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Preface

This is the sixth and final report of a research project dating from
January 1, 1269. Under a contract with the Office of Economic Opportunity
(Mo. B99-4804) funding was provided in March, 1969, and the major work of
the pfoject got under way in April, 1969. Funding by OEO terminated on
June 30, 1970. Partial support for the project was also provided by the
Milton Fund of Harvard University. In addition to the Project Director,
regular research staff members throughout 19269-70 were Rhoda Goodwin and
Pamela Almeida, who were the Home Observers in Study I, and Dr. Jean Berko
Gleason, Barbara Mandelkorn, and Kay Atkinson Xing in Study II. This Report
wvas prepared in the Fall of 1970. It attempts to summarise the main points
of the pilo£ studies carried out in this first year of the project, and it
incorporates most (though not all) of the material dealt with in earlier

reports.
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PART I

STIMY I

Communicative Competence and the Disadvantaged Child:

Maturalistic Obsetvation of
"tother~Child Verhal Interaction in the Yome
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NYERVIEW

For the past year, the Fsycholinguisties Project at the Harvard
Graduate School of Fducation has been zonducting two pararlel and
complementary studies of Language ‘odelling and its relation to the
development of communicative competerce in the young c¢hild. The
studies have had the practical aim of investigating the development
of comnunication skills in disadvantaged preschoolers. We have viewed
the development of communicative competence as being highly dependent
on the nature and quality of the language models the child is exposed
to in his early years, and we have studied this child-model inter-
action both naturalistically (Study I) and experimentally (Study II).

In Studv I we conducted naturalistic observations in a cross~
section of Roston homes (ranging from 'advantaged” to "disadvantaged')
of the nature and quality of the linguistic stimulation offered by
the mother as primary language model to children between 2 and 4 years
of age. Trained observers made weekly visits (over a six—mpnth period)
to observe-and record the language exchange between mother and child
in a small, representative sample of eight homes -~ Dhlack and waite,
lotr and high income, inner city and suburban. We observed the
motherciild communication practices at home with the double aim of
(i) systematically describing the varieties of language usage across
homez, and (1i) of attempting to appraise the effects of certain kinds
of domestic language patterns on the developmeﬁt of the disadvantaged
child's own communication skills. A large -amouat of recorded data

was collected and transcribed, and data analyses were designed to



determine (1) the similarities and differences betireen families in
their patterns of verlal communication irith their children, and (ii)

to assess from the point of view of the developing child, the strengths
and weaknesses in the patterns of language exchange within particular
families.

While Study I attempted to identify some of the factors in the 27
garly language environment of the home which might influence the even-
tual acquisition of communicative competence by the growing child, the
experimental Study II, on the other hand, attempted to look more closely
at the nature of the communicative process itself, beth within and be-
tween children. Working with a variety of preshcoolers (%lack, white,
“advantaged”, ‘‘disadvantaged ) we tried to analyse not onlv the maia
characteristics of the communication process but also how these basic

ingredients interact with the factors of age and environmental oppor-

tunity. In the Assessment Phase of Stpdy I1 a battery of tests was
developed to measure a chil's skill in actively using lanpuage for
communication purpcses in two-person communication “games". The
agsessment measures probed the strengths and weaknesses of each child's
pattern of communication skills, and the results were used to pian
training cessions appropriate to the children's needs. In the Train-
ing Phase of Study II selected disadvantaged preschoolers who scored
Zow on our communication tests underwent special tutoring sessions
in4structured communication situstions with an adult language model.
The emphasis in these pilét training sessions was on developing the

child’s ability (via active use of language) to construct descriptive

messages chout factual material. In a final Evaluation Phase of

)
. - y.
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Study II trainee children ~ere compared v7ith a group of control chil-
dren on measures of communicative ability.
This first year o research into a little explored prohlem has

essentlally been a pilot one, with a great deal of time devoted to
the pretesting of osbservational and recording techniques in Study I,
and to the development of experimental techniques in Study II. - Due
to the inherent difference in the two kinds of data generated by these
studies, the results from them stand (as of Aug. 31, 1970) at different
stages of completion. The more controllable, more ‘'visible" response

ta from Study II have given us quicker feedback ahout the success
of our efforts there. In Study I, on the other hand, the data were
completely controlled by the producers, viz., the mother and child.
e spent so muchi care and time in ensuring the collection of high-
quality otservational and recording data in Study I, that our analyses
have only besun to scratch the surface of the wealth of verbal trans-
cription data. A detailed account of both studles now follows in the

next two sections.



Study I' Maturalistic Ouservation of ‘fother-Child Verhal Interaction

in the lome

Students of language research have generally agreed upon the bhene~
iicial effects of a rich, varied parental language for the development
of tue child's own verbal ability (Ausubel 1966, Cazden 19586, May 1366,
“4lner 1351, McCarthy 1954, Raph 1965). Many of these same reviewers
paradoxically conclude that while parent-ciild verbal interaction ap-
pesrs to be critical for language development, very fev naturalistic,
observational studies of this interaction hawe heen conducted. Recent
studics Ly Plumer (1970) and Baldwin (1977) attest to this lack of
observational, descriptive data on language interaction in the home,

A start has been made on plugging this data gap by 2 handful of re-
cent thesis studies (Horxrner 1968, Bloom 1963, Phillips 1270, Plumer
1273, Tulkin 1970). These students have turned their attention to
mother-child language behavior and, with the exception of Phillips,
have conducted their observations in the home. Unfortunately, how-
ever, not all of these studies have heen overlapping encugh or had

a btroad enough focus to provide us with reliable generalisations
about the complexities of paremt-child verbal interection. Bloom and
Horner both made specialised anslyses of the lamguage'of the child,
Phillips concentrated on the mother's speech, and only Tulkin, and
Plumer especially seem to have tackled the compléx problem of measur-—

ing the interaction of mother and child,




B

With the aDbove exception, for the wost part the majority of re-
searchers interested in thie relation betireen domestic envirouments and
language development have preferred to bring mothers and children into
the lahoratory where they can study the ilnteraction during artifiecial
play situations. Under the impetus of theoretical speculations by
Strodtbeck, 1965 (about the "hidden curriculum’ in the middle-class
home) and Dy Bernstein, 1762 (about social class differences in the
ugse of “elaborated” and 'restricted” lanpuage codes), laboratory
studies of social clags differences in maternal langusne styles have
burgeoned. But even among the most representative of these (1ike the
much-~quoted research of Hess and his colleapues, 1965, 1963) there is
usually very little analysis of the mothez-child verbal interaction i~
per ae.l +iost of these lahoratory sessions are usually analysed in
terms of teaching technique and content, not language exchange.

This failure to conduct naturalistic observations of domestic
langusge environments and the predilection for controlled, laboratory
studies of subcultural differences in parentai language practices have
led to serious problems in the generalisgbility and applicability of

results from this kind of research. A crisis of confidence has been

CBED demonstrated by the controversy in recent research literature between
33j4 Bee and her colleagues (Bee et, al., 1959, 1970) and Sroufe (1970) over
E%f? the problem of the assessment, interpretation and implications of social-
@ii{ class differences in mother-child interaction and communication patterns.
é;ié Too fewr social scientists have conducted the time~consumwing but valu-
Céﬁg able naturalistic studies vhich wowld provide valid, descriptive data
t%{z on mother-child interaction. Too much "short-cut” research has in-
\)'ﬁéﬂ

volved bringing mothers and their children into artificisl laboratory

settings for observation, posiqg them tasks of dubious relevance to the
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real world, and then making questionable, retroactive inferences from

the data about the quality of the early home environment of lower-

"class families. 'ith social agencies, administrators and social

scientists so ''intervention comscious' today, the need for basic
naturalistic research in the area of mother-child behavior has become
more urgent than 2ver before. At one 'evel there is obviously the
scientific interest of knowing what the child's early language en~
vironment is like, since its quality seems to be so importantly r=-
lated to so many aspects of the child's later verbal and intellectual
development. At another level, however, valid, descriptive data iu
this area becomes doubly important because of the urgency of its prac-
tical implications. As so many enrichment and interventicn programs
are pushed further and further dewrn the age acale and teachers and re-
searchers are now beginning to consider the possibility of "home inter-
vention’ in the first £ew years of tie child's life, the need hacomas
crucial for basic, descriptive data to be available to inform equally
those who would and those who would not advocate psychological inter-
vention into the life--style of a particular subculture. The research
that was undertaken in the present study was almed st providing
reliable empirical evidence about early language learning environments
= avidence that might both question the premises of ill-conceived
intervention programs and provide a sound data-basis for responsible
soclal and educational planniﬁg. Ultimately we would hope that the
results from this rasearch might be applied to the construction of
language education programmes for disadvantaged motherxs via parent-
child centres, for instance, as well as to the development of special

training programmes 4t the pre-schoel lswel., -

- o Y P , 3



Rationale and Objectives of the liome Qbservation Study

Study I of the Psycholingulstics Project has attempted to study
the communication patterns between mother and child within a develop-
mental framevwork 4.e., the language interaction has been observcd not
in isolation but in the context of its relation to the growth and de~
velopnent of communication skills in the young child. Dell Hymes
(in press) expresses a similar notion in the perspective of a general
theory of communicative competence:

The acquisition of competency for use, indeed, can

be stated in the game terms as acquisition of competence
for grammar. Within the developmental matrix in which
knovledge of the sentences of a language is acquired,
children also acquire knovledge cf a set of ways in
which sentences are uged. Trom a finite experience

of speech acts and their interdependence with socio-
cultural features they develop a general theory of the
speaking appropriate in their community, which they
employ, like other forms of tacit cultural knowledge
(competence, in conducting and interpreting social
life.

Due to the recent formulations of transformational grammar in
linguistics and the spreading influence of Chomsky's theory of language
acquisition (2.3., Chomaky 1968) many psychologists have begun to sup-
port the view that acquisition of basic linguistic competence in one's
language is to a certain extent predetermined by the operation of cer-
tain universal, innate mental processes with which all children are
endovwed. If this is the case, then the picture of linguistic competence
painted Ly Chomsky is really quite optimistic for every child, regard-
less of race;, <reed, class or color. But what of the role of environ-

mental factors in this process, especlally the kind of language models

the child i3 exposed to? Thils question ig still controversial



(ileCaffrey 1967) bhut it still seens reasonable to assume that although
any kind of domestic lansuage eanviruament might do when it comes to
acquiring the basic fundamentals of the language, variations in cer-
tain characteristics of the environment may differentially affect the
rate and quality of a child’'s language development. What we are talk-
ing about then 1s not an absolute question of whether a child achieves
basic mastery of hils language or not; rather the issue iz a more rela-
tive and complex one viz., how fast and how far his ability, in the
most general sense, will develop, given the contingencies of the en-
vironment that nurtured his competence. Approaching the problem: in
this way, Study I has used naturalistic observation techniques to

attempt to identify those variables in parent-child language inter-

action which may have positive or negative implications for the child's

later vertal development. A.similar research Ilnterest in influential

"antecedents’ in the child‘’s linguistic environment has been expressed
by Cazden (1965, Friedlander (1279), Slobin (12623), and Brown and his

co-workers (1970).

Our basic concern overall, therefore, has heen to conduct an
open~ended study addressed to the question of the nature and quality
of the linzulstlc stimulation offered to the child, in different
hores, hetween the ages of 2 and 4 years, that cruecially formative
period of larguage development. %hat are the characteristic pattarns
of language modelling and exchange within families? !ow do these
patterns differ (if at all) across families in the different sub-
culturss of soclety? In summary, our study of mother-child lanpuapge

interaction has had essentlally the foliowing basic objectives:



Do

a) to sample a representative cross-section of urban and sub-
urban femilies and to devise a methodology for the ohbservation
and recording of the verbal interaction within these families;
1) to comstruct measures that would describe systematically

both the structural or grammatical aspects and the pragmatic

or functional aspects of a mothar's speaech £o her child in tae

home ;

c) to coupare across homes the similarities and differences in

these forms of lanfuage usage:

d) to describe the various patterns of verhal interaction be-

trreen mother and child.

There is one, additional long-term aim not realisable thils past vear
due to the young age of the focal children in Study I. 9nce an ade-
quate descrintion has bheen oktained of the language enviromments of
the focal children in the domestic sample, we would also 1like to study
the correlatinn between these domestic antecedents of the development
of communicative competence and the measurement of that competence by
testing the focal children’s communication skills with the special
hattery of tests developed in $tudy I for the 4 ~ 6 age range.

To date, we have completed the first objective above and made
some progress in reali{sing the other aims. lue to the lengthy pro-~
cess of data collectlon and reduction we have only been able to
scratch the gurface of the large amount of data with our stiuctural
and functional analyses of the verbal interaction. We have worked
with a small, primary sample of eight families, but have collected

a large amount of data on each family. Since this is original, basie,
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naturalistic tesearch we have preferred to adopt this intensive, small.-
sample approach in ﬁhése early stages because we frel, like Dukes
(1965), that problem-centered research on small samples may by clari-
fying questions, defining variables, and indicating approaches, make
substantial contributions to the study‘of behavior.' Our primary
objectives in this study have this kind of 'rlaxifying-defining-

indicating' relation to future research in this area.

Tha Study I Sample

The main source of an experimental pool of poasible families was
the sémple of mothers participating in the Maternal-Infant Heeslth
Study (MIH) of The Chil&ren’s Hospital in Boston. Children's Hospital
is one of the 14 institutions throughoui the United States vhich is
participating in the Ha;tonal Collaborative Study of Infancy and
Caildhood. The work of this study is cooxdinated st the Perinatal
Research Lranch (PRB) of the National Imstitute of Meurological Diseases
and Blindness, NIH, Bethesda (md.) (for complete details on the patient
population see lyrianthopoulos and French, 1968).

The Boston segment of this PRB population in the MIH study now
comprises about 11,000 families in whom 2 foecal child has been followed
pre-, and~post-natally up to at least his seventh yeax. For the pur-
poses of o;¥ own study this MIH population cz2emed like an excellent
potential source of families in which to observe mother-child interaction
~- families whose medical and psﬁchological data could valuably be
coordinated and correlated with our own psycholinguistic studies. Even
more ugeful fér our sampling purposes was the fact that the MIH popu-

lation is categorized socioeconomically by means of a "PRB index.”

. . e I =4
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This index has been adapted from a technique develcped by the U.S.
Bureau of the Census vhich combines scores for education, oscupation,
and family income to derive a composite, numerical, sociceconcmic
index for each family. This averapge PRB acore is based on the educa-
tion, income and occupation of the head of the household, usually the
husband vherever possible, but if not, then the mother. The PRB socio-
eccaemic index runs from O (Low S.E.) to 100 (High 5.E.).

With this kind of socioceconomic index avallable we were able to
begin selecting a large pool of "possibles’™ out of the Boston HIH sample
of families, characterized by Race and Soclozconomic Status (S.E.S.)
in order to obtain four groups of subjects -~ Lo Rlack, Lo “hite, Hi
Black and i thite. Im other words we used ti.e PRB index to dichotomise
our potential sample of families into those at the lower en& of the
scale vwho vere more likely to be "less advantaged” and those at the
upper end who were likely to be "more advantaged.’

Using the coordinated population data available in the computerised
records at NIH, we were able to select, on paper, nearly 100 “possible”
Boston families on the basis of the follouing set of selections and
matching criteria:

(a) Age

(b) Race

{c) No. of children born prior to focal child
(d) Years of education

(e) PRB Index
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Tather

(a) Occupation

(b) Race

(c) 1Income Level

(d) Years of Education

(e) PR3 Index

Focal Child
(a) Date of 3irth (child had to be betueen 2 and 4 Vears of
age at approximately the time of our sampling)
(b) Race
{c} Sex
(d) birth Teight
(e) Bayley ¥oter and Mental Abilities Scores at 8 Moé. of Age

(£) 4 year I.0. Scoras (where available)
liousing Dengity -- i.e., No. of people per room in house

To provide an example of what these variables look like in indivi-
dual cases, a profile of four typical families 1s illustrated in Tabhle
I-1.

We next attempted to select from our group of "possibles’ a small
sample of famlilles for each of our four Race x S.E.S5. groups, who could
be matched as closely as possible on a limited set of criteria. This
proved to be very difficultc.

Thanks to the PRB Index we already had our sawple ranked over the
whoie socioecqndmic scale from low to high. e now further reduced the
numbex of potential subjects in each of our four groups by designating

O - as "Lov S.E.S.” only those families vhose PRB scores fell into the

-
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range 10 through 30 , and as "High S.E.S." t:o03e vhose scores ran from

70 through %0). Once a sub-sample meeting these criteria wevre selected,

we next attempted to match families both within and acrogs the four
groups (Lo Black, Lo White, 11 Black, Hi White) as follows. Across
all groups e wanted to havg the age of the mother, fhe age df the
focal child, the number of siblings in the house, and the ''intactness”
(father present/absent) of the home as comparable as possible. Speci-
ilecally, we would havg iiked to have had gll the rothers between 20 and
30 years of age, all the children under 4 years of age at the date of
ocur initial entry into the home, as few siblings as possible (to make
obgexvaticn of mothgr-focal child interaction at all feasible with a
mininum of distraction), and finally, in an attempt to achieve as con-~
stant a domestic language environment (f.e., a speaging mother and
father in the home) as possible across all £3milies; we twould have
liked, ;gggayz, to work with only intact families.

As far as within-group matching is concerned, we also tried to
equate number of years of mother's education within each of the low and
the high groups separately. Since we were studying the role of the
mother as a language model it seemed importznt that number of years
spent in school should not be 2 source of variance within one of our
socioeconomic groups (though it most likely could be one of the factors
contributing to a difference between the groups).

Ideally, in research of this sort, the optimal sample for the
study of mother-child verbal interaction sh@u;d comprise intact families
with only one focal child and no siblings, and where the major, uncon-

trolled difference between the groups of families would be their

S o 18
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“gdvantaged ' or ‘‘disadvantaged' status. Such a set of conditions would
maximise the chance§ of attributing any differences found between High
and Low families directly to the specified set of ckrcumstances that

are involved in the definition of “advantarcedness'. !loreover, with such
an optimal sample, one would know that the father-mother-child triangle
wvas a psycholinguilstic "fact" across all the experimental families,

énd vith no othex distracting siblings in the home, observation of
mother—child interaction would not only be practical and unhindared, but,
from a linguistic point of view, the mother would be free to communicate
to her only child as much as she wanted to or not. Variations in the
quantity and quality of observed lingulstic input to the child might
then feasibly be regarded more as a primary function of the mother-as-
model than of extraneous other factors in the home.

So much for the idaal sampling situacion. Unfortunately, objectively
elegant research designs frequently founder on the hard facts of reality
and in our attempts to maé&h our sample of families as optimally as
possible; we sccn discovered those facts t: be, quite literally, the
facts of life. The amount of discrepancy between the "life circum-
stances"” of the Low and High S.E.S. families in our potential sample
was extensive enough to make even the simplest kind of match-~up of
families across groups frequently impossible. In addition, the diversity
of ecircumstances across families withig our low socioeconomic group
made comparisons very difficult. These sampling problems made it
clear to us that any research conceptions of a homogeneous poverty
sector in society are patently false. Our experience cértoborates

the viev of Boger and Ambron (1969) that:




phone, and eventually we obtained eight ﬁamilies vho agreed to parti- T

]G

The disadvantaged are a heteroceneous group of

economically deprived children, not a homogeneous

group as our prosrams too often &ssume.
Ly applying the matching eriteria described above, ve eliminated from
consideration about two~fifths of the original sample of almost 100
families. e next wrent to the individual “I £iles in Boston for each
of the G0 or so remalning families to bring thelr biographiles up to
date. The updated information we obtained on these families reveaied
enougih problem circumstances (family moved avay or vorken up, Or
neurological, psychiatric, psychological, or speech-and-hearing problems)
across all groups to prevent zll but 20 of them from being suitable
experinental subjects. These 20 families compriaed 3 LoBlack, 4 LoYhite,
4 iliBlacl:, and © HiWhite.z fost of the twentylfamilies were intact, and
the mother -vas usually home with the child at leasé part of the day so
that observation of theilr interaction was feasible.

These twenty families were next contacted by letter and by tele-

cipate in the study and vho could be matched on the variables descrihed
earlier. This final experimental sample comprised two fiBlack, two
Yithite, two LoDlack and two LoVhite.families. The characteristics of
these families are described in Table i-2. The c¢ateporisation of families

into ‘Bi' and Lo 1s based on the PRB index of socioeconomic status

:described-ahove. The black and white families at the upper end of the

scale are in the 30-190 range of the PRB scures, while the less‘hdvan—
taged famllies at the lower end of the socloeconomic scale have scores

betvyeen 10 and 40. All the mothers in the s&mple were aged from 22



~16.-

to 31, and the focal children were all between 3 and- 4 years. ‘Upform
tunately, our sampling problems were still not over at Fhis point.

Men our Observers began their initial contact visits t%~§?ﬁh of the
eight families, the t'o LoBlack families in the sample mo&&d away from
the city and had to be replaced by two comparable families. The latter
wvere not in this case members of the MII population 8o there are fever
statistics on them. Wiﬁh reference to the descripfive variable in
Tahle I-2, neither of the replacement families war intact, both mothers
werz an Velfare and the focal child in each home was Letireen 2 and 4

years of age.3 Each family was paid for participating in the study.4

Observation and Recording Procedures dufing,the Home Visits

2) Recording

Before wvorking with our experimental sample of eight families, we
spent gome time pretesting a variety of recording techniques. e visited
about half a dozen families (arbitrarily selected) in the Cambridge a.ea
to experiment with regular tapeurecorders; with laéel microphones and
uelemeﬁric transmission, with "alarm-clock” recorders, and with record-
ings plus or minus a‘live Observer. For a number of technical and experi-~
mental reasons we finaily adopted the simplest procedure of using an |
on~the-spot Observer equipped wiﬁh a lightwveight, battery-operated, por-
table, transistorised recorderland a high-povered microphone. During a
typical visit to one of the eight experimental families, the Obsexver
would position herself and the recorder unobtrusively to monitor the
ongoing interaction in the home. By operating the volume controls, and
strategically moving tﬁe mike ffom time to time, she was usually ahle

to recozd accurately conversations at some discance from herself,
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without needing to move. %henever necessary to follow an interaction to

a more distant part of the house, the Observer could easily take the
recorder and herself %o another location. 'ore often than not, the Obser-—
ver would generally remain in one spot throughout an entire visit and
successfully capture on tape all the verbal interaction between mother

and child.

b) Timetable of Visis and Recording Schedule

Each family was visited for one hour per week over a six-months
period (Jan. - June, 1970).5 The first two or three visits were used
mainly for warm-up and familiarisatiom purposes to help the family and
the Observer get to know each other. After these initial visits, each
family vas visited regularly and weekly until 12 or more sessions had
been recorded. Each weekly visit occurred during one of four standard
obgervation periods -- 2 a.m., 11 a.m., 1 ﬁ.m., 3 p.m. These time
slots were worked out to be the most convenlent for all the families, and
they also affopded us the opportunity to wateh a representative variety
of domestic activities that included mealtimes and play-times. Cur
experimental schedule required that, for each home, a minimum of two
visits be made (on different days in different weeke) at each of these
four time periods. This meant that, at the very least, each family srould
provide us with a basis record of 8 hours worth of obgervations repre-~

senting a cross~gectlon of dalily domestic activities.

c¢) Observations

Two trained female Gheervers visited all the families on a weekly
basis. At periodic intervals each Observer would vork with one of the

other Ghserver's group off families for reliability checlis. In addition
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to tape-recording the weekly wisits; th . Observer mﬁde running narrative
descriptive notes'aboﬁt the non~verbal context of the4mother~child inter-
action, while she éat in the hdme. These notes were invalueble adjuncts
to the tapes, for they 1e£ us look at the whole matrix in which the
langzuage exchange was embedded, and on which the full meaning of the
verbal interaction so often depended. The Dhserver's records provided
conments on changes in the physical envircument of the home (T.V. being
turned on or off, etc.), or in the soclal composition of the home
(arrival/departure of playmates, adult visitors, etc.). Most important
of all, thése running records also containmed the Observer's minute by
minute impressions of the emotional hackground and affective toune of the
whqle verbal interplay between mother and ehild. By making these runniﬁn
records of a session, therefore, thé Nbgserver in a very real sense: sras
actively “scoring' the interaction as it occurred. The written des-
criptions of the interactions that were compiled from these notes of
the Obiservers proved to be an invaluable key to the proper undersfanding
of the tape tramscripts.

In addition to the btasic data provided by the tapes and the Obser-
ver's notes, we also used some Interview and Rating Schedules in the
Study. The Interview schedules were administered by the Dbserver to
a mothér during one‘of the early vieits to the home. Some examples of
the kind bf question asked are provided in Appendix A. One set of
questions inquired into caretaking and discipling practices in the
home. Further questions provided information about the level of liter-
acy in the famlly, about the child's language skills and play prefer-

ences, and sO on.



~19~

After each visit to a home, and also at the end of the Study, the
Observers also rated the mother's and child's behaviour geparately on a
number of variables, e.g., the mother's mood on a particular day,
her emotional involvement with child; the child's sociability, activity
level, ete. Examples of these rating schedules can also be found in

Appendix A,

The Families' Attitudes towards the Home Visits

Despite the initial artificiality of hoving a live Observer stationed
in their homes one hour a week, all the families gradually became ac- ‘
customed to the visits over the months. During the latter part of the
Study, most of the mothers were treating the observations as part of
their normal routine, althouph all mothers differed in the extent to
wﬁich they were relaxed.ané naturai, or self-conscious during a session.
All the mo;hefs eventually came to reéard the Observer as a friend and
looked forward to her visits. The generous hospitality encounteréd in
all of the homes sometimes made it difficult for the assistant to remain
in the backpround as a non- participant observer. !Mothers who were home
a2ll day and rarely had visitors were eager to talk to the Observer and
ply her with coffee and cake. In addition some of the childran thought
that the Observer was a special wisitor who had come to see them, and
it required a number of visits to persvade the child that the Observer
wasn't there just to talk and play with him. In general as the sessions
progressed, it became easier for the Observer to encourage the family
to return to its normal routine aftér her entry and for her to withdraw
into the background. No attempt was ever made to imnterfere with the

natural environment of the home as the Observer encountered it once
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she walked in the door (nmot even if a very loud T.V. rendered a whole

taping session unintelligible, as-happened on one or two occasions ).
Overall, thg naturalness of the observation situation improved with

time. By the time the 1atgr visits to a home were taped, the Observer's

WEék1Y-arriva1 in the homes created relatively little disruption in

the domestic routine, and c¢he mothers had ieatned to resefve their so~

clalising until after the hour's taping had finished.

Family Profiles

After the final visits to the homes, the Observers summarised their
impressiona of some of the more salient characteristics of each family.
The following profiles are based on the Observers' notes.6 The family
names are fictitious; all the "Mac's' are low on the socloeconomic scale,
while all the 'Fitz's™ have high PRB index scores.

:lacTavigh

Lotthite family. 3-year-old daughter Ln. is focal child. Younger
gister L1l. is 16 months younger. Ifirs. lHacTavish in lute twenties, sepa-
rated from her husband. Observer notes that lirs, }iacTavish seemed very
lonely and depressed during earlier visits, but towards end of Study seemed
a bir strorger and more able to cope. Whole family looked forward to
Observer's visits. Mrs. MacTavish has no friemds; an& her children
have few fviends. As a consequence there is little outside contact with
the exception of lrs. llacTivish's mother. Focal child Ln. seemed to
Obgerver to be intimidated by younger sister, who is the sturdier and
mote aggreasive of the two. Mrs,. liacTavish reads many popular articles
concerping cﬁild development and 1s very conscious about being a good

mother., On many occasions she would ask Observer (herself married with
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a family) for her opinions on how she would handle specific situations.
The mother actively engages her children in conversation. IHer
speech is typically short, quickly spoken sentences ending vwith "huh'.
The children tend to end their sentences likewise. Mrs. !lacTavish also
tends to imitate her daughters' iumature speech, and this in turn tends

to inhibit their speaking.

MacPherson
Loihite family. 't'-Iothef in late twenties, divorced from firast hus-
band (‘in and out of jail") and is remarried. Focal child is 3-year~old
girl, 17, who has two brothers, A. younger and T. older. Mother reports

"mental problem”. She goes to the locai Mental

that older son has &
Health Clinic once a week with 6 other mothers "who tell their problems
with different children....”

' ifrs. 'facPherson is quite open and friendly and seemed to enjoy the
Observer's visits, as she felt she was "helping” with reseaxch. Initially
she was self-conscious of the tape recorder and would wh'sper and use
sign language, but later on she was much more natural. Observer felt
that mother preferred hexr daughter and sensed that she had difficulties
in her relations with her sons, especially the elder.

The theme of "destruction'" was very prevalent in rs. }facPherson's
cormunicavions with her childreun. She made a lot of remarks like "he'll
kill you", or ‘'be careful or you'll smash your head." There is a lot
of close, physical contact between the mother and the two younger child-
ren who are at home all day., The mothér attempts to be playful in the
body contact, but at times it seems to be quite rough and painful to

the children. !rs. MacPherson can be guite harsh and coarse at times,

]:MC but at other times she derives a great deal of pride from having her

children neatly-—~dressed and t-:ell-)-behaVed on outings. MMrs. MacPherson
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and her sisters have cﬁanp,ed paediatriciang in favour of one with vhom
she feels freer in talic:l.ng about the éhiidren.

The Observer felt that the focal child's languasge superficially
seemed to be underdeveloped for her age. . did not seem to be able to
entertain herself constructively for long periods of time. She and her
young brother did & lot of aimless running around, whining and screaming.
The Observer also felt that Mrs. llacPherson's use of grammar could be

improved and that her range of topics of conversation was limited.

~lacDuff

LoBlack family. Mother is on welfare, and lives in a Housing Pro-
ject. Pecently divorced from her husband, she lives irith her son E.J.
{focal child), 3 years old, 4~year-old daughter S‘. » and a new baby
daughter, €. lrs. llacDuff is an energetic woman vho is actively involved
in 2 local community nursery school. Although she has a 4~week~-old baby,
she is ambitiously contemplating going back to school full time in the
fall to become a social worker. She says she is flexible enough to
manage all these demands on her time, but the Observer found her instead
to be quite a controlling woman. She is warm in her relationships with
her children and tries to encourage their independence, but she i3 slso
strict about their behaviour and activities indoors. Ohserver noted
inconsistencies between vhat Mrs. MacDuff profassed to he her attitudes
tovvards child-rearing, and how she actually handled the children.

The focal child E.J., is a firendly, easy~going child vhose nother

describes him as being "very even-tempered®.
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FitzRoy

MiBlack family. Intact. Father is a professional and also active
in politics. Focal child is T., 3-vear-old girl, with a younger sister
D.

“rs. FitzRoy is a quiet, well~groomed woman with a very orderly
household. Her daughter T. is quiet, well-behaved, and a little over-
vhelmed by her younger sister who is heavier built and more agressive
by temperament. T. and her sister play very well tcgether. They are
both quite creative and use much imagination and fantasy in their play.
Mrs. FitzRoy encourages them in their play by creating dolls out of
yarn and wooden sticks, and by participating in their verbal fantasier.
The mother emphasises learning and buys games which teach letters and
numbers. The children have many toys, records and books. Mrs. FitzRoy
takes them to appropriate children's plays also. £he 1s quite protec-
tive of the children and does not allow them to play with the children
on the block. IMrs. FitzRoy is very 'teaching conscious' and buys edu-
cational toys. The Observer notes that she seems to encourage language

games and discourages the focal child T. wvhen she reverts to baby talk.

FitzGerald
HiBlack family. 'lother is in late twenties, home is intact, father
is college graduate and researcher. There 1s only one child, R., a 3~
year-old boy. !Mr., FitzGerald is the father who has shown the most in-
terest in the study and frequently called up (while the Observer was in
the home) to see how things vere poing. ilrs. FitzGerald also showed a
good deal of interest in the Observer's personal affairs and seemed

eager to make comparisons between families. The focal child R. was the
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lenst cooperative child in the Study and hiz mother had a difficult time
controlling him. The mother goes out to work in the evening. The Ob-
server reports that 'rs. FitzGerald copes with her son by doing things
for him, by preventing him from doing things, and resorts to physical
force vwhen necessary to keep him quiet. Sﬁe seems to slap the child
more than the other fémiliee in the Study. The Observer noted that vhen
she was leaving at the end of visits, R. would act up, become very ag~
gressive, active, angry, and his mother would hit him to cohtrol him.
R. 1s generally a very active child, and hls speech is still somewvhat
unclear. The Observer feels he craves love and attention from peoplé.
He has a number of expensive toys, but is very destructive with them.
The mother reported thai R. plays all right with other children (the
Observer never saw him with other children) kut gets angry when he's
alone with her. The Observer felt that the mother was suppressing a
bit of reciprocal hostility towards her son while the Observer wag there.
lfrs. FitzGerald said she enjoyed the Observer’s visits and the latter
felt that she genuinely did. The focal child also sucks his thumb and
carries a soft blanket, and it was the Observer's impression that R.
really needed companionship and affection. Once when his mothef spanked
him for calling names he cravled up in her iap and she pusﬁed him off
several times. Frequently when R. wanted attention from his mother she
rould either react negatively or begrudgingly.
FitzHughes

Hithite family. ilother in late twenties, college graduate. Father

a postdoctoral research scientist. There are two children -- the focal

child, a boy R., aged 3, and baby daughter C., Mrs. FitzPughes appear:s
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to be a well~organised, well~controlled woman. She is bright, articulate,
and encourages her son 7. in conversations. M.'s speech is not always
understandable, and he rambles quite a bit. He engages in fantasy talle
quite a bit in his play, and thoupgh his mother encourages tais, she was
rather self~-conscious about participating in it. The Observer reports
elso that "Trs. FitzHughes seemed to be a very controlling woman, very
concerned about cleanliness. This controlling attitude gometimes led her
to make unnecessary restrictions on R.'s free play. She tended to hawe

& rather sarcastic and inhibiting attitude towards her son's practice

of sucking his thumb and carrying a dlanket. She would imitate him if

he spoke with ﬁis thumb in his mouth. P. talks to himself a lot and

does a lot of pretending about beine big and grown up. Observer made

the general comment that mother generally used her language towards her

son both to control and to teach,

Fitz2George

Hithite family. NMother in mid-twenties, father a doctoral science
gtudent writing thesis, Live in rural area close to his worlk. Two
children, focal child a 3-year-old gizl H., and a younger brother R.
Observer reports H. to be a very bright, articulate, vell-developed and
mature child. The pareants are very verbal people and both encourage
converéation vwith H. They are very proud of her and her development.
and even at times compare the younger brother to her unfavourably. .
has many toys, books, her own phonograph and transistor radlo. She is
the only child in the Study to attend nursery school, and was sent thare

because there vere so few children near home for her to play with.

" e = an
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Mra. FitzGeorge readily participates in h;r daughter's games, and
encourages her fantasy play which comprises a larpe part of H's play.
The family is closely knit, the father 15 home ; lot,:and Plays a large
role in the family and is around more often to talk to H. then most of
the fathers in the other familiez., The Observer also noted that Mrs.
FitzGeorge also draws her daughter out a lot in conversation and seems
tc have more open-ended dialogues with her thén occurred in the other

families in the Study.

Data Processing and Reduction

As was indicated earlier, the data in Study I took the form of
tape~recordings of the weekly visits plus writ;en descriptions of the
interaction compiled from the Observer's notes. In order to have a
visual, scoreable record of the sessions, the tapes were transcribed in
a standard format. The business of transcribing over 70 hours of speech
was a long arduous process;: one hour of taping could take anywhere from
3 to 10 hours to be transcribed depending on the complexity and inter-
pretability of the recorded interaction. 1In addition to tramscriptions
there was also the lengthy process of integrating the Observer’s notes
with the continuous tape record in order to reconstruct the hourly ses~
slons as fullv and as accurately as possible.

Eventually, for all families, tlie running records of the hourly
sess;ons were organised into protocols with three vertical columms for
mother~talk, child-talk, aqd Observer's comments and remarks. Examples
of these protocols can be found in Appendix B.7

Since all the protocols together contain many thousands of utterances,

steps were taken to extrzct a representative and workable corpus of

S ) ) 4
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utterances from this mass of data-and to carry out initial data analyses
on this sample of verbalhinteraccions. Since the families had become
more and more used to the Observers' presence with each visit, the
more patural recordings of mother-child dialogue were to be found in
the later gessions. For this reason we began to work with a basic 'log®
of 8 hours worth of recording per family compiled from the last 8 visits
(1 hour each) to each home. From the middle of each transcript for
these 8 sessions we drew a subsample of 100 consecutive utterances of
mother-child talk. (For other precedents in working with a reduced
corpus of language data, see Brown 1970, and Plumer 1970.) An 'Utterance"
was very roughly defined as any statement, by a single actor, with a
recognizable beginning and end. Utterances conld be single words or
complete gentences.

For each family, then, we obtained a working corpus of 800 ui-
terances spread across the last 8 wvisits tu the home. For the seven
families to be discussed in this report, therefore, the hasic data

comprise 5600 utterances.

Some Preliminary Findings

By the end of the funding period (Jume, 1970) not all of the
Study I data was at the same stage of processing. Taping in certain
homes ran right up until June, and analyses of the data from these
families is accordingly less complete. 1In the short time available for
scrutinisire all of the interaction records, our initial analyses have
eschewed quantification of specific categories, and we have preferred
instead, for the purposes of this report, to provide a general overview

of the data. Our preliminary survey of the domestic languape records

A < 39
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has utilised the general impressions provided hy the Observers' reports
and has followed tﬁese up by scanning the data for reliable instances of
the language pattefns that the Observers have felt to be most character-
igtic within individual homes.

Qur préliminary survey, then, essentially represents a short-term
scanniﬁg of the terrain. Over the long~term'bmr analyses will have the
double aim of (i)‘a:riving at a valid description of the most salient
characteristics of the young child's domestic language environment and
(11) unﬁovering variables and generating hypotheses to guide further
study of specific aépects of the motﬁer-child interaction prdéess.

Before turning to the details of our preliminary findings, twe
further pcints are worth retterating here. First, the relaﬁion of Study
I to Study II should always be kept in mind. e are not looking at
mother ~child interacticn in isolation, for the research i3 concelved within
a developmehtalhframework, i.e., we feel that this basic, observational
study is a necessary first step for identifying those critical variables
which vitimately affect the child's language development in fts most
pragmatic sense, viz., as a tool for communication. Secondly, ouf focus
on verbal interaction does not mean neglect of other integral com?onents
of the mother-child interaction process. As our discussion above of
the observational data should indicate, we are well aware of thes necessity
to look at the whole non-verbal matrix in which the language exchange
is emhedded and on which the full meaning of the verbal interaction so

often depends,

13
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A. Structural Aspects of the Linguistic Interaction

We were primarily Coﬁceﬂned here with looking at the grammatical
aspects of the verbal interaction, and especially at the mother as a
language model aﬁd the quality and variety of her speech input to her
child A grammaﬁical degcriptiOn of this input should be a necessary
precursor fo establishing any correlation between major variations. in
maternal speééh across familles and measured differences in thecommunica-
tion skills of children from those families.

There was syntactic variety in the language of all the mothers. All
of them also‘tended to use simpler sentences more often than complex ones,
but the proportion of the latter seemed té'ﬁe relatively greater among
thelﬁigh S.E.S. aroup of mothers. Part of the reason for thelower pro-
duction of embedded sentences among LoWhite mothers like MacTavish and
*acPherson is the constrainis of the communication patterns within these
families. ‘irs. MacPherson, for example, can produce a variety of gram-
matical forms ﬁnder certain circumstances, as her stranscript in Appendix
B will 1llustrate, but that delightful dialogue about '‘ummies" is not
her usual style. Her predominant communication style (and one that is
tyrical of the poorer familiﬂs in the Studv) is characterised by short,
simple sentences or éhrases, not always well-formed, and consisting
largely of direct commands, fnstruction or questions. ’{rs. MacPherson
and ¥Wrs. MacTavish botﬁ show a good deal of reiiance on stereotyped, |
stock phrases in thelr one~line exchanges with their children, a phenom-
enon encountered much less frequently among our group of High S.E.S.

mothers.
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The grammatical variety and complexity of mothers' utterances was
of course related to the elahorateness of thz exchanges that were prac-
ticed between mother and child in particular homes. In families where
the mother's preference was for ome-line dialogues or single question/
single answer routines, there was less opportunity for seatence develop-
ment. e will discuss “dialogue elaboration™ more fully in the next
section, but wC can mention here that Plumer's (1270) distinctions be-~
tween different kinds of dialogue structures were applicable in our owm
analyses. In his study of parcnt-child dialogre strategies, Plumer dif-
ferentlated tvo types of dilalogue: a “linear', additive sort of dialogue,
strung together with a concatenation of shortutterances, and a "circulsr”,
elaborative dlalogue of richer quality. He found that there was a high
proportion of cirecular dizlogues in his high verbal ability families,
where the adult-child discussion would involve extensions of a basic
idea, requests for clarification and increasing specificity of references
to the issue. Our preliminary analyses tend to'support Plumer's findings
to the extent that circular dialogues were much more typlecal of the High
group of families, vhile there was a greater preponderance of linear
dialogues among the Low group. Compare, for instance, the more “circular”
dialogue betveen the MiWhite mother, lirs. FitzGeorge and her daughter in
thelr transcript in Appendix B and the more linear dialogue in the Lolhite,
MacTavigh family (also in Appendix B). There werecomparable circumstances
in both these families at the time of these recordings. The FitzGeorge
girl, ¥., was 3 years, © months at the time, the *lacTavish girl, L., was
almost 4. Both mothers rwrere playing a game with their daughters (with

a younger sibling present in both families): ™rs. FltzGeorge wag
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engaging in some fantasy tallr with H. about a "library under water' wvhile
playing vith bullding blocks, while ifrs. 'MacTavish was helping her daughter
with a pictureboard puzzle.

Another aspect of the interaction that might be considered as 'struc-
tural’ is the mother's sensitivity to the child's own use of syntax and
her attempts to devsiop or correct this. Contrary to a claim by Roger
Brovm (1970) that Lis three mothers always corrected the truth value of
theilr childrer's statements but never thelr grammar, we found a number
¢f instances of grammatical correction among our High S.E.S. group of
families. The same kind of attention to thé child's syntax was never
encountered in the Low group.

Here is an example of “fiz. FitzGerald correcting her son's use of
a possessive pronoun in a brief exchange with the Cbserver about the
recording microphone, WNote the child's difficulty in incorporating

the correction into his ovm sentence (he was 3 years, 7 months at this

point) :
Chiid: Where'd you get that from
Qbgearver: Oh -~ from my office
Child: From my office for the microphone
Hother: From her office
Child: My —~ this 1s your -- my office for the micro-

phone? Who's he comes from? The microphone?
Where'd you come from?
A little later on he imitated a correction more successfully, while

using the microphone to act as one of his favourite T.V. stars:
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Child: " s..0h dis is my dougwas, right?
Mother: tho?

Chilid: Ah, mi dougias.

Mother: Mike Douglas?

Child: - Mike Douglas, right.

Another example comes from Mrs. FitzGeorge correcting her daughter's verb

tense usage while they both play ‘'shop'':

liother: What'are you buying?

Child: I buy a knife.

Mother: You bought a knife. You didn't buy the knife.

Child: I bought the knife and I got a doll for my
mother.

- and later on, during some make-believe piay about H. giving her mother

Poison Ivy, Mrs. FitzGeorge correcis pronoun usage:

Mother: Oh, please don't come over here with your
Poison Ivy.

Child: I'11 try to get it off me.

Mother: You'll try and get it off you.

Child: Hold on, hold on.

Mother: 0.K., I'm holding on.

Child: All right, T got it off.

Yother: You got it off.

Our High S.E.S. mothers were also more likely to go in for more
obvious tuitional modelling of sentence construction. Witness this
dialogue between Mrs. FitzRoy (HiBlack) and her daughters T. (aged

almost. 4 years) and D. (aged 2 years, 10 months). Notice how the

N 1
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younger child U'. mentions 3 geparate attributes about her shoes in
3 geparate utteranées. Her mother then combines all three notions in
one gentence, and D. follows this up by producing a single sentence

dealing with two attributes.

Focal

Child T.: You know ~~ you know, my shoes are navy blue.
D. doesn't. D, Doesn't know that. She thinks
they're black.

Child D.: Mine are -- my shoes are navy blue, too.

Mothe~: The onea like T. has.

Child D.: The small ones are too tight. So che wears red.

Hother: They're navy blue, and they're too tight, so
she wears red.

Child D.: She wears red aund blue.

irs, FitzRoy also uses didactic imitation to'teach her daughter a new

word, using the child's own gentence structure:

Child: Sometimes Ernle of Sesame Street) cry.

Mother: Sometimes Ernile cried?

Child: Yeah -- and wh~ - vhen ~~ when his ice cubes
are gone.

Hother: Yhen his ice cubes are melted, huh?

Child- Yeah -~

An analysis of strictly structural aspects of the language of maternal
models takes us only so far, however, in our study of the role of parent-
child interaction in verbal development. Indeed, some psycholinguists
have recently concluded that strictly grammatical capects of linguistic

stimulation how very little variation aernss cultures, let alone across

e 21
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families within a culture. Tn a recent review of a limited number of
cross—cultural studies, Slobin (1768) sugpested that there ig a univer-
sality of stages and processes of acquisition of linguistic ocmpetence
by children. Data from his co~workers indicated to Slobin that mothers
around the world all talk to their children in a similar, simplified
manner. If assumptions like these about universal processes of grammar
acquisition (which are environment-free) prove to be correct, theﬁ we
obviously have to look at otherlfactors besides structural ones to account
for differences in language performance between childrem. !ore acecount
must be taken of the interaction between structural and functional pro-
cesses, and we have emphasised, in this study, pragmatic as well as
syntactic aspects of language stimulation in ths home. As Slobin (1968)
remarks:

Each child is equipped with a basic strictly linguistic

competence vhich can bve differentially shaped to carry

out a varilety of sociolinguistic functions.
Cazden (1968) shares this view when she states: "Basic grammatical
structures seem to be learned despite differences in the child's linguis-
tic environment, while howr children use language to express ideas may
be more vulnerable to environmental varisation.”

Df the many co~determining influences involved in the ‘'shaping”

process Slobin refers to, not the least of them is the way in which
the parent models language usage as well as the language itself. Struc-
tural processes in language acquisition may very well have innate com=
ponents, but children have to learn the functions of langunage through
a process of sorial interaction, and it 1is this half of the language

development process that is more at the mercy of environmental opportunity.

. e = 34
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Some of these functional properties of the interaction are discussed

below.

B. Prapmatic Aspects of the Linpuistic Interaction

The primary focus of our analyses here was on the function of
languagze in the child's domestic environment. The pragmatic aspects of
the language system are what Ragnar Rommetvelt (1968, p. 11) has called
the 'conditions and effects of usage'. e have interpreted this broadly

to include the Dialogue Options the mother offers (or withholds) in her

speech and the Variety of Functions for which she primarily uses language.

While there wers a number of similarities across all familie3 in the
mother's use of syntax, a comparison of the purposes for which mothers
used verbal communication with their children revealed striking differences
between the two S.E.S. groups. In most of the instances we studied,

the HiBlack and HiWhite mothers uged a greater functional variety of
communications more frequently, more intensively and, to judge by their
children's responses, more effectively than their low S.E.S. counterparts.
Some of our major findings with regard to group differences in parental
modeling of language usage are as follows:

{1) Addressing the Child

A noticeable difference between the communication styles of the two
groups of mothers was in thelr manner of addressing their children. Call-
ing someone by name at the .tart of a conversation i1s one of the best
wars of getting their attention. It 1s a means of testing the communica~
tion channel to see if it is open, and if a message can be transmitted

effectively, Between mother aud child, special forms of address also

= AD o
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help to enhance the child's sense of identity by making him the focus

of attention. The High proup of mothers in Study I used many more pre-
fatory remarks (‘Jhy don't ve ...","Let's...”, "How about...", etc.) in
initiating exchanges with their children, and were more likely to call
the child by name during a conversation than the Low group of mothers.
The verbal forms used for addressing a child really reflect an attitude
tovards the child's needs and capabilities. ¥e can highlight the con~
trasting styles of address used by high and low mothers with the follow-
ing remarks recorded under similar circumstances. Both these excerpts
are taken from the beginning of a visit where the children in both homes
had expressed curiosity about the tape recorder just after the Observer
arrived. Here is Mrs. FitzHughes (HiWhite) addressing her son (3 years,
10 months) after he has spoken with the Observer ahout the recorder.

Mother: Now you'll know the next time, won't you?

Contrast this with Mrs. MacPherson's (Lolthite) comments to her daughter
(4 years) who had expressed a similar interest in the recorder:
‘lother: Get outta here! If you touch that (the recorder)
she’ll kill you. You want her to kill you?
(The Observer's general impressions about the frequent references to
violence in }Mrs. “lacPherson's language are borne out frequently through-
out the transcripts. She communicates with her children in very harsh,
direct, adult terms. She can be cruelly threatening at times and her
discussion of topics that the children are apprehensive about (e.g.
going to the doctor for an injection) is less than delicate, to put it
mildly).
One of: the major differences in forms of address to the children

o in both of our socioeconomic groups is that mothers like Mrs. FitzHughes

LM



37

seem to have a much wider focus of attantion when talking to their ch;ldren
than does someone like Mrs. i'acPherson. Mra. FitzHughes is more patently
avare of the necessity to teach the child as well as control him. Mrs.
MacPherson, on the ot*~t hand, is more likely to use language as an
immediate response to an immediate event, and her exchanges with her
children are replete with unadorned imperatives, commands and directions
that do 1little more than control the child's behaviour and half the time
do not invite verbal reply. The laﬁguage of Mrs. FitzHughes, however,

_ operates in a much wider context: she is constantly "dialoguing" with
her son and exposing him to a wider frame of reference with remarks about
future events that he must plan for or reminding him about past eventsg
with vhich he is familiar. We will return to this theme again in the

discussions below.

(11) Dialogue Options, Elaborations and Initiations

tle mentioned above how the MacPherson transcript in Appendix B re-
presented that mother at her dilaloguing best. Unfortunately, "circular”
dialogues like that conversation about “Mummies” were not too frequent
in Mrs. MacPherson's language. By restricting herself (whatever the
cause and effect) to 'linear" dialogues and "one-liners' much of the
time, Mrs. MacPherson (and Mrs. MacTavish similarly) restricts the dia-
logue options in the family interaction. And with fewer options for
verbalising, there are fewer opportunities for dialogue elaboration. These
factors of option and elaboration further interact with the frequency
with which dialogues are initiated on either gide, and the workings of '

all three of these factors together create a complex pattern of exchange
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wvithin and between families. The most general statement that can be

made about group differences in dialogue behaviour is that the mothers

in the professional families more frequently and more consistently
initiated open-ended dialogues with their children than did the mothers

in the low socioeconomic group. Because of this open-endedness, the ch:ld-
Yen in the High.group had more options for pursuing the conversation.

lMost strikingly of all, the overall amount and quality of dialogué elabora-
tion by the High group of mothers far surpassed any that was demonstrated
by the Low group of mothers.

We should point out here that these comparisons all involved behaviours
that were generally present in all of the families observed, and single
instances of elaborations, initiations, etec. could be cited for'any
1ﬁdividua1 family. The frequency patterns diverged along socioeconomic
lines, however, and, as with so much of the interaction data in Study I,
these patterns usﬁally existed in relatively greater or lesser degrees
at one or «¢her end of the continuum.

Mothers in the Low group, like iirs. “lacDuff, Mrs. MacTavish and Yrs.
MacPherson were more likely to ignore dialogue initiations by their
children, or to respond to them with a remark that did not “extend” the
conversation, to use Plumer's terminolopy (Plumer 1970).

Here, for example, is an exchange in the MacTavish hone that illus-
trates an imaginative initiation of a new topic of éonversation by the
focal daughter, but the mother lets the excellent opportunity for

elaboration g0 by:
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_Focal Child: Yesterday I sav a doggie and glrl -~ yasterday

~- I gaw a talking ball.

Younger
Sister : Talking hall (laughs).
tother: A talking ball, hum? (conversation then drifts

into another topic.)
Compare this with the trarscript of the FitzRoy family in Appendix B.
The interaction in this typical eplsode is full of reciprocal initiations
by mother and child, back and forth questions and answers, and lots of
elaboration by the mother. The FitzGeorge transcript in Appendix B like-
wvise provides examples of initiations by the child which the mother re-
sponds to and extends so that a "circular” dialogue evolves about the
"library under water.” Both the FitzRoy and FitzGeorge examples here
are high on teaching and intellectual content. Compare these with the
following excerpt from the LoWhite MacPherzon home vhere personalities
and emotions seem to get in the way of any didactic possibilities in
the dialogue. lMother, focal daughter, and younger brother are present.
The latter has begun to chew on his older brother's toy soldiers:

Focal child: He's hiting 'em.

Mother: Look at your teeth. Look at your teeth. Let
me see.

Younger

Brother: Mo cah.

*fother: Ohhh, Tommy (older brother) will kill you.

Focal Child: Tommy kill you if you take that hend off.

Mother: ther Tommy comes home he'll kill you.

-~ 'f k& i
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Focal Child: ™on't tell.

other: I will tell on him.

Tocal Child: T'hy?

“fother: Because he shouldn't be:doing that. See.
fle bit his hand right off.|

Tocal Child: I told him don't bit (?) his hand off.

Mother: Well, he did, you better tell him again.
Younger
Brother: Ugh, ugh.

Focal Child: His teeth is all rotten.

Younger
Brother: Ugh, my tooth.
“lother: His teeth i3 all rotten? o, his teeth ain't

rotten.

(Mote also the interesting borrowing of syntax and vocabulary between
mother and child here). |

A counterpart of dialogue elaboration 1s the quality of the mother's
encodings, descriptions and instructions te her child during play. Com-
~ parisons of mother-child interaction iﬁ similar situations for High vs.
Low families suggested that High mothers wasted fewer opportunities to
draw the child's attention in a linguistically scphisticated way to
aspects of the play situation thaﬁ he might not have perceived or considered.
On the other hand, impoverished directions or instructions were rather
typical of the play interaction in a LoWhite family like “'rs. MacTav. sh.
Here 1s Nrs; *facTavish plajing with a picture-board puzzle with her

tro daughters-
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“other: I see vour piece.

Focal Child: There? .

“tother: Night {n the middle of the pile.

Focal Child: I can't.

Jfother: Then you're not looking.

Focal Child: I, ah.

Tlother: Look all around.

Focal Child: I can -- uh-~oh!

Mother: Ho. 1 still see.

Focal Child: Uh-oh! --

Mother: She found it for va, huh?

Tocal Child: Yeah. On the beak ~- that's bunny -~
“rs. 'lacTavish'’s rather restricted contributions here are somewhat typi-
cal of the Low group of mothers whose discourse often seems more hound
than that of the High mothers to the behavioural setting in which their
acts of speech occur. "Thatever potential (or even talent) for embel-
lishment these mothers may possess, it is exercised all too rarely in
their day.to.day domestic discourse with thelr children.

Eowever, beyond the basic requirement of constructing utterances
that are grammatical, mothers do have options about their style of
communication to their children and about the ways in which they can
go beyond the information provided by the environment to provide lin-
oquistic elaboration of a message to a child. As Rommetveit remarks:

. Conversations may deal with the very same objects and be oriented to-
ward precisely the same task, but nevertheless differ markedly with

respect to emancipation {rom the immediate perceptual-behavioural
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setting of those objects and that taslk.' (12638, p. 134).

We can 1llustrate this viewmoint by contrasting the MacTavish episode

above rrith the language of *'rs. FitzGeorge (Ili%hite) in a comparable plav

situation with her daurhter ™., playing with blocks. Wotice how the

mother goes beyond the basic minimum necessary for maintaining the ex-~

change and provides questions of her own, introduces new perspectives

and embellishes the dialogue with rational explanations:

Nother:
Tothex:

Child:

lothers

Child:

ilother:

Child:

HMother:

Child:

...making this sled.

Sled?

No. Mot a sled. Yow I'm making a see-saw.

A see-~saw.

A sli.-- nu -~ a slide.

A slide that's a very good slide. Here's a see-
saw, look.

Oh.

That's all right. You can use it for a slide too.
The slide's very good.

Oh, that's a good one. low can vou make the
children sit nn that? Well, the chilidren sit.
Will they fit?'

Yeh.

Do we want to take off her dress? (referring to
a doll). TFxcuse me, you take it off for me.

Why?

47



‘lother:

Child:

“lother:

3.

'Cause her dress gets in the ray. It's a gown
and it's very long. She won't be able to sit on
the gsee-saw with such a long dress.

Ske's going to be on the seesaw because it's
going to he summertime and she's going to be in
the water on the see-sar.

Oh, very good.

A final example to be contrasted with the !lacTavish play episode

just above comes from a lunch-time exchange in the home of Mrs. FitzHughes

(Hitthite) who never misses a chance to model elaborate encodings for her

sons

*lother:

Child:
lother:

£hild:

Hother:

Child:

Mother:

Child:

Would vou like to put this (cheese) hack in the
refrigerator for me?

*hat?

Do you know where the cheese goes?

Unh unh.

It's that special lift-up drawer. See if you
can find it. (Woises) See? Lift it up.
Right there below the eggs.

"That?

Below the eggs. All right. Yow next to the
butter -~ and the one next to it is for the cheese.
Put it right in. Thank vyou.

All vicht, thanks much.

AS
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(iii) Tuitional or Didactic Dialogues.

At the start of this section on pragmatic aspects of the mother-
child interaction we discusced differences hettwreen our two socioeconomic
groups in the mothers' basic attitudes and stvles for addressing their
children. One constant and very obvious manifestation of the different
orientations of the two groups 7as the amount of “teaching" that the
High group of mothers managed to pack into their dialogues with their -—-
children.

Didactic dialogues were very characteristic of the High but not of
the Low mothers. A good twray to 1llustrate this difference is to show
how the different mothers coped with the common problem of controlliﬁg
their children's behaviour. All of the mothers,reszardless of S.E.S5.
status, had behaviour problems with their children at one time or another
during our visits (some mothers like FitzGerald seemed to have them all
the time)., The verbal reaction to this problem, and the communication
style used, however, wvere quite different between the two groups. The
low S.E.S. group of mothers seemed to exercise werbal control of their
children's behaviour according to some principle of economy: commands
and directions were issued as briefly as possible to achieve the required
effect. No more was said than necessary to change the child's behaviour.®
This may be very efficient in a practical sense, but from a linguistic
point of view it is a fairly primitive use of language. Faced with simi~-
lar problems of behaviour control, the High group of mothers were more
likely to linguistically elaborate their directions to the child with
the double effect of both controlling his behaviour and teaching him

about something. All the HiBlack and HiWhite mothers did this, and the
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best examples come from Mrs. FitzHughes (HiVhite) who was more con-~
sciously didactic in her dialogues than any of the rest. The eXcerpt
from the FitzHughes family in Appendix B shows the kind of rational ex-
planations that she constantly indulged in while monitoring or directing
_her son's behaviour. The simple act of getting him to wash his hands
properly becomes a verbal exercise in planning ahead and learning how
to do things in sequence. Similar situations in the MacPherson (LoWhite)
home were more likely to elicit loud expletives, curt commands, strong
prohibitions or threats from the mother. Only infrequently did she go
beyond the immediate situation and use verbal elaboration to teach about
other facets of the situation that the child had ignured or was unaware
of, 1irs. MacTavish (LoWhite) often used sarcasm or biting comment to
control her daughters' behaviour or to criticise their performance. Also,
as the Observer had reported, the transcripts provide examples of Mrs.
acTavish imitating and mocking her daughter's speech whenever she con-
sidered it Labyish or mis;}onounced. The net effect of these tactics
was to inhibit dialogue rather than to encourage it. 7¥rs. FitzHughes
(and Mrs. FitzGerald and FitzRoy too) doesn't like to hear her 3 years,
10 months son revert to baby talk either, but even when scolding him
for this her remarks remain a model of articulateness and rationality:
Child: «s.omy kuka windmill.

Mis.
FitzHughes: R., I don't want to hear talking like that.

Child: My kuka windmill.

Mrs.
FitzHughes: R., I don't want to hear any talking like that

or you'll have to sit on the chair.
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The FitzHuzhes dialogues generally constitute a high-povered version of
vhat is linguistically typical smong the High proup of mothers. She
is always consclous of her obligation to use language to teach as well
as to control and her verbal exchanges with her son are always full of
reasons, causes and effects, explarnations, etc., "e remarked in an earlier
section how the mother-child dialogues in the High group seemed to oper-
ate within a much wider frame of reference such that the child was always
being exposed to verbal reminders about future events to plan for or
about past events with which he was familiar. Here, for example, is
*irs. Fitzlughes elaborately explaining a play arrangement to her son
(3 years, 10 months):
*{other: Listen. Do you want me to call Chris and see
if he can come to play? 'hy don't you gather
up some of your toys and take them up -— put
some stuff in the big box and take them out in
the piavroom so Chris will have something to play
with iff he comes because you can't play in here
you know. Kathy will be sleeping, o.k., take
the stuff out to the other room, o.k.?
Controlling their children's behaviour was not the only area where the
High group of mothers were more likely to practice didactic dialogue.
Mrs., FitzRoy, for instance, would test her daughters' reading compre-
hension vhen they were going through a storybook together by initiating
question/answer exchanges about the story. Mrs., FitzGerald likewise
enzaged in a lot of question/answer routines with her son about the

names of things. In addition, Mrs. FitzRoy is frequently tuitional in



47~

her general discourse with her daughters and uses questions to have them
remember familiar things. In a typical dialogue about drawing Ragpgedy
Ann (part of which is illustrated in Appendix B) ghe tras very didactic

in her handling of the discussion and her questioning forced the children
to sustain the dialogue and elaborate on previous answers. This same
kind of circular, elaborative dialogue was also freguently found in

the conversations between lirs. FitzGeorge and her daughter.

There séemed to be many fewer instances of didactic dialoguing among
the Lowv group of mothers and this is probably related to the higher
incidence of ‘linear” dialogues in tids group and the general infrequency
of sustained dialogues of any quality between these mothers and thelr
children. On the whole, mothers like Mrs. MacPherson offer many fewer
dialogue options to their children and, as a consequence, very many of
the mother~child exchanges in the MacPherson home lack elaborative con—~
tent. ¥With fewer options, there are fewer oppartunities to use language
to “teach about", and one result of this is that the child does not hear
a variety of syntax being used to develop themes about a single topic.
Another way of putting this is to say that the child ¢ 2ms to be getting
less mileage out of his linguistic environment.

(iv) Verbal Fantasy.

One observational impression that was aiso reported was that the
Low socioeconomlic group of mothers seemed to show zelatively little
change in their speaking style when addréssing adults or their children.
We have already commented on some aspects of this in the previous sec-
tion on "Addressing the Child'". We further discovered from the tran--

script ' data one other very important correlate of th’3 difference in
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speaking "attitudes'. Yot only would the ¥igh group of mothers more
apparently switch their styles of speaking when addressing adults or
children, but, more significantly, they wvere more likely to enter freely
into the child's verbal fantasy play and help him embellish and develop
it. The Low mothers, on the other hand, virtually never entered into
their child's fantasy talk. These mothers rarely introduced any verbal
fantasy into their discourse with the child, and whenever the latter
introduced any fantasy elements into his conversations the mother's
reaction was usually negative or ignoring. Contrast, for example, Mrs.
HacTavish's “talking ball” remark which we discussed above, and the
complete participation of !rs. FitzGeorge in her daughter's make-believe
discussion which is excerpted in Appendix B. The reason vhy the striking
differences between the two groups in this area of language behaviour
are so important is because of the value of verbal make-believe and
fantasy for the child's language development. The child's use of verbal
fantasy in our transcripts was usually spontaneous and well-motivated.

A motlier could enter into it without any difficulty and use it as an
excellent exercise in dialoguing about something that interested the
child. Participatio.. in the child's make-believe talk was also an ex-
cellent teaching device. The best examples of this were provided in

the FitzGeorge (Hi%hite) home where Mrs. FitzGeorge and her daughter
frequently developed lengthy (and linguistically sophisticated) dia-
logues about make-believe circumstances., Ir the course of these con-
versationsa great deal of new vocabulary was introduced by the mother

and a wide range of temporal and spatial concepts were touched upon.

Mrs. FlitzGeorge entered into her daughter's verbal fantasy play with




gre t facility. During one of our last visits to her home, she and
her husband were sorting through boxes of clothes prior to packing for
a trip. The focal child was playing with her «olls in the same room
and "Mrs. FitzCGeorge switched back and forth with great ease between
discussing packing details with her husband and‘participating in her

daughter's verbal make-believe about 'playing house':

Father: (to tother) You've got everything done.
Mother: I cleaned out toy hoxes yesterday, all the toys

that were on the bottom they haven't played with

for ages.

Child: Let's play house.

ifother: 0.K. Let me see, I have it on the chair in
here.

Child: Mommy, this will be for your baby.

Mother: That’s lovely.

Child: No, he didn'’t come to my house yet.

tiother: Oh, is this your house?

Child: Mo, that's my honse. 'ommy, don't come in my

house until I tell you.

Mother: YWhy did Daddy put this gigantic bandage on your
arm?

Child: Because I got shot by an Indian.

Mother: Shot. by an Indian, I should h:7e known by the

size of the bandage. Oh, terrible.
There is nothing comparable to this exchange in any of the transcripts
of the Low group of families. Arnd it is also not irrelévant to this

Q discussion of the importance of verbal fantasy that, of all the focal
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children in the study, the FitzGeorge nirl was judzed by the Observers
to have the most developed and sophisticated control of language.

.Like Mrs. FitzGeorge, 'irs, FitzRoy (HiBlack) also actively par-
ticipates in her daughters' make-believe tall: and she does it not only
for fun but also to teach vocabulary (in one discussion about Cinderella)
or to tile in the fantasy talk with drawing or other creative activities.
ake-believe talk and play is usually regarded as one cf the most charac-
teristic aspects of childhood. ‘hen one considers its prevalence in the
mother-child dialogues in the High group, and its virtual absence or
neplect among the Low families one begins to raise questions about very
basic differences in the premises entertained by two such socioeconomic
groups about the child "as child" and about his language development
needs. We will return to this consideration in the Discussion below.

(v) The Child's Language.

Having spent so much time in the previous sections on a disrission
of the nature and quality of the language modelling piov..ud by tue mothers
in our two groups, the question inevitably arises as to the possible
differential effccts on the focal child's language of the varieties of
maternal language usage discussed above. We can make one brier comment
or this here. A perusal of the transcripts of all the families leaves
one with fhe general impression that the linpguistic gquality of the mothers®
language could be ordered roughly as follows: highest quality by Fitz-
George and FitzHughes, followed by FitzRoy, then FitzCerald, then Mac-
Tavish and MachDuff, then 'acPherson. It might be more than coincidence,
therefore,.that when the Observers were asked to give a rating of the
overall quality of the language of the fopal children in the study they

produced the following ordering from top to bottom: Girls: FitzGeorge,

- . - ‘l-"-) r;t:



~51~

FitzRoy, “facTavich, MacPherson; Joys: TitzHughes, FitzGerald, MacDuff.
Probably the most vivid contrast 1s betveen the children at the two extremes
of the overall ratings i.e., between the grcbled shouting and ill-formed,
fragmented and repetitious sentences of the MacPherson girl and the weil-
formed, varied and sophisticated utterances of FitzGeorge®s daughtur (4
months younger than MacPherson).

The most noticeable difference between the children in the two groups
is in the level of vocabulary they use. Perhaps this isn’t too surprising
when one witnesses the level of vocabulary to which they are exposed at
home. The advanced word usage by the FitzGeorge child must certainly be

influenced by the kind of domestic exchange we recorded there:

) Father: (to daushter) 7 you know what this is?
‘ Child: Buttercup.
Mother: Yes she does.
Father: Yes, it's a small buttercup. Isn't it pretty?

See hot it's kind of metallic. like portulaca?

The higher level of voucabulary utilised by the High families seemed at
times to denote a totally different orientation to the world than that
adopted by the Low families. The most remarkable example of this was
provided by Mrs. FitzHughes who, when her son discovered a worm in his
apple onc lunchtiﬁe, remarked: "I'11 have to get the microscope ou%."
DISCUSSTON

Our preliminary survey of the data has revealed similarities within
groups and differences between groups in the nature, variety and quality
of the mother-child verbal interaction in the different homes. This re-

port has dealt with the naturalistic, ohservational data not in terms of

fine~prained analyses, which would be premature at this voint, but in
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general, descriptive terms in oxder to highlight a wide range of differences
betwveen our twe socioeconomic groups in the kinds of la;guage modelling

and language usage practiced in the home ~- differences in the manner of
addressing the child, in the amount and extent of dialogue elaboration,

in the dialogue options provided, in the teaching quality of the dialogues,
etc.

These first impressions gleaned from the data till have to be further
substantiated or modified by further analyses and study. It should be
emphasised here that our discussion of group differences has always been
couched in relative terms th;oughout. The particular communication patterns
which we singled out for discussion above were those which we considered

a) to be meaningfully related to the language development of the
child,

b) to be present to greater or lesser degrees in both of our socio-~
economic groups, and

c) to show systematic differences between the groups in rate, fre-
quency and consistency of their appearance.

Ve should also remind the reader here that our data come from families
at the extremes of the M.I.H. sample of mothers and children. There is no
reason to believe that in the population at large there would not be soﬁe
comparably low socioeconomic families whose mothers twould talk to their
children in the same manner as most of our High mothers, and vice versa.

Nor would we dispute that samples of families drawn from the middle of

the distribution might not shoir the same systematic differences that we

have observed with extreme samples. We can only repeat that with a
small sample of families who were carefully chosen and matched but vho

had real physical, geographical and psychological differences, there are

el < K7
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recogrisably different patterns of verbal interaction at different soclo-
economic levels.

The explanation for these different lanpguage patterns cannot obviously
be a purely linguistic one. Our general observations about the pragmatic
differences in the mothers' language behaviour lead us to speculate that
both of our groups of mothers are operating with different intuitive theories
of child psychclogy. There 1s enough consistency of pattern within groups
to convey the impression that the High group of mothers, on the one hand,
are mcre obviously operating on the assumption that the child is a child,
with his own speclal needs and emotions, and educability; the Low mothers,
on the other hand, seem already to be treating their children as little
adults who 1ill eventually grow bigger, and no special allowance is made
in the verbal interaction for the child's limited and still growing capa-
bilities, still in need of nurturing.

Some support for this wview can be found in a recent study by Tulkin
and Kagan (1270) on social class differences in mother~-child interaction
in the first year of 1life. ~One source of class differences in maternal
behaviour appeared to be the mothers' conceptions of what their infants
were like."” (19790, p. 261). Tulkin and Kagan further report that their
working~class mothers tended to Feel that they could have little influaenze
on the development of their children. We feel that the different concep~
tions of infancy observed by Tulkin and Kagan umong their middle-class and
working-class mothers have a parallel in the different attitudes demon-
strated by our High and Lo mothers towards language usage, its meaning~
fulness in the life of the child and its potential for teaching. 1If the
different maternal language behaviours observed in the present study are

Q indeed symptomatic of different basic premises about infancy and early

.. , - .. = _8Bq
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childhood then we cannot but asree with Tulkin and Kagan that "Interven-

——em o

tion programs, then, cannot simply focus on maternal behaviour, but rather
must help mothers to learn more about child development and to become
more sensitive to their owm children's progress' (1970, p. 262).

(A bibliography of mother-child interaction studies is in Appendix

C at the end of the report.)
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Part 1II

Study IT --- Fxperimental Studies of Communication “ehaviour in '“Advantaged’
and_Nisadvantaged Preschoolers

Raekground

Study II of the Pswvchollinguistics Projects complements Study Y as an
additional investipation of some of the soclo-cultural correlates of the
acquisition of competency in the use of language by preschool children.
Collecting otservational data ahout language environments, as wve did in
Study I, is only one wav of studying some of the antecedents of the develop-
mient of communicative competence, and it is a slow way. Once can also look
more closely at the nature of the communicative process itself within and
between children, and carry out experiments that rill hopefully provide
short-cuts to answvers about the how and why of the process. 'le adopted
this latter altermative in Study 11 and attempted to examine some of the
main characteristics of the communication process and to explore how these
basic ingredients interaet with the factors of age and environmental oppor-
tunity. As in Study I, we again vorked with “disadvantaged” and "advantaped"”
subjects and our focus was on the preschool child between four and six
years of ape.

Our aim in these communiczation experiments has been threefeld. Our
first concern was Assessment -— to develop a battery of tasks and measures
that would give us a well-rounded assessmen® of a child's communication
capacities at a particular age, and which would also allew us to compare his
level of performance with that of his peers. Once we were able to rank our
subjects on a continuum of Poor to Good Communicators, our second experimen-
tal purpose was Training, viz. to pair low ability children with adelt
models in conmunication traininz sessions with the airm of improving the

poor communicator's skills. Our rationale here was that by pairing the
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1oty competence children ~-ith the adult as a more high-nowered languace model

in structured tvo-way communication settings tre onld expose them to a

rider variety and range of language and language functions than they nor-

mally encounter, and that this trould have a beneficial effect on the devel-
opment of their own communicative competence, both receptively and productively,
The third phase of the Study II experiments was Fvaluative: to compare the

progress made in communicative skills by our Training group of subjects

. matched against their o'm pre-training Assessment scores and also against

the performance of a group of Control subjects who rarticipated in the
Assessment and Evaluation hut not in the Traininc~ phases.
Previous reports of this project have contalned detalled reviews of the

relevant literature in the field oFf communication studies and this material

‘111l net he repeated hexe.

A Yodel of Communicative Competence

The experimental study of communication hehaviour in young children (e.g.
Flavell 1362) has only befun to picl: up speed in recent years, and the £ind-
ings are still too scattered and too unintegrated to provide us with a sys=~
tematic analysis of the necessary conditions that foster the proper develop-
ment of communication abilities. Trawing upon theory and empirical data
whenever possible therefore, we attempted to construct our ovn theoretical
rationale for the study of communication behaviour in young children vho are
in varyins states of “advantagedness''.

Instead of attempting an exhaustive analysis of all of the va;iables
that could conceivably be involved in a proper definition of communicative
competence, e chose instead to trvy to gpecify vhat must be a hasic, minimal
set of abilities that are possessed by an '‘'optimal communicator' (this strate-

gy is somethat akin to Chomsky's (1265) attempt to s@ecify the grammatical
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knowledge that must be possessed by an 'ideal snealker-listener'). We were
able to identify three processes -- perceptual, cognitive and linpuistic -~
vhich we felt must characterize at least some of the optimal conditions for
communicating. In other trords, we hegan *7ith an objective conceptualisation
of the process and then attempted to adapt our model to the behaviour of the
preschool child. We knetrr, for instance, that the three processes referred
to above develop in different ways at different rates at different ages. In
the four-vear old child, for example, perceptual behaviour is usually more
advanced and sophisticated than copnitive skills. We also kner that the
development and integration of thiese nrocesses can he adversely affected by
imporverished environments and low~quality stimulation in the early vears.
By working vith both "disadvantaged and ‘'advantaged’ children in our ex-~
periments we hoped to discover somne of the relationg hetween environmental
opportunity and the integratilon of skills necessary for communicative com-~
petence.

To arrive at a first approximation of a suitable definition of communica-
tive abllity we stayed falrly close to the experimental situation and chose
as a “rorking model of the communication process a tvpical two-person communi--
cation experiment vherein tr-o subjects. an Fncoder (speaker) and a Decoder
(listener), are not visible to one another but must communicate verbally
about a set of stimuli. In the typical experimental situation ezch partner
has access to only limited amounts of information about the task and each
must depend upon the other for the construction and transmission of messages
so that appropriate response behaviour can be made contingent on the verhal
messages.8

Tor experimental purposes the encoding-decoding model approximates many

Q natural situations by requiring a speaker to go from a non-verbal state of

Eg:éé; affairs to a verbal message and a listener to go from the message to some
A A J
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non~verbal resnonse or result. To help us analvse what must be going on

at various points along this communication chain, e established a set of
working criteria which would svecify some of the necessary conditions for
optimal encoding and decoding behaviour. The reader should visualige an
experimental situation vhere tvo peonle sit facing one another but are sepa-
ratad by a screen. On each side of the screen, but in different arrangements,
are a matched set of pictures vhich have certain elements in common +ith one
another. The object of communication is one of the pictures. Our analvsis
of the encoding process in a situation like this was preatly helned by Roger-
Brown's discussion of the requirements for encoding ability (Brown 1965,
Chap. 7).

The first requirement for an I'nCoder is a very perceptual one: He
must be able to make an informational analysis of the stimulus array that is
the object of communlcation, so as to identify the distinctive properties of
the target stimulus to be transmitted. ™anv of the children in our experi-
ments failed in this 2spect of the task because they failed to encode just
those critical fezatures of the tarset that made it distinctive.

The second requirement is the linguistic one: it is necessary to control
a lexicon and the grammar of a language in order to construct an adequate
verbal message. This mav yo without saying for adults, but it creates special
problems vthen studying the communications of children below 6 who have not
yet fully mastered the syntax or morphology of their languarze.

The final requirement is primarily a cognitive one. The Encoder must
realistically assess the informational needs of his Decoder. This involves
decision processes, comparative judgments and the ''representing to oneself
the attitude of the other.” The egocentric viewpoint of the preschool child

(or the '‘preoperational’ child, as Piaget calls him) makes it difficult for
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him to put himself in another's shoes.

Yo helieve that these conditions constituite the hasic ‘minima' for pro-
duction of accurate messages. ‘& can briefly describe 2 sirilar set of re-
quirements for receptive or decoding ability. Just as the Fncoder translates
the discriminated properties of a referent into a verbal message form, so the
Decoder in responding to the message has to be able to go from words to some
set of appropriate mental representations., As Roger Browva put:s it, one has
to be able to 'cash words into referents.”

The analog of the lexical and grammatical control that is necessary for
accurate encoding of experience is, of course, receptive mastery of the
language by a decoder such that he can easily derive the basic structure and
meaning of a perceived sentence. The two tasks are probubly almost identical
in a linguistig sense, except that the Encoder constructs while the Decoder
translates language. The latter situation has additional psychological as—
pects, again involving a structured system of referents. The Decoder must
have a set of referents for language stored somewhere:, in some form, as a
basis of the meaning of the words he hears. This system of referents has to
be derived from common environmental and cultural experience if it is to have
any communicative value vhatsocever; and just as the Fncoder has to have gram-
matical control of the words he uses, the Decoder must be akle to exercise
somne control over his system of referents if his response to the verbal mes-
sage is not to be too specific or too generalizeAd.

Finally, if the Encoder also has to assess the informational needs of
the "“other”, what complementary processes must operate in the Decoder? If
the message he received is over-~communicative, he has to be able to handle
its redundancy; if it is gggggrcommunicative, the Necoder has to know what

it is that he has not received, i.e., a knovledge of his own informational
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requirements. For -example, he has to be able to recognize a mismatch between
a message and an array of referents for which the wessage is intended. He
must be able to encode the critical omissions intv a messase code for himself
and/or others. This part of the process may often require a discrimination
of environmental features parallel to the Encoder's discriminztions.

So much for the details of our rationale. We must reitcrate that in
spelling out the six requirements above for efficient encodinpg-dacoding ba-
haviour e have been talking about optimal communication conditions. Obviously
our description is an oversimplification of the complexities of the communica-
tion process, hut a simple model is to be preferred when one has to apply its
principles to the study of the preschool child where developmental and experi-~
ential considerations further confuund the interaction of perceptual, cogni-
tive and linguistic factors. Civen our analysis of the problem, then, our
next task was to construct a representative assortmerit of experimental tasks
and communication measures based on the above principles which would help
us assess both receptive and productive competencr in our various groups of
children, and tap into the level of functioning of most of the processes we
believe essential to accurate communication. A desgription of our battery
off tests is provided belovw.

The Experiments

A. Assessment

(1) Subjects

The experimental sample of children who participated in all three phases
of the study came from the Central Nursery School in Cambridge, Mass. All of
our testing was done at the school. This is a private nursery school with
both a racial and socioeconomic mix of pupils. After working with an initial

pool of about 24 of these children we were able to obtain a matched group of
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16 experimental subjects, comprising four nairs of children from high income
homes (including fauilies of university professors) and four pairs from poor
families (including some on "Melfare). DNoth sets contained male and female,
and black and white childrzn. These subjects, aged from 4 to 5 years, re-
ceived all of the agsessment battery described below. In pairing the chkildren
for the communication tasks each pair was matched by race and socioeconomic
status.

(23 _Tasks and Procedures

Previous reports (Nos. 3 and 4) have described the extensive pretesting
that was carried out with a large v#riety of communication tasks. e conducted
these pPretests with over 40 preschoolers who came from a number of nursery
schools in the Boston metropolitan area and who were of varying socioeconomic
status.

Seven tasks 1ere finally selected to provide the Assessment battery for
the experimental group of subjects. They include one perceptual measure, two
measures of language control and four communication tasks. A description of
these tests, together with the instructions and administration procedures,
will be found in Appendix N. All experimental sessions were tape recorded
and observed by an assistant.

Task 1 (in Appendix D}, Discriminability, addresses itself to the question

of how well a child can make a perceptual analysis of a st’mulus array, and
how this is related to his encoding skill in general. Using the same Produc-
tion Board as in task 4, e tested sach chkild's speed and accuracy in matching
plctures. Tach chlld was handed one picture at a time and askad to find its
match among an array of six pictures on the Board in front of him. His per~
formance was timed, and mismatches noted.

Tasks 2 to 5 form the central part of our experiments, and all involve

aome kind of communication game in vhich one child tells another child all

—.a - - e ow et Lwraa .
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he can about a plcture in an array, or a picture on a hox concealing hidden

candy. Tasks 2 and 3, Picturc RBoxes and Cartoon Boxes, are both child-child

communication tasks which provide us with spontaneous baselire’ messages
about key tarpet stimuli. In the Cartoon Boxes experiment, two children are
separated by a screen and each child has before him 4 small boxes turned up-
side down. The boxes have cartoon piztures on them, taken from regular news-
paver comic strips. One child (the decoder) turns his back while the exveri-
menter places and & under corresponding target boxes on elther side of the
screen. The decoder then turns around, and the child who has watched the
experimenter must tell his decoding partner which box the M&M is in by des-~
cribing the picture., Winning an M&éM is contingent on correct decoding and
s0 both children are encouraged to peiform well., Since tie candy 1z good to
eat, the children are highly motivated in this experiment, and even the young-
est ones play eagerly and enthusiastically. Finding the &M is usuallv ac~
companied by much jubilation. The Picture Boxes task is similar to the latter,
except for the fact that instead of cartoons the boxes are tcpped with pic-
tures from a popular black magazine showing domestic scenes with a mother
and her rwo children. |

Task 4, the Produstion Board, has been used zuccessfully in previocus
communication experiments with preschool children <(McCaffrey 1968, “fooxe 1270}.
In this standard communication task, twve children are seated on opposife sides
of a screen. Each child has before him a board on which 8 plctures are
mounted. Each child has the same set of pictures, but they are arranged dif-
ferently on each Loard. 9ne child describes a target picture on his board in
such a way that the other child can pick out the same plcture from the array

before him. Then the roles are reversed, and the Encoder becomes the Decoder.



Task 5, "The Third '‘an" involves a three person communication chain: adult-
child~child. Here we test the influznce of an adult model on a child's enco-~
ding and decoding performance. Wsing the "baseline’' target pictures from tasks
2 and 3, one child has to describe a picture to another child after hearing an
adult's accurate description of it. This vartation of the two«ﬁay communica~
tion experiment is very valuable because it provides the opportunity to see
the effects of imitation and modelling on the child's productions. The Third
Man data allow us to compare 1) the child's initial spontaneous '"'baseline™
encoding of the same target picture earlier in Tasks 2 and 3, 2) the descrip-
tion he produces for the second child after hearing the adult description,

3) the correspondences bettreen his baseline encodin and ais later encoding
sfter exposure to the adult model.

Lt should be emphasised here that the adult modeliling in this task (and
in simiiar tasks tlhiroughout the study) was always implicit and never explicit.
The child was never told to imitate, or to 'say what I say' or to talk the
way the adult talked. The taské were alwzy i played as a game with a specific
purpose and except for being told to listen carefully, the child's attention
was never directed explicitly by iustruction to the structure 6f the adult
message.

Tasks 6 and 7 are our measures of language control. The Sentence Froduc~
tion task gives us an idea of the kinds of Enplish sentenced the child can
produce. The task calls upon the child to listen to a brief story, then pro-
duce the appropriate last sentence. FExamples of the ten test sentences are
provided in Appendix D, These sentences are adapted from a test developed for
use with adult aphasies at the Boston V.A. Hogpital by Drs. Harold Goodglass
and Jean Bexko Gleason, along with Mrs. Nancy Bernholz and Miss Mary Hyde.

Q" e sentence types called for in our version include a variety of common English
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forms -~ the present srith a direct object, the passive, etc. For instance, a
story that calls for the production of a sentence containing an imperative
transitive berb with a direct object is: "iy little son eats lunch. He

has not touched his millk, I want him to drink it. I say ....vhat?" Children
and adults alike respond with 'Tirink your milk' to this item. In addition to
this assessment of syntax, we also added a measure of the child's morphologi~
cal development, popularly known as the "Wugs'' test. We selected four of the
most significant items from Berko's (1958) test of morpholorical acquisition.
These deal primarily with the formation of the plural and the past tense. The
fact that a child can make plurals or past tenses of common words like “dog"
or ‘'play”, does not prove that he has interﬁalized general rules for the forma-
tion of the plurals and past tenses. This test uses nonsense words and asks
the child to supply appropriate items. The child is showm a picture of a
bird-like animal and told 'This is a wug'”. We is then shown two such animals
and the experimenter says 'Now there is another wug. There are two of them.
There are two --~.?" The child supplies the rord 'Jugs', if he can make the
simple plural of new words in English. In similar fashion, using different
pictures, we tested for the ability to form a more diffieult plural {us in
“watches''), a simple past (as in ‘played"), and a more difficult past (as in
‘melted ., -

{3) Results

Two points need emphasising before the assessment results are presented.
Firat, Study iIX carefully avoide& using cny class-based norms in its measures
of communicative competence. Instead, as we discussed above, we performed
an a priore, objective analysis of the conditions necessary for optimal per-
formance in our experimental tasks. Having identified three components of com-
Q netence (Perceptital, cognitive and linguistic), our battery of tests attempted
ERIC
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to tap into eachh of these components in the communication behaviour of our
subjects. Apart from the two measures of languapse control the basic question
asked by our communication measures is not how well their utterances conform
to standard English; rather our measures test the child's language usage. Pro-
vided he has minimal mastery of some form of languace (regardless of dialect)
we are essentlally asking how well he uses what he has for the purposes of
communication. Approaching the problem in this way we have been able to
probe the strengths and weaknesses of each child's pattern of communication
skills, with the intention cof using the evidence to plan training sessions
appropriate to the children's‘needs. Secondly, we also did not entertain any
preconceptions that the upper class children would automatically be better
communicators. The performance of all subjects was measured by a set of cri~
teria which allowed each child to demonstrate the range of his or her capaci-
ties. As it turned out, levels of communicative skills were usually related
to levels of socioeconomic status, but there were also some interesting asym-
metries in the data. The general findings will be discussed under the three
categories of perception, language and communication skills.

(i)} Perreption: In the Discriminability task the children displayed

a wide range in ability, hoth so farlas speed and accuracy were concerned.
Some children were able to match in 4 seconds pictures that other children
took as long as 45 seconds to match. The performance of same children was
fiawless, vhile others made many errorc. The greatest variety of performances
was provided by the group of children who were rated overall to be low on com~
municative competence. Sone poor communlcators discriminated and matched very
well, but others did very badly. On the other hand, good communicators were
all pood at this task. The data appear to confirm our hypothesis that good
perceptual skill is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for good com~

2

nunication.

5. -




~67-

(11) Yinpuistic Skills"

a) ‘'orpholocy - in scoring these items a numerical value was as-
signed to each response. A completely incorgect response was glven a zero, the
wrong allomorph of the right morpheme (an anstrer like "wupses”) was given a
1, and the correct ending was given a 2. Each child's scores were then totaled,
to give one figure for his overall morphological score. Asgain, we found a
wide range of ability. The children who performed best on the morphological
tasks came from high income homes, those who got the lowest scores tended to
come from low income backgrounds, but ‘family background was not completely
predictive of the child's performance, since ¢he middle group of children -~
those scoring 3 or 4 out of a possible 8 -~ came from both kinds of background.
Table II-1 shows the morphological gcores of the children. The low S.E.S.
group scores range from 0-4, the high income group from 3-S.

b) Sentence Production ~—~ this data was scored by a numerical sys-
tem designed to capture both the semantic and syntactic aspects of the children's
responses. If the child :ras unable to aaswer, he was piven a3 zero. If the
response contained both majbr and minor grammatical errozs, a score of 1 was
given. 1f the major grammatical point was missed but the rest of the sentence
was correct, thé answver was scored 2. A score of 3 was given if the sentence
had only minor grammatical or semantic errors, and a score of & was given for
a sentence that twras correct in all regpects. Again, an overall score was ob-
tained for each child and the results are in Table II-1l. As this table shows,
there 1s virtually no overlap between the low income (23-34) and the high in-
come (34-32) pgroups in the sentence production scores.

(1i1) Communication: 1In scoring performance on the communication

tasks, we used four judges to assess each child's responses along a number of

dimensions:




.

(i) FEgocentricity - the degree to which the child's message t:akes
into account the needé of the listener. It is possible for a child to give
a perfect description understandable only to himself.

(1i) Decodability -~ does the child's original, "hbaseline" descrip-
tion enable an adult listener to choose the correct picture?

(1ii) Copying or Imitation -- how much does the child's description
change after hearing the adult model's description, i.e., does he imitate?

(iv) ‘lessage Improvement -- how much does his description improve
after hearing the adult model?

{v) Overall cssessment of communicative adequacy.

Except for egocentricit&, the results of the assessments in the above
categories have beer summarised in Tables ¥1-2 and 1II-3. "Third Man" therein
refers to the descriptions produced after an adult model has been heard.

Our assessments of egocentricity had not been quantified.du;ing this pre~
test phase. We felt that the degree of egocentricity in the children's lznguage
fell along a rough scale and we preferred for the time being to view this
qualitative phenomenon in terme of developmental "levels'. We were able to
identify roughly three or four such levels in our subjects® picture descrip-
tions. At the lowest, most egocentric level, the child points at the right
picture or 5ox and says ‘‘this one'. Children who are really completely at this
level cannot be made teo understand that the other chilgd canndt see what they
are pointing at, and vhen pressed to elaberate their ansver nerely provide
variations on a theme. They say "it's the one right im front of me”, or "it's
the one with the '1&M under it", or demonstrate circular reasoning by saying
“the M&Y is in the box with the M&M under it."

At the next level of egoéentricity, the children use pronouns, but with-
out an;ecgdentg ~—- the ansver makes godd sense to the speaker, who says some~

thing like she's putting them in there', but since the other child does not

3
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knotr wvho 'she and them’ are, or vhere '"there’ is, the message is not use-
ful.9 At higher levels, the child talks in a specific way ahout the pic-
tures, he "sets the scene , and the messages sound very much like adult des~
criptions.

The densree of egocentricity in a child's messasre was generally related
to his socioeconomic level. Haturally enough most of the communications of
all of the children usually contained some depree of egocentricity since the
cognitive orientation of the preschool child is still highly egocentric. But
the poorer children in our sample tended to give a relatively higher propor-
tion of responses with an egocentric viewpoint than did their more “advantaged’
peers.

Tables II-2 and II-3 show some of the strengths and weaknesses of the
tro groups of children on measures of communicative ability and adequacy. In
Tasks 2 and 3, for example, less than 50% of the ‘“disadvantasged' group pro-
duced messages that were judged to he decodahlz by adult judges (Table 11-2)
while 7 out of the 8 high income children did produce decodable messages.

A similar pattern of communicative ability was apparent in Task 5, the Third
Man task (Tabie I1-2). Tables II-2 and II-3 snorr however that both groups
of children showed positive effects of being influenced by the message style
of the adult model in Task 5. The child-child messages in this task for
hoth groups of children showed imitation of some kind of the features of the
model's messasi. On an overall rating of communicative adedquacy that took
into account a variety of factors in a message (content, syntax, egocentri-
city) the quality of the ‘'‘baseline' nicture descriptions (without exposure
to an adult model) of the "advantaged” group r;nged from ‘adequate' to "very
good” (Table II-3), The descriptions oflthe low income'group were judged

to range only from ‘very bad” to "adequate”. After heing exposed to the
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adult model, however, three of the 'disadvantaged childrer improved the
quality of their messages. The descriptions of all 8 of the upper income
children improved in quality #ftef exposure to the adult descripticns.

Here are examples of descripfions from children who were judeed to be
High or Low in communicative ~ompetence. The follotrine excerpts come from
a black giri L. vho comes from a high income professional family, and who rsas
one of éhe hest encoders in cur sawmple. Her spontaneous bhaseline encoding
in the Picture Boxes task 1s illustrated first, then the adult model's desecrip-
tion frcwm later in the experiment, and finally 1's message to her partner
after decoding the adult'’s message. ™otice how right at the outset of the
first task L. ‘tests the channel' with a question ~~ characteristic of only

the good communicators. MNotice also the amount of borrowing from the adult

description:
1) Exp: Wour L. to describe.
L.: Jimmy?
Partner - Muh?
L.: There's a policeman putting a little man in jail.
Partner: That's all?
L.: Yeah!
Partner: {Chooses correct picture)

2) Adule YModel:  The picture with the &M under 2t shows a chubby
fellow wearing a blue sult and a cap and a brown
gun and he's vralking behind a little fellow and
holding him by the shoulder, and they are walking

into the jailhouse.

A
o
[

Well, a policeman with a brovm gun is holding with
a little man with blue pants by the shoulder, gonna

put him in jﬁil.
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Comnare this performance with that of a comparahle hlack female subject,
this time from a voor family. This cuild, V., received the same experimentali
treatment as L. above, and the sume nictures to describu. PMotice how much

prompting is required throughout, and the high degree c¢f enocentricity.

1) Exp: You can tell S. about this picture {points).
V.- -~ (incomprehensitle) -~ in baclk,
Exp: The vhat? You hear that?
V. Ye's pulling his shirt. (This was followed hy

further prompting until eventually the partner
chose correctly.)

2) Adult Model: (As above.)

3) V.o Um. The pullin' the short —— um, I don't know -~
um, tell 'em get back.
Um, da man in back of this man (prompt) the blue
shirt -- ahhh -~ oh, I don't know (prompt).

One further example from a "disadvantaged'’ whize boy T. (4% years) will
illustrate the kind of egocentric hehaviour we discussed earlier. The child
is encoding in the Picture Boxes task:

Ve - 80 vou tell him about that picture.

T. Iit's the one -- here (points).

Exp: It's the one here? 0.X., well he can't see you
so tell him about the picture so he can tell, be-

cause he can't tell where you're peinting.

T. The 1181 - the V&1 is with -- with the (?) right
there - with the (?) (further exnlanation by Exp.)
T.: That -~- that picture has an “&" under it.
Q Expn: *hat'’s in that picture?

. N < "R
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T.: MEM.

Exp: Yes. Rut vhat's in the picture? What's happening?
"hat does it look 1like?

T.: Cat.

Exp Cat. 0.K. Anything else?

T.: And two cats and a mother.

Exp: Two -~ two what?

T.: One cat, two kids and one mother.

The combined assessment scores were used to rank all of the subjects on
a continuum of communicative competence, from high to low. As it turned out,
these rankings tended to match socioeconomic status such that all of the
children from pcorer families were at the low end of the scale of competence.
Hich S.E.S. children (with one exception) had,overall, higher communication
scores.

"

n. Communication Training Sessions

The assessment rankings weré next used €0 split the 16 experimental sub-
jects into a Training and a Control gzroup. Each group contained 8 children,
four who had iligh Competence and four who had Low Competence ratings. This
meant that the Training Group contained a mixed set of good and poor communi--
cators and éach vas matched with a similar subject in the Control Group. 1his
matching was simply achieved since it only meant the splitting (into Training
and Control) of the pairs of partners who had played the communication games
together during the Assessrent phase of the study. The 3 Control subjects
received no special training except for attending as usual (like the Training
subjects) their regular half-day nursery classes.

1)_ Procedure and Materials

‘l{j}:‘ The training sessions were spread cver a six-week period. Each child

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

saw the experimenters four times, once iJweek each. Fach session lasted
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from fifteen to thirty minutes dependins on hor fast the tasks were accomplished.
During the sessions, a single child was naired with an adult in variations of
the communication pames that were used in the assessment battery. Three fe-
male experimenters participated in the sessions: one who played encoder or
decoder, one vho handled the materials, and one who observed, took notes and
handled the tape-recorder.

The childien were required to encode {for the adult) descriptions of a
variety of materials and decode standard messiges from the adult about the
same materials. The materials renged from real objects and real candies through
pictorial representations of diiferent deprees of complexity.

In the first week's session, the adult and child sat on opposite gides
of the screen with four boxes in front of each. On tep of each hox was an
actual object, and the general svandard form of the message was: ''The M&M
is under the box thﬁt has the mitten on it.' Chiid and adult took turns tell-
ing one another where the hidden candy could be found. Yhen the child's
messaces were difficult to decode, the adult asked questions and helped him
in every twray short of telling him what to say.

Each week thereafter began with a review of the previous week's work
praor to introducing new materials, and each week's descriptive taslk was a
little harder. The adult always gave the child standard adult messages to
provide him with a pood model.

In the second week of training, simple colored photographs (from maga-~
zines, catalogues, etc.) of single objects were substituted for the real
objects. A typical standard adult message was: ''The M& 1s under the box
that has a picture of a bicyele on it." 1In the third reek, colored pictures
of greater complexity were used with descriptions like: '"The picture shous

o 2 littie zirl wearing a red and white dress, and she looks like she is

8
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jumping.” In the fourth reek the plctures were in black and vhite and had
more detail.

2) Results

All the children's communications showed marked improvements over the
four week period. Some of the progress as auite dramatic. At the outset
there wvere varying degrees of success in producing messages that resembled
the optimal standard form. ‘fany of the children began by pointing but by the
end of the session were producing descriptions like the adult messase. Those
children who did not readily make sentences twith dependent clausas solved
the problem by word ccmpounding: they said, 'The ™&M is under the mitten box."
Or, more typical of one or two low competence subjects, produced incomplete
sentences with compounds: “"Underneath the mitten box".

The wvariety of communicative skill in the first session ranged from that
of a hish competence black boy J. who readily nroduced the adult-type message,
"I put it under the box with the white fork on it'’; to the slow but positive
progress of the low competence girl F., who came from a high income white
family:

1) "It's over the red mitten box. It‘s this box. It's in the cup.
2) "It's under the bar of soap that has the bar of soan.
3) ‘The M&1 is under the red box that has the red mitten on it."

Most of the children continued to show progress in the succeeding sessions.
The amount of retention of traiming was quite remarkable. Turing the review
period at the beginning of the third session, seven out of the eight subjects
were ahle to prcduce messages that approximated a model sentence which they
had not heard for at least a week. The progress of the low competence children
can be 1llustrated with the performance of the girl Sh. whose encodings during

[]{j?i; assessmmﬁt pre~tests had generally been quite primitive and very egocentric.

e the thixd and fourth week of traiming she was producing complete sentences
J
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to doeserihe newr pictures, e.g., "The girl is at the beach in the water,” and
"The pirl is laughing with her hair dorm, and there's one boy and one girl
and there's a cake.”

C. Post-Training Evaluation

After the trailning peried had been completed, all of the children from
the training and control groups were seen in their original pre-test pairs
for a post-test evaluation of the effects of training. In the first two evalu-
ation tasks the pairs played the same kind of encoding-decoding game they
had done in the Assessment phase of the study. In the last two post-tests
the children were separated and each performed o generalisation tasks with
the adult experimenters.

1) Tasks-

(i) Mother-child pictures: here each child described te the other

the same mother-child Picture Pox picture he had described once before in the
Assessment phase.

(i1) Training pictures: each child encoded a picture taken from

the set used in the third training sassion. The Tralniny grour subiect en-
coded a picture vhich tﬁe adult had described during the training session but
which the child had never himself described before. The Control subject en-
coded 2 pleture which he had never seen hefore, but this was a picture that
his Training partner had described during the third training sessionm.

(1ii) Generalisation: This and the next task were intended to be

simple, linited generalisation tests. Here each child played encoder to an
adult and descriked a new picture he had never ceen before (referred to as
the “Jewelry' plcture since it shows boys removing jevels from a treasure
chest)},

{1iv) Generalisation: since all of the other plctures were flat, two

dimensional repzesentations we attempted to provide a variation by having

]
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the child describe successively two pictures-slides presented to him three

dimensionally in a Vievmaster. Theslides showed scenes from The Might Before

Christmas. The child was asked to tell us vhat he saw and if the two pictures
wexe different. Some of the childrem, unfortunately, were so excited by the
sight of a 3-D Santa Claus, that they were rendered virtually speechless and
could only repeat, 'Santa Claus’! I gee Santa Claus!' We therefore had to
glve less welght to the Viewmaster data.

The post-tests took no more than a half hour for the children, all of
whom thoroughly enjoyed themselves.
——2) Results

Therc are many ways of rating the goodness of a communication: the
most obviocus is on the kasis of its decodahility by the person to whom it is
addressed. In listening to the preschoolers, wre were less concerned, howvever,
with the response of the decoding child. Decoding wyvas rarely a problem with
our suhjects and when it was, it could usually be atiributed to lack of at-~
tention, or the inability to hear from Hehind the screen. The production of
adequate encodings was the main problem for our subjects and our analyses ac-
cordingly paid more attention to defimahle and structursl aspects of this side
of communicative competence. Since the children were being trained by an
adult model, it was reasonable to assume that their communications ought to
be decodable by adults, We therefore judged each message as to whether or
not an adult looking at the array of pictures could tell vhich one the child
was describing. %e also looked at various linguistic and paralinguistic fea-
tures of the messages* the overall word count, presence or absence of gualita-
tive and guantitative adjectives, complex Sentences, prepositional phrases,
and so forth. TFor the larpe variety of linguistic, perceptual and cognitive

data produced by the pre-tests, two of our measures were particularly useful

: _ 2 R1 _
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e e e

and informative. These vvere quantitative ratines of Igocentricity and of !

Communicative Adequacy, and we shall dwell on them here.

(1) Fpocentricity: The child's message can be accurate, and referential,

but totally inapprcpriate if it fails to communicate to anvone hut himself.

Messages that fail to take into account the listener's nerspective or other

special needs are called egocentric. An examination of the children's messages
in the pre- and post-—tests revealed that there was a decreasing scale of ego--
centricity as the measages became more like adult communication:

3 the child is unakle to focus on the task at all,

1 the child points at the right plcture, but fails to verbalize
at all.

2 he points and says ''that one", "the one right there", ete.

3 his reasoning is circular: “the M&M is under that box -~ the one
with the 18M under it.”

4 he descrites the picture using pronoung without referents: ''she's
got him."

5 he uses definite articles without first telling us vhich picture
he is talking about: ‘‘the lady is saying goodnight to her children.”™
The communication is accurate and decodable, bhut does not set the
scene in any way.

5 he first sets the scene in.a general fray, so that the listener
knows which picture he is talking about, and then gives specific
details® "There is a lady and her two childrem and she is tucking
them dnto bed."

This egocentrigity scale vas used to rate all of the responses to the mother- ;

child pictures in the pre-test and all of the items in the post~test.

: | R2
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Egocentricity on the Pre-Test and Post-Tegt Mother~Child Pictures

Subjects Pre~Test Post~Test
Control/Hipgh Competence

La 5 6
Hi 5 5
Er 5 6
Ro 6 6
Control/Low Cumpetence

Ve 1~5-5 2-5-2
Jo 0=2~2-4 .5
Ho 6 5
To 2-3-3~5 5
Training/Pigh Competence

Ji 45 6
Le 5 6
Sy 5 6
Da 4-5 §
Training/Low Competence

Sh 2=4~2-5 5
Fa 5 454
Ra 1-4-5 6
St 1 unavailable

Figure 1
Figure 1 indicates the levels attained by both groups of children in our

egecentricity ratings. Yhere a range of answers or descriptions was supplied
by the child, each was rated separately, go that a score of 1-5 indicates that
the child bkegan by pointing, but then moved to a higher order of response.
Yhere a single score is given this indicates that the vhole message was at

that level. Since our scalie is at best an ordinal one, these descriptive range
statistics are more meaningful than averaging.

As Figure 1 indlcates, both Traianing and Contr¢l subjects tended to im~
prove. Among the Training subjects, however, five out of the eight all had
post-test scores higher than the highest level reached in the pre~test, and
there were no relapses. Among the Control subjects there were only three

Instances of higher post~test scores, and ome subject showed greater egocen~

ERIC
MJShamtricity in the post-test. This latter child (LowCompetence/Control) had been
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paired vith the Training subject Ra who, as Figure 1 indicates, showed definite
improvement in performance. e were also able to give the post-test to two
children who had not been included in the pre-test (children not in our sample,
but students at the same school). These children performed at a level lower
than any child in the sample on the post-test. Overall, the children who had
been trained tended to be less egocentric than the Control group, and to give
better messages, as can be shown by A comparison of their communicative ade-
quacy scores.

(N.B. The Low Competence/Training subject St did not show up for the
evaluation session. The child seemed to have problems, and his attendance at
the nursery school was erratic.)

(11) Communicative /dequacy

A more gemeral rating tnat was applied to the data from the first two post-
tests in addition to the egocentricity scale was an overall adequacy score.
The adequacy scale takes into account both the behaviour of the subject in at-
tempting (or failing to attempt) to handis the task and the linguistic sophig-
tication of the message itself. The adequacy ratings are as follows:
1 the child begins by being very negative; he says he does not kncyr,
or points, or grunts, repeatedly; after much encouragement and
mauy prompts, he offers a word.
2 as above, but the child eventually produces a phrase.
3 the child begins to describe the picture without pointing and
the total message has referential elements, but is confused or
inadequata.
4 the message is adquate, but contains serious-grammatical -defects,’-
or 1is arrived at only after proupting.
5 the message is adequate, but contains minor feferential or gram-

matical problems.
- . - . = ) ey
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6 message is good, but contains minimal error, or is not quite
complete.
7 good messape, indistinpuishable from what an adult might say.

A typical pattern of results from this analysis is showm in Figure 2 for
the mother-child pictures in the Plcture Roxes task. As Figure 2 shows, the
children in the Training group made r:2al improvement in the adequacy of their
messages. The level of adequacy also tended to be higher in the Training group.
Only one Training child did not score hiéher in the post-~test than she had in
the ﬁre—test, and her post-test scores were not as high as her third week
training scores, which reflects the fact that she was simply not performing
as well as she could on the post-test.

Communicative Adequacy on the Pre and Post-Test Mother-Child Pictures

Subjects Pre-Test Post-Test
Control /High Competence

La 7 5
Hi 7 5
Br 2 5
Ro 5 6
Control/Lovw Competence

Ve 2 2
Jo 2 3
Ho 4 5
To 2 3
Training/Hish Competence

Ji B 5 6
Le 6 7
3y 2 7
Da 5 7
Iraining/Lov Competence

Sh - 2 5
Fa 3 2
Ra 3 4
St 1 unavallable

Figure 2

. I = QK
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A feeling for the type of improvement brought ahout by training can be
obtained by examining individual Training subject's responses on the pre- and
post-test pictures:

Child Sy (High Comp.) Pretest: I don't know what it's about. (prompt)

I see a different -~ (prompt) I don't know. cat

~- (prompt) aud peopie sleepin' (prompt) I don't
know. That's all I can say.

Post-test: The M&M is under the picture of 2 kids
sleeping on a bed, and a cat and a mother next to
them, and it's a girl and a boy.

Child Le (Hich Comp.) Pre-~test: People are sitting next to each other.

Post-test: The M&M is under the picture with a
cat and a mother who's holding the cat, and telling
her baby to pat it, I guess.

Child Sh (Lov Comp.) Pre~Test: I don't know (prompt). It's under the
picture box (prompt). Sheé's holdin' a kitcty. (prompt)
It's under there (prompt) the 1little girl and the
big one (prompt) sitting.

Post-Tegt: The pilcture shows vhere a girl with a
mother holdin' a cat and two pirls lookin' at it.

(1ii) Egocentricity and Adequacy in the ‘Jewélry' Generalisation Picture:

One of the most noticeable effects of the Training was how it helped ——
the children to have more complete, concise sentences. All of the Training
subjects also learnad to approach the communication problem as a verbal vne
and in the post-tests never resorted to mon-verbal pointing or showing, as
some of them may have done in the pre-tests, and as some of the Control chil~-
dren still continued te do in the post-tests. The best illustration of this
is provided by the respomses to the "jewelry' picture, which nonelof the subjects

had seen before. The ratings of these descriptions are in Figure 3.

_ R6
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Communicative Adequacy and Epocentricity in
a Pogt-~Test Generaliiatlon Task

Subjects Adequacy Egocentricity

Control/ High Competence
La
Hi
Er
Ro

[V, = YN e
[V, F, WV, e

Control/Low Competence
Ve
Jo
Ho
To

MO W
A RS RV Y]

Training/Uigh Competence
Ji
Le
Sy
Da

W~ ~
MO O

Trainine/Low Competence
Sh
Fa
Ra

W
o U Ov

Figure 3

The adequacy ratings for the two groups tend to overlap somewvhat, but the
Training subjects are, on the whole, less egocentric than the Contrxsl
children. This trend is strongest aﬁong the matched pairs of low competence
children, and two Training subjects in this group received top scores {(least
egocentric) for their descriptions of the new picture. Moreover, six out
of eight children who introduced theilr descriptions with prefatory state-
ments of the form, "It's ~-'", or "There's -~ ", or "The picture shows -=",
were Trairing group children. Six of the Control group made no objectifying
statements of this sort.

If one vere to combine hoth sets of scores in Figure 3 to come up
with some oﬁerall measure of messzze “'quality”, one could reasonably con-
clude that the Training children produced messages of more consistent,

: higher quality than the Control subjects.
]EIQJ!: q y Je
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D. Disgcussion

The Study IT results showr that effective methods and measwures can be
devised to assess the communicative competence of children who are in varying
states of socic~cultural "advantagedness', and to provide training in com-
munication skills for these children. We found our nursery school subjects
eager to play communication games and sensitive to the models we provided
them. Our post—-training evaluation siiowed that many of these children (includ~
ing the most "disadvantaged’) were greatly benefitted by such training over
the short term and lmproved their ability to describe pictures aloud. The
handicaps of the 'disadvantaged" subject upon entering the experiment were
possibly demonstrated by the fact that his baseline scores and model imitations
were usually less. than that of his more "advantaged' peers. Some of these
slow starters, however, made dramatic progress during the Training sessions
and this is probably reflected more in the individual transcripts than in
the tables of scores. Children who begaa by grunting and pointing ended by
porducing good descriptions. Post-test data generally indicated that the
children who were trained gave more decodable, more formally organised, less
egpocentric descriptions than they had previously. The full meaning of.these
gains remains somewhat equivocal since the difference betireen Training vs.
Control group gains was not as clear-cut as we might have hoped. There are a
number of possible explanations for the post-test performance of the Control
subjects. One major factor is that they were a rather speclal Control group
since they wrere also attending a special nurser& school. Thelr scores may
simply reflect the general, beneficial effects of this kind of experience. We
would most likely have seen much greater Training vs. Control differences
if our Control group had come from a non-nursery population. A longer training

period also would probably have improved the performaace even further of the
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Training group in general, and of its lowvest members in partlcular since they
had so much farther to go. The vicissitudes of post-tests are also reflected
in the fact that some of the experimenters felt that some of the trainees were
not performing as well in the childmchild evaluation tasks as they had domne in

the adult~child training dialogues.
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CONCLUSIONS

Both Study I and Study II, although only pi;ot studies in many respects,
have demonstrated that sub-cultural differences in language behavioqy can be
reliably observed, described and even measured. In the domestic environment
of the young child where so many of his basic skills are nurtured, Study I
has found a consistent pattern of differences in mother-child verbal inter-
action styles across homes. Some of the observational data suggests that
the language of the child is less well developed in homes that could he cate
gorised as relatively impoverished from a psycholinguistic point of view.

The full interpretation of the role of some of the domestic environmental
variables in the development of the ghild‘s communication skills will have to
await some future study which will combine the best techniques and measures
of Studies I and II in order to relate test performance and domestic language
antecedents for the same child. More fine-grained linguistic analyses of the
Study 1 data remain to be done. Hopefully, further study will elucidate even
more specific and crucial interaction variables which would lead to further
specific observations of additional families. Ultimately we would hope to ap-
ply the results to the construction of language programmes for disadvantaged
mothers via parent-child centres, for instance, as well as to the development
of special training programs at the preschool level.

Study I has shown that'the imaginative application of some standard ex-
perimental techniques to an applied problem can produce some beneficial re-
sults for the disadvantaged preschooler with underdeveloped communication
skills. With further refinement of measures and the development of more varied
training materials, we would hope that there could ultimately be put together
a well-tested set of assessment techniques, tasks and materlals tnat could be

[[{fijSEd in preschool language programs with specific application to the disad-

wmmn vantaged child, :
. A <00
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Footnotes

Even Bernstein himself has not yet studied parent-child verbal interaction
and to date, only Plumer's thesis study (1270) appears to have faced this
complex problem squarely.

See Progress Reports #3 and 4 for a fuller discussion of the problem cir-
cumstances that prevented such a large proportion of the original sample
of 'possibles” from being available or suitable for this study.

The final size of the experimental sample of families was ultimately re-~
duced to seven when one of these two ¥lelfare mothers dropped out of the
gstudy. After only the first few visits by an Observer, this black mother
obtained a full~time job which kept her out of the home all day so that
observation of her interaction with her child «as no longer feasible.
Since the observation schedules were already well under way in the remain-
ing seven families, it was decided in view of the time remailning not to
replace the missing family.

The final group of families came from a variety of districts in and around

Boston: Roxbury, Dorchester, Cambridge, Somerville, Arlington, Winthrop,
Bedford. '

Not all weeks were usable due to family illness, school vacations, trips, etc.

The profiles are only for the seven families wheo provided us with a com~
plete set of recordings.

Speech by other family members, or outsiders is fitted into the 'mother’
or ‘child’ column whenever and wherever necessary.

See, ewg. Glucksburg, Xrauss and Weisberg. J. Exp. Child Psychol. 3, 332-
342, 1966,

We have previously discussed such usage of "point-at-able' words in Progress
Report #1, p. 13, under the topic of "Deixis', the notion that some words
(like "now’ %hen , 'here', "there') "show" or '"point out”. The use of
delctic terms in a message without prior elaboration of the attributes or
features of the objects of communication, can result in very impoverished,
egocentric language even among adults. '
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PRB Index
Yiother

Age

" No. of prior children

Education
Féther

Occupation
Income"
Education

child

_Age-'
Sex

8 mos. Bayley:
Motor

Mental

TARL.E I-1

Examples of Four Families

Lo Black
13

Q1= (2

yrs.

Servige Worker
Less than $2000
8 yrs.

3% yrs.
F

37

83

Lo White

13

22
1
8 yrs.

Service Workex

Less than $2000 .

8 yrs.

3 yrs, 10 mos
¥ ' .

40

80

From Both Ends of the Socioceconomic Scale

Hi Black
93

24
4]
16 yrs.

" Professional

Over $10,000
15 yrs,

4 yrs.
M .

4 .

81

B White
93

29
4]
16 yrs.

Profassional

Over $10,000
18 yus.

3 yrs, 10 mo
M

34
77
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TABLE II-1

Grammatical Ability

Subjects Morphology Sentences
(Max Score = 8) (Max Score = 40)

High Income

E.G. 6 37
R.S. 3 35
D.S. 4 36
H.G. 4 34
L.D. 7 35
L.C. 6 39
J.C. | 8 39
Low Income
J.S. 2 23
S.D. 0 28
v.C. 1 23
S.S. 1 30
R.R. 4 27
H.Brx. 3 30
F.C. 2 34




TARLE 1I-2

Communicative Abiiity: Decodability of fessase and Imitation of Model

SUBJECTS
Baseline Description a Third Man Descripa Imitation in

High Income Decodability by Adult tion Decodability Third Man
E.G. 0 1 Yes
R.S. i 1 Yes
D.S. 1 1 Yes
H.B. 1 1 Yes
L.D. 1 1 Yes
L.C. 1 1 Yes
J.cC. 1 1 Yes

Lov _Income
J.s. 1 ‘ 1 Yes
S.D. 1 0 Yes
V.C. (o ) 0 Yes
S.8. ‘ 0] 1 Yes
R.R. o 0 No
H.Br. 1 1 Yes
F.C. ¢ : 0 . Yes

aRey: 1 = description is decodable by adult

0 = description is not decodahle by adult




TABLE II-3

Communicative Adequacy and Improvement from

Baseline Encoding to Third Man Encoding

SUBJEC'I‘S
Baseline | Third Man Baseline-Third Man
Middle Income Ranking. " TRanking Difference
E.G. 3 4 . +i .
R.S. 3 5 2
D.S.. 3 5 2
H.B. 4' 5 1
I.D. - 4 6 2
L.C. 5 6 1
J.C. 4 6 2
Ij.ow Income
3.s. 3 3 0
S.D. 2 1 ' | -1
v.C. 1 2 1
S.S. 0 5 5
R;R. 2 1 -1
H.Br. 3 4 1
F.C. 2 2 o]
aKey: 6 - excellent 2 - poor

5 - very good 1 - bad

4 = good 0 ~ very bad

3 - O.K.




APPENDIX A

Study I Interview/Rating Schedules




i T s S F R A LR e P v

CHILD'S NAME ~ ' DATE

1.

3.

4.

. 6.

10-

1ll

12.

Does he 1like to look at‘books?

Does he like to be read to?

Whén did you fiest n;tice he could sit and ligte?.to a story?

Do you find much time to read, yourself? Abcut how.much'time perlweek?

How about your husband? Does he read much at.ﬁome? About how much per week?
Can he play alone now.or does he require a lot of attention?

liow about as an infant, did he require a lot of a:tention?
What kind of toys does he 1like?

How does he entertain himself?

What kinds of things does he like to play with sibs or friends? -

Does he ask a lot of questions yet?

Does he have any favorite places he likes to go? -~ i.e., park, supermarket?
Does he have a favorite toy he takes to bed? blanket?

“A09
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page 2

CHILD'S NAME - DATE

14 L]

1s5.

16.

17,

18. .

lgo

.20.

21,

* 23.

Anything he carries around during the day?

Was he nursed? bottle fed? both?
When was he weaned?

Did he have a pacifier? Does he still use it? When?

Does he suck his thumb? When?

Do ybu have any trouble with his getting into dangerous gituations? running.
into the street, playing with knives, stove? '

What are his favorite TV-prograﬁs? (estimate hrs. per' day)

Do you remember when he first began to use sentences?

Is his language at his age about the éame as your other children? Déscribe.

Does he talk to himse;f much_ at play?

ERIC
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o~ n . : /-
Name v, < - Date . ¢ - Observerr
I. MOOD LOMMENTS
5. happy - child obviously very happy and
at ease. Plays happily, "bubbles
with enthusiasm"
4.
3. content - passively content, appeafs
accepting of situation
2.
1. saa - very unhappy child, distressed;
whines and cries .
O.
II. EXPRESSION OF NEEDS

ITI.

Iv.

Rating of Child

RS WOV SN VO VU SO S PR

5. very forceful

44. .

3. moderétely forceful
2.

-1, very passive

O.
MANNER OF EXPRESSING NEEDS

5. mostly verbal

4. ' .

3. some fussing, some verbalization
2.

‘1. mostly physicai, including crying

. or whining .
0. '

“TENSION

5. very relaxed

4,

3. well-balanced
2.

1._ vefy tensé

0.

104



Page 2 - Rating of Child

Name

V.

VII.

_VIII.

Date

Observer

PR B N YR

ACTIVITY LEVEL

0.

5. high - very active, much running, in-
ability to sit for long periods of time

4, '

3. moderate

2,

1. low - little physical activity

0.

INDEPENDENCE

5. very independent - wants to do things
for self including dressing and ideas
for activity; able to entertain self
for long periods of time, self
motivated

4, .

3. moderate degree of both

2.

1. very dependent, unable to entertain’
self without adult .

SOCIABILITY

5. child very outgoing and friendly

4, '

3. moderately outgoing

2. ' a4 -

1. withdrawn - child very shy & retiring

0.

CHILD SELF-CONSCIOUS OF OBSERVER

5.
4,

3.
"2,

muéh

none

T

COMMENTS



Page 3 -~ Rating of Cchild

Name

X,

X.

Date

Observer

CHILD AS VERBILIZER

5.
4.
3.
2.
1.

0.

A.

very garrulous

very quiet

AMOUNT CHILD TALKS WITH MOTHER

much

: ndne

AMOUNT CHILD TALKS WITH SIBS

much

none

'C. AMOUNT CHILD TALKS WITH SELF

much

none-

RS

106

COMMENTS



APPENDIX B

Excerpts from
the Family Interaction Transcripts

in Study I
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APPENDIX €
I ol

Study I Bibliography of Studies’of Mother-Child

Tuteraction with Special Attention to Language Developrent

1. Ausubel, D.P. The effects of cultural deprivation on learning patterns.
In The Disadvantaged Learner, S.W. Webster {(ed.)., San francisco:
Chandier Publishing Co., 1960.

2., Baldwin, A.L., and TFrank, S.M. Syntactic complexity in mother-child
interactions. TPaper presented at Meeting of the Society for Resgearch
in Child Deveiopment, Santz Monica, California, ilarch, 1969.

3. Baldwin, C€.P. Information exchange in mother-child interactions. Paper
presented at the Meeting of the Socizty for Research in Child Development,
Santa Monica, California, March, 1969.

4. Barker, R.G., and Wright, H.F. Social Learning and Peysonality Development,
Mew York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winstom, 1963.

5. Baratz, J.C. Language and cognitive assessment of Negro children. American
: Speech and Hearing Association. (In Press). :

6. Baumrind, D. Waturalistic observation in the study of parent-child interaction.
‘Papexr presented at Amer. Psych. Assoc. Symposium: Approaches to and
Appiications of the Study of Parent-Child Interaction. San Francisco,
September, 1968.

7. Bea, H.L., Van Egeren, L.F., Pytkowicz, A.R., Nyman, B.A., and Leckie, .S.
Social class differences in maternal teaching strategles and speech patterms.
Develovpmental Psychology. (In Press). : ' .

. 8. Bernstein, B. Aspects of language and learning in the genesis of the social
process. In Language in Culture zind Society, D. Hymes (ed.). New Yoxk:
Harper aud Row, 1965 (a).

9, Bernstein, B. Social class and liriguisctic development: a theory of social
. process. In Education, Economy and Society, A.l. Halsey (ed.). Glencoe,
11linois: Free Press, 1961 (b). ' . '

10. Bernstein, B. Elaborated and restricted codes: their social origins and some
consequences. In Communication and Culture, A.G. Smith (ed.). New York:
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1966 (c).

il. Bernstein, B. A,socio-linguistié approach to socialization:-with some-reference.
to educability. 1In Directions in Sociolinguistics, J. Gumpers and D, Hymes
(eds.). New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston. (In Press). (d).

12. . Bernstein, B. A critique.of the concept of 'compensatory education"”. 1In
' Functions of Language in the Clsssroom, C. Cazden, D. Hymes and V. John (eds.).
- -Tew JoIk: Teachers Loilepe Press, 1909 (). '

PR

y - . '
EI{I(? Bernste$n, B. and Henderson, D. Social class differences in the relevance of
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APPENDIX D

Study I1 Experimental Tasks, Instructions,

Procedures and Test Sentences




Appendix B

TASKS

l.

Discriminability
Hother-child production board (rotate board after each picture, i.e., after

both children have done same picture. Time response for each child for each picture.

2.

3,

Boxes with black mother and children
(1) 8 turns back, places MsM, A encodes whole family on couch.
(2) A turns back, places MaM, B encodes children in bed.

Cartoun Boxes
(1) B turns back, places M&M's, A encodes policeman putting Mutt in cell.
(2) A turns back, places M&M's, B encodes judge with gavel.

Production Bourd -~ mother and child
(1) A encodes picture 2 (baby feeding mother)
(2) B encodes picture 5 (mother eating, baby no food)

Third ¥an ~ Cartoon Boxes
Adult (Jean)~child-child-adult (Kay)

(1) Jean encodes (family on couch, policeman and cell)®* to A, A encodes
same to B and then to Kay

(2) Jean encodes (childrer in bed, judge with gavel)* to B, B encodes
same to A and then to Kay

Wugs
Sentence Completions

#USE EITHER SET OF PICTURES
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APPERDIX & O
(continued)

INSTRUCTIONS

Discriminability: Mother-Child Production Board. (ilaterials: large board, two
sets of pictures in same order, face up).

“"See this board? There are all kinds of pictures on this board. We're going to
give each of you some pictures that match th. pilctures on this board. These
pictures are exactly the same as the pictures on the board. WNow I'm going 2o give
you a picture, and I want to see how fast you can find the picture on the board
that's exactly the same.”

Demonstrate with top picture, then turn piles of pictures face down and proceed
with experiment.

Picture Boxes: Mother and Children (Materials: 3 boxes, screen, mother and child
pictures, M&M's).

‘Here's a game called 'Hide the M&M'. First we're going to give you each 4 boxes.
Each set of boxes has 4 different pictures. {(Turn to each child and demonstrate)
Your boxes are just like your boxes. See, this picture is like this one.

(ete. demonstrate all 4 plctures). Can you see that they look the same? Now,

B: ) I'm going to hide an '&M under one of your boxes while you're not
looking -~ you're going to turn your back. I'm going to put an &M under A's:

box that is exactly the same. So both of you will have M&M's under boxes that are
exactly the same. Then you're going to turn around and look at the boxes and

A: will tell you where the M&M is. O0.X.?" (Hide M&M) (To Child A:

after Child B: ¢ has turned around again) '"Now you tell B: all about
the picture where the M&M is. Tell him all about that picture so she knows what
picture it is. Then you can both get the M&4i's."

Cartoon Boxes: "You did so well I think we ought to try the same thing again but
we'll use some other pictures. I'm going to give you each 4 more pictures that are
different. You both have pictures that look exactly alike again. See, this ome
looks like this omne,"...{etc. demonstrate all 4 new pictures) "'0.K., now we'll do
the same thing ~~ 1'1ll hide an M&M under one box of each set and one of you will
have to tell the other one about the picture where the M&M is. O0.K.?" (Hide M&M's
etc.) 'Now B- » You tell A: 2ll about where the M& is. Tell him

all about that so he knows which picture it is."

Production Board: A: is going to tell B: all about one of these
pictures on this board to see 1f Bt can guess which picture A:
is talking about. 2.7 Now A: you tell B: about this picture
(experimenter points to picture), and B: you look at all of the pictures on
the toard and see 1f you can guess which picture A: is telling you about.”

Third lan Cartoon Boxes: Adult~Child-Child-2&dult.
“Now we're going to play the M&M game with these boxes again. But this time

Experimenter?: is .going to play too. First, B: will 2o
outside (with experimenter 3) so he can't hear us, .ad then I'1l hide an M&M under
Als: box so he can't see it. Then Experimenter 1: will tell

A: about the box where the M&M is hidden. When A: guesses where
the M&H is, B: (and experimenter 3) will come back into the room and

A will tell B: about the same box where the !1&M ig hidden to
see if B: can guess where it is, 0.K.? Then after, A: will go outside
and Experimenterl: will tell B: and we'll do the same

thing, 0.K.2"

[]{\ﬂ:Follow directions but after first child has told second child, have first child

ammmmmzain tell either experimenter 2 or 3 who has pretended not to listen or remember)

Ll ;)
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APPENDIX £.9

Story -~ completion
Sentence Production

Instructions: I want to see how well you can say some things for me, and I will
help you. I will tell you something, then you will tell me the ending.

1. V + complement - Intrans. My friend comes in.
(Imperative) ... . I want him to sit dowm.
I say to him: (what?)

2. V Transitive My little son eats lunch.
(Imperative) He has not touched his milk.
I want him to drink it.
I say: (what?)

3. WH - Question Jane is loocking for her shoes.
She asks her mother (what?)

4, Embedded The childrer were being too noisy.
Mother was annoyed.
She wanted...(what?)

5. Comparative Little Johany cout?’'a't reaclh the wookies,
. He wasn't t=211 enc 4.
He caller " :s sis.ar.
She reacned the cookies for him.
How come she could and he .couldn't?

6. N + V -~ Intransitive The baby smiles.
(Indicative)} I want the baby to laugh.
I tickle the baby.
What happens?

7. Yesgs-No Question Mother sent Johnny upstairs to
wash and brush his teeth.
When he came down, she wondered
if he brushed his teeth.
What did she ask him?
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APPENDIX D
(continued)

8. Future Father is going to smoke his pipe
after supper.
Supper is almost over.
What will happen when suppex
e is over?
Father (wvhat?)

9. Passive A little girl went too near the
angry dog.
What happened to her?
She (what?)

10. Adjective noun I picked up a dish.
(Quality) : It was dirty.
What did I pick up?




