he was _walkiﬁg away
from it. And then he went to his secretary, and the next one he went to
another secretary, And then he left, sas\u the car - saw the guj that
~ ¢ould have been dead of internal_ bleeding, and he was unconscious -
could have been he had a heart attack - or it could be anything ~ and
he didn't bother helping him. There was about three slides of that,
And then he was walking past _-houses on a street, and he was opening

the door and he met thai lady.
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Qs | Whét wés the most impértant thing in the story?
A: What do you mean "irﬂportant“?
© Q: The most important thing — that happened, As far as‘you, in
seeing that story, what do you think is the most important thing . . .
; A: That he didn't help the guy in the crashup.
- . Q: Why would you. say that?

A: Like I say, he could have been really bad, And he was supposed
to be a doctor, I guess, because he went to the "terian" (Presbyterian)
-medical center at the University of Pennsylvania, and he could have
| tried and helped him - see if anything was wrong - or else went home and
‘call an ambulance or something,

Q: What medical center did he go to?
- A ' Térian medical center - University of Pennsylvania,
(2:  What else was important in the s‘tor_y'?
A: That he was going to medical school, I guess,
Q: What do y"ou know about the man in the story?

A: He! s inconsiderate. It seemed like he's inconsiderate some
ways - (and) in one way he's a doctor (and) would help people. So, I
can't tell, Was that a medical school?

Q: I'm not sure, |

" A: It said terian medical school,

Q: I'm not sure what it was, Do you think he was a doctor, or a
medical student?-

A: Most likely a medical sttident.

Q: Why would you say that?
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Az Becauée he looked like h-e-;was abm‘lt: 2% or so, and when you go
to college; you_ graduate from four iour years Q_f college, and ther;. you'll
Be 21, and then you have to take as many years ~ sometimes seven, some-
times three . . . it depends (on) what kind of doctor you want to be. And
it would bé kind of young io be a dc_}r_;tor., I think he was anintern or a.
| student or something. .

o Q: What else do you know about him?
_ A: He was preity well dressed., He wasn’t very neat, thou’gh,. he
didn't comb his hair or anything. . . he just lei ii flop in his face.

Q: Do you like ihe man in the story? | |

A: Tdon't know - I really coaftd.n‘.i tell you unless I talked to him,

Q: Well, on the basis of what you've seen?

A: Not rea.lljr.. | | i

Q: Why not?

A: Because - he didn't bother to help thé"r.. guy.

Q:  Was there any.*thing about him that you iiked?

A That he had fhe courage to go'ozﬂ_. to medical school and try and
be a doctor, |

(3t Does that take courage?

A: Sometimes ., . , |

Q: What does it take?

A: It %akes brains. YOQ have to have the courage to get in there,
to operate . . . to take care of somebody, Because if you do one thing
. wrong, you could be sued, Maybe that's why he didn't help that guy -

~ he's afraid if he did something wrong, he'd turn around and sue him.



Q: Who w_as.-the_la’d.y théj man was talking to at. woric?_ |
" A: Which one? Tihe one that was showing the report or sorhething?
Q: Yes, |
A: It was _pfrobably another intern, apothef medical student. _
Q: What do yod' suppose they were talking about?
~A: Apersonina hospi_tal. _ |
- Q: Who was the other lady that he was talking to at work?
As That was a seéretary. She didn't seem very happy with him,
He.'}.ras reading this stuff while shé was sitting there saying . .. « "Why
do I have to take this?" |
Q 'I‘he first lady that he was talking to ~ how could you tell, or
what would suggest, that she was another intern?
| - Az She had the white suit on ., . she seemed to have that report . e
~ like usually people don'i carry around reports in steel things - in hos~ :
_prtals that's what they do,
“0: And how about the lady at the end of the story‘?
- Ay "The one he was at the house with?
Q: Who do you think she was?
A: A friend. Maybe he was cal-ﬁng to talk to her about her hus-
band or something, You know, he might be in the hospital, |
Q:  What would indicate that She was probably a friend of his?
As wé_‘:ll they were laughing . . . she had a drink in her hénd, 1
think, . . | _
Q: Is it possible she could ﬁave been somebody else?

A: Yes,
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O Whe? | |
A May’bé hlS sistér, 6r an"raunt or a cousin, Not an aunt - a
rcéusin - they looked kind of like the same age. |
Q¢ Is it possible that could have been his wife?
- Az Yeé, "maybe he doesn't wear a'wédding 'ring. Some people don't
do that, _ |
Qs Is it.possible that could have been his girlfriend?
~Ar Yes, If she"s_'that kind of {roman. .o |
O: . Was she married? |
CAr Yes.
' Q Oh. .. _ _
At That’s why 1 say., nIf sﬁe"'s t_haf kind 6f woman .o
Q: I see, .Did you like her? |
A: Tdon'tknow, It de'pends on the circumstances - if _that'was_ his
friend or . . & | | |
Qs Well {under) what c'ircumstanées would you say that you liked
her? '
| A She séémed to be young . . . have a sense 5f humor. Otherwise
they co_ulci have been ialking about someti\ning and he cut a joke or somew
thing, and he had a sense of humor , . . it could be anythizig. She's ai-
right T guess, - B
(O Was there anything about her that you disliked?
A: The place she lived = it was . o . Garden Court . . . Plaza.
I doh’-t know what thatis , . ., Do you knéw what that is?

Q:  No.,
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A: It might be an apartment, ., . Well, people shouid . « o fiTst
thing they should try to do is buy tand of their own, because the guy who

| owns it might higher the prices. He .co'uld do a numerous amount of
things, N _ |

Q3¢ He could do what?

. A: He could do a numerous amount of things,
Q: The .landlord’?

A: Yes, He could raise their prices . . , make her pay the

Q: You think that she would be betiter off if she didn't live there?
A Yes, | | '!
{3: Going back to the accident, why do YOL; t.hin_k the man in the

story acied the way he did? | '

A: Scared he would be sued, Ii's happened before, like when a
couple years ago we were talking abou{ this in sixth grade, some guy was
beat up and thrown down the stairs and was killed, People just walked
| ‘right by him - dida't care., Maybe somebody would";re helped him and they'
did something wrong - like pﬁt 2 tourniquet on his arm -~ and he could have
to have it amputated, he could sue the 'pe;son.

Q Any other reasons? |

A: He could have been called the killer - he could have been
called the cjizser of the accident,

Q: He could have?

At Yes,

Q: What could he have doné?
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A: He could -have. thrown a r__oFk through the windoi& . » « because .
the window was open, . ., He could’ilav_e thrown so'mething at thecar . . .
Q:  Would you say that he could have been accused of th_ai:, O o ¢«
Yes, he could have been accused
I see. Do you think the man did the- rlght thing?

: "N_o.

A

Q

A

Q: Why?
A Becausé - he was a doctdr, He should have tried to help him,
Q: What else could he have done?

A

Called an ambulance , . . Police usually drive around - out
on the main streets — maybe that was a back road - he .cou'ld have stopped '
one of the police and .s'aid there was an _accident.é.nd the guy _might be |
dead or m_igﬁt be hurt or something.

Q: What would you have done?

Ay I I.was that gu'y?

Q: Yes.

A: T would take him out of the car and check his heartbeat, and see
if he was alright. And if he was alright, I'd lay him down and i‘un out to
the street anc tell somebody to call the p?ﬁce, and try tc keep him alive
by that , , . respiratory th;ing e o » E | |

.Q: Artifi¢ial respiratior;?

A: Yes,

Q: What do you think another person would have- done in that situa-
tion? |

A Like me?
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Q: Just aﬁ avérage persdn.
~ A: Some people might just w'alk by. Some people might see if he's
alright and do the same thing,

Q: What do jou think a businessman would do in this situation?

A: 1f he was driving by?

O} Drlvmg or walking.

A: Some might xgnore ity some might help, It depends on what kind
of person they were,

Q: Is there anything else about the story that you remember that we
haven't discussed? |

A: In 'th‘e begiﬁning, the guy had the iodine" . « » he had 2 needle or
something else in the other hand , , .

’ Q: What do you think it was for?

A: Well, he could have been gl_vmg a guy a needle, and when he did
it he could have popped open a blood vein and he went to get some iodine
and put a bandaid on. _

Q: OK, what about these pictures, do you think that they're real? |

A: Nope,

Q: How can you tell? - I\

| A: Because when yo'u first saw the picture of the guy . . . and his
arm hangingsf.)ut. . . then the last two pictures = the.re' s no arm there,

Q: Well, would that mean that thej' re not real?

A: What's a guy going to do when he's hailf alive, pull up his arm!?
Q:V I don't know - he might have moved his arm,
A

: But still - you could have seen it,



Qi Any 'othef indicationél that théy :w.-'rexe or:were not .-r.eal_?' :

A': Well, a guy's going to 'i:hmk something's wrong*when e)very- rrun-
ute a guy pops in front of him and takes a picture, Like he was 'nevef
| looking down when they took th_e. picturess hle was always looking siraight,

: How do you think they took these pictures?

Az How'd they :iake:the:n? EEIRTE - o et

Qs Ho_w'd fhey get.them?
A: Witha ¢amera.. .
RO Rnow that they took them with a camera, but 25 10 what th.ey
._wer_é taking a :'p_icture of, how do jbu think'they got them? .
| A: Well, maybe , . . I know the guy was you . a
_Q:_Wh_o?' | o N | |
. A '.I know the guy wa.s you, I could kind of like tell, Becéusé when
I first saw you I kind of l_.i.ke erased in my mind wlhat yOu would look like |
withou’; a .beard, and when .I sa\& you in the movie, I knew it was vou,
o Q It wasn't me, bU..t.I'_ll show you that {shows first slide),
A:  (Looking at first slide) ~No, that isn't you I do;r_l"t know, he
‘might be a guy who' s. . « » maybe they're doing it for a college '?.ést, and
he says he'll do if, o N 4

i

(3: Well do you think he's a real doctor? B

A.:' Yes.
O: Wis the méri who took these picturés a good storyteller?
A: No. | | | |
Q: Why not?
~A: Because that gﬁy could have helped the man in the car and he
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didn't show it. To tell a'life , , , a real day of a guy . '.' . you're
going to need more than like 15 pictures to say V. | |

| O: 1don't understand, You say no, because he didn't show that
he could haVe helped? ' ‘ |

A: Yes, _

Q: The storyteller didn‘t show that the doctor could have helped? ~

A: Yes, | ' ' |

Q: Now what's your next point?

A: And they didn't show the name of the guy . . . and when he's
opening up the do-hickies . . . like you see on the mailbox - they have a
pictuie of a mailbox. If they told the name 63? the guy in the first part of
the movie .and then' on thé mailbox in that apar{mént house - you .see his

néme, Mr. and Mrs, . Tt could be that,

Qs You saw that in here?

A: No, I saidthat'swhyit'sa bad plcture.

Q: Because it doesn't have that kind of information?

A: Yes, It doesn‘t have very much information,

Q: And what else are the things that you feel should be J.ncluded’?
A: Sound -~ you could see what he\i‘ s saying,

Q: What else"

A: See if he gave that guy in the car help, you know, A lot of

%

things,
Q: Do you not know whether he helped him?
A: Tcan'ttell, Because you just see him = he's 100king at him

and he just walks away. Ii looks like he did that, but-he could have
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looked at him to see if he was alright and everything and ran out to the

street and started walking back, -Like it may be that in the last frame

the ambuiance came and got the guy out of the car and maybe that's why

I don't see the hand.

Qs

What would you say that the person who took thése pictures was .

~trying to make you think?

Az

*
-

o > 0O

that?
A

That 'jthe guy was no good,
hy? _ .
Because he doesn't help anybody.

Why would the person who took the pictures want you to think

Maybe just to get across a point - that there are bad spots in

a person's life,

(OH
A:

What would you say was the meaning of the story?

To show that people can be bad in some parts and be dislikeable,

but maybe likeable in other iimes,

- End of interview..

#
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Q: What was the story told in the pictures?

Ay Well, it éppeared like hie had been at work in a hospital and he

wafs' getting ready to lsave and; apparently one of the secretaries showed
him something and asked his adviée ;)r something, He looked at it and -
_read it and got angry + » o Crumpled it up and I guess he threw it down,
' Then he left and wé.lked home, And on the way he passed by and saw a
car wrecked on the side of the road with a person inside. And he just
wa_lked by wifhéu_t doing.anything. Then he continued home, went into
his apartmant - and I guess that was either his wife or his girliriend,

Q: What was the most important thing in the stoxry?

A: 71 ihink thatl he left f.he man there and he didn't do anything,

Q:  Why would you gay that was the most impoi‘tant thing?

A: Decause there was more at stake theré than anything else, I
mean, there was a man there lying in the car = could have died,.

Q: What el.s.e was imporiant in the story?’

Az Wen that he , . . I guess he got kind of angry at the person in
the office and that-was kind of impertant, He couldn't control his temper;

(2t What do you know about thé man in the story?

A Well, 1 guess that he can't haf;dle his tempér too well, and also
that . . .. 1 guéssAhe doesn't even . . ., itt s. kind of incensistent that he'd
be a doctor gnd not care for a person,

Q: Wh.a'i else do you know zbout him?

A: He was- married . , . | assume he was married. And he walks
 home, He's a doctor, or intern ., . . I guess he's é doctoi‘. I guess he

loses his temper pretiy easily.
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Qi How can you tell that he was a doctor?

A: Well, because he was irl the medical center, and he looked like

".he WaS hsndling medicine , . . he had a stethoscope, and he was in a hose

pital, |

| O: . Did you like the man in the story?

_ A: Well at first I thought I liked him, but then when he Jost his -
temper I had a little doubt about him, And when he started walking home,
I thought he was a person who liked outdoors and have exercises and

| things, but then when he walked away from that person I was surprised

at first and I guess I sort of resented it,

(: Was thére anything about him that you particularly liked?
A: Well he was a doctor and - I thought he was going to help the

'p on -1 would havp iiked that, There wasn't anythmg exceptional

= ab_cut him, . . that I wouldn't like him over any other person,

2 .W_as there anything about him = other than what you've men-
ﬁoned - that you particularly disliked?

Ar Well, I-could understand his losing ms temper -1 lose my tem—-
- per and I'm sure everyone else does = but the thing about him leaving the
' person there = I thought that was pretty bad,
| ' Who was the lady the man was talkmg to at work?

A: You mean the one . . . with the typewriter?

O Yés,

T guess that waé a secretary,

Héw could you tell that- she was a secretary?

Ar She was at a desk and she looked like she was doing secretarial



work, She had a typewriter and ., . . well, I assume that she called him
over for something, so that it just' seemed 1o me that she would be a
secretary. |

" Q: What do you think they were talking about?

A: Thaven't th_e'_fain_test idea,

Q

over?

A: Well, I guess it was someth’ihg to do with the medical center or
the hospital, but I don't knéw exactly what, |

Ot Who was the lady ét the end of the story - you mentioned her
once? -

A

-8

Well I guess it was his wife, because‘if he wasn't married and
he had a girlfriend, I think he would have gone home first and dropped
off-his luggage, his coat and things that he had worn,

©: But he didn't do that here?

A: No, _

Q: Well, how do you know that that waé his wife?

A: 1Idon't know. |

Qi Well, what makes you think t_ﬁgt she probably was?

As Well, like I said, if he had a girlfriend he probably would have
gorie home and chénged and got dres&sed, and the.'n gone out again and left
his , 4 1 ‘:hmk he was carrying a medical bag with him , . . so I guess
he would have , 7. . well, I guess doctors are supposed to carry that

with them at all times . ., . I thouglit he might get changed, |

Q: Was there anything else about her that would indicate that

What do you think the problem was that the guy lost his temper  ~
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perhaps she was his wifé? ' |
“A: Ican't think of anything,
Q: Did you like her?

A: Welll didn'*t see that much of her. I don't know = I liked him
also-at first , . , but he did the things he did,-and I didn't like him too
mu.ch after that, _ .

Qs | Was there anything about her that you particu'lariy'disliked?

A: No, Well, at first I thought , . , if shé liked this guy, and he.
waé such a cruel persori_, I thought that she might have the same 'quaiitiés,
but then 1 just realized that shé .may not even know that he ].eff the person
and ha.s a quick temper. . . | _

Q: Going back to the accident, why do yoli think thé maﬁ_ acted the -
way he did? | ' | | -
Ai. Well, ., ., now that I think of it , , . well, it seeméd a little
unreal e o o 1f that .was his girlfriend I guess he didn't v}abt to I'{llSS hig
date or somethmg like that . & » but I don't know why he would PP |

Q: Well, can you think of any other reasons’? | |

A: He may have been upset from at the office, but I still, . . I
can't imagine anybody just'ieaving a person tﬁere -1 méan not even te_li«-
‘ing anybody. You know, t_hé car , . . léoked like i was in a. pretty
unused. area . . . he could have been 13?ing there for days,

[oF ﬁiﬁfe there émy other reasons why he may havé .not heiped?

 A: Well other than maybe he was in a hurry to get home, I guess he
was upéet Ican't thmk of too much more, Lxcept mayba he was just

that kind of person - doesn't want to get involved.
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Q: What do you mean by not-\*:antin-g to get involved?

z

| Well not go through all thé trouble, I guess he'd have to talk
to police and things like that. Mayl?e he'd use up too much of his time -
he'd have to gem.‘.,.'the person to a ho%p’ital. If the person were to die, he
may be responsible for it. A'i _

Q: In what way could he be résponsible’?

A: Well, if he had moved the person, and the person died or some-
thin.g, .o . @ven given first aid . . . I don't know too much about legal
matters, I guess he could have been responsible,

Q: Do you think the .doc-tor was possibly thinking about this?

A: He might have been, but I didn't see to6 much change of ex-~
pression on his face , , . 1 mean he just., .. v(rell, I guess he went a
little bit out of his way and walked towards it . . . I mean he didn't |
look like he was making ahy major decisions. It looked like he just ige
‘nored it and put it out of his mind.

Q: Do you think he did the right thing?

A: No, 7

Q: - Why was it the wrong thing to do?

“A: Because the person could havsz died, , . more or less . o .
I wouldn'{ leave a peison out to die, | _

Q: _' Why is it wrong fo ‘have left him out o die?

Az V;%ell, first of all, I guess he could be charged with something
by the police', but that's not the main reason, I think people just have a
natural feeling about other peoplé.‘ Well, if he doesn't go by this . ., «

it's not something you have to do, but I think most people should , .
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just to help other. people.
0: Because they have this feehng‘?

A: Well, it's kind of hard to explain . . . [ guess so . . , but, as
for myself, I just couldn't feel righ’; -1'd -f?él very upset if I left some-
body out there, l | |
. Q: I see, What else could he !ha\fe done?

Az DBesides walki-ng away?

Q | Yes, | -

Az Well he could have dOne a.lot of things, If he didn'{ want to
gét involved, he could have just phoned up an ambulance and he could
have not given them his. name, -a_nd then Ieff "the scene, That wouldn't
have been right either but that would Have .been better than what he did,

'Hé.co_uld have- walked over and helpéd the man, He could have went down
towards the city - towards the -stree.t ~ flagged down a cab or _car and
“ask them to help. him or move him to a hospital, .Irguess that's about it.
| Q What would you have done? |

Ar Well, I used to be a Boy Scout and 1learned a lit.tie tirst aid -
I guess what T would have done was gone over to the person and seen if
he was bleeding or Something like that, . If he wasn't in too serious cone
dition, Itd jus{ do. what I could to help h:im and then go and get some help, -

J:  What would another person have done in that situation?

A Wzil I couldn't Say . s .1 guess a person would just see the
person e o o Ll guess he'djustrun-, . » calhng for help, Idon't know -
I've never been in a situation like that. I don't know what most people

\fOLild- do-.
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Q: What do you iﬁink 2 busines.s-)man would do in that situation? A
typical businessman? | | |
AT guess he would get help,
Q: Why do you say that?
~A: Well Idon't know what's different aeout a businessman than
any other kind of pers.on. I think that most people would react the same.,
I think most people would gb get heip ’ ﬁniess they knew what to do and
(would) take care of the person, - | |
- Q¢ Is there anything else about this story that we haveri‘f discussed?
A: No., . other than thét he was a doctor and was helping other
people. _
Q: What abo.'ut these pictures, do you think that they're reel?
A: 1 thought it was real until the accident part . . . but then I'm
sure lots of people went away from:things like that, Butl 'didn't think .
something like that would happen exactly that way, I mean he seemed
~like he wasn't concerned at all, I think most people would have at least
a change of expression their face, . . It could'havehap.pened, but I
don't think it would have happened at all,
Q: How do you think they got these pictures?
A: I guess they had hired people, or had volunteers, and photo- |
graphed them, ’ |
o Do you think that that m_ah was a real doctor?
A: You mean the person who was supposed to be in the movie, or
the person they got to do the part’f’

Q: The person they got to do the part,



A: No, Idon't think 5o.
Q: Why not? ri 4
Ay Well,, .1 can't think of any reasons in particular, except
that I think that a doctor might have more to do than spend the day doing
this. I mean a medical doctor. |
o Q: Would you say that the person who took these pictures was a
.good storyteller? N

A:  Well, I thought the pictures were pretty complete = for this |
story. I thought they showed the whole scene pretty ﬁell ¢ « o they
didn't sl«;ip it, It guess it was pretty good photography,

Q: What would it be like if the person were a bad storyteller?
How would things be different? | |

A:  Well , It wouldn't give as much realism, I mean they showed
~ several scenes of him walking home, and it wouldn't have been as
realistic, |

| Q: What do you mean by "realistic"?

A:r Welll mean if & person had bzen workmg in the laboratory, or
if he was working, and in the next scene he was throwing down the paper,
you wouldn't know what happened in betv‘areen. And then this photographer
showed a piciure of him taiking with « I éuess - the secretary, and then
he showed a series of-photos of the person walking home, So that gav.e
the appeara?ice that he didn't live exacily close by to where he worked,

: What wbuld you say _the perécm who took these pictures was
trying to make you think?

A: Well that the doctor = if he was a doctor ~ I guess he was a
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hypocrite, That he didn't really care about what he was doing.

: Anything els‘é? |

A: 1Ithink *thatf s the main subject,

Q: What would you say was the mear'zing of the story? :

A: You mean like the moral, or just what the whole étory was
about? |

Q: Both,

A:. Well, it was such an unusual situation that I don't think there
would be a moral to the matter, except that - well = you should help
other people. I don't think you could get thai exactly out of the story,
but .the story itseli was abdut a person who was working as a doctor, .or ‘
an intefn or something, and just a segmenf of his life , . . and how he |
o o 1 guess he was upset somehow at the office, and then he walked
by .. . he sawa perso.n.who needed help, and didn't giv.e ittohim., ..
and walked away. And then he came.home, and.I guess met his girl=
friend or his wife, And then that was it,

Q: Anything else?
A: No, I cah't think of é.nything._

End of interview,

|





