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, - . o NOTE TO THE READER

- v
- — . . - - -
- -
' - - . i
. .

i . ‘ + - ’ 3 . ' . b"
Transition trem Italian replaces and updates the earlier: report,

. . .Transition from Italian: The Fingt.Year (#126F, as it provides -
& il !

- a comprehensive view of the two year transitiop program. The

':ha&gor "Re..earch Activities: Junihr Kilndersarten Yeir'" and "

. . V4 ' . i
e .o somg of the Appendices were taken %ﬂrectlv from the earlier
' l report with only minor changes. ' E ( '

We hope in this way to make reference to the first year easier

ﬁor thbse to’whom it is already familiar anﬁ at the same tima -

to provide a complete picture in a single volgme to those who )

have not seen the first vear report. g4
r Ve A
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) INTRQDUCTION e
. ' , . \ N
e iiiie.._lhen-a child begins sclool without command of -the language of -

training can be handled.

. 1) The child's different®language backgro

yith the hope that through exposure he will slowly start

. . to understand what is happening around him and to

. . English. At best the child may recedive special attemptaJ

© L . from the classroom teacher to teach English in’ the limited
: time for individual attention.

~2) The child may be taken out of the ,classroom for varied Yengths
. . of time for English language instruction and left to cope
T for the ;emaining time in the regular classroom.

| 3) The child may be piaced in a special class (or school) to
| - learn Engliah intensively before entering a regular classroom.

4) The child may be given temporary instruction in his.mother
tongue while English is introducéd gradually (i.e. mother
tongue to English transition).

5) The child may be placed in a bilingual classroom)where his
. . own plus the dominant language are actively used and taught.
. \ {

Each of these alternatives may be viewed with respect to their
,cbnséhuéncea or implications. Several questions come to mind:
== ‘What ia the immediate loss in time for the child falling ,
behind in. the English curriculum? . . . ‘
-- How successful is the child in learnirg English? '

‘ -- How long will it take for the child to catch up?

1 . ’
-- What damage has been done to the child's image of hiiself ¢
N " as a member of an unrecognized cultural and language group?
What damage has been done to relations between the child and his family?

-~ How likelz will it be.that tht child will become and remain
“bilingual :

- How consistent is the prograp with the goals and values
expressed by the school and community?

' . .

1, Throughout this report, it will be assumed that English is the dominant .
language of ‘the gchool. Although this is true in Toronto it need not
bé the situation elsewhere. Any other language could, in fact, be the
dominant .one but to prevent lengthy explanation or-confusion Engliah
has been used interchangeably with dominarit language.
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The agswers to most of these &ueations can not be given until
mahy years after the child has entered schog}. Some answers may never be

4

found. In chooaing among alternatives there are at,ﬁ&ast two goals whose
presence and importance must bg}considered: equal educational opportunity

for all children, and multiculturalism as eiprassed b§ both federal and
local governments as well as by qommunity members".

It should be clear that the first three teaching situatioms do

litele, 1if anything;_to promote multiculturaliam'and imply at least some

academic disadvantages for the child. '

In the fourtn alternative, a transition program, the curriculum

- - < ,

¢ could be introduced in the child's mother tongue while he gradually begina

r

to receive instru Engliah The aré is to use the child's mother

tongue go that he doe¢ not fall behinﬁ in the curriculum while learning in

English. The mothey tonfue can be used to teach concepts for which the child
g g P .

.

not yet have the nglish vocabulary; for there is no learning'lag and there-

. l .
~ . foraxpo cat

teacher caA devote the time required to introduce English, either formally

ng up. Since the whole class is involved in a tranaition,

or informally, ensuring that all the children can understand.

The teacher ,as a representative of -the child's laﬁguage éroup,
N

. acts as a bond betyeen the school and community. The child's lédnguage 1is
)\ . . T
being recggnized by the school, even 1if only te?porarily. It ?hould be

emphasized that éfanaitlon programs do not have bilingualism as a goal

’

the mother tongue is used only to bridge the gap before continuing instruction

-

only in English.
. The fifth alternative is the Only one which has bilingualism
¢ :

itself as a goal. Its aim is to teach the cnild English and his mother

tongue througﬁout school. With this alternativ® it is also possible for

any English-speaking cliild to become bilingual. For example, in the United

»

Q . .

ERIC | ¢ o

does
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States, some programs operate in which_Spénish—speaking children learn
JEnglish at the same time that English-speaking children learn “Spanish, while e
each group continues to receive instruction im its mother.tohgue. In most ’ N

schools which host such bilinéual programs, most of the minority group children

~
T

. represented a éingle language - group. This progréﬁ is not feasible in schools

L4 LY ~

which support a large number of language and cultural backgrounds. Even f

when a single language group does predominatetfhigh pg?i%,mobility would ada;to
/ the difficulties. ’ - ‘ , )

All but the first alternative do at lpast recognize the need for
L. o . i . [ . a

some special effort directed'Eo the minority language child. But most children-

starting school generally are piaced-in the first situation. Special English -
. "4 .

language programs are often reserved for older children who have already
/ Y . » [ .

.

begun o fall behind or who have just.arrived from another country. . SRR
- : : ~ . . ” -

For kindergarten children, the mother'tongue to Engfish transition -
L) ) |
. program at “General Mercer Public School provides. the only alternative in

B [y

' " " the Toronto Board which makes use of the child's mother tohgue. The first

graduates are now going into a regular first grade classroom.. A new, ..

group will be starting junior kindergartén this fall to continue the experi-

~ mental program.
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~ BACKGROUND TQ THE TRANSITION PROGRAM AT GENERAL MERCER

e g e
©

'Y N N . . -
- . . e -
'gpv\‘_f<.~.__«7~-_~—-~-~ :

ﬁm Q,In September 1973 two junf%r kindergarten clasaes at Geneéral

N
greeted with tﬁiﬁP?Pal "Hello, come in, or "Good morning," the incoming

‘ . children heard the f@z 1Lar sounds of Italian, their mother tongue. They
|

did not have to leave bg ythe language they were most’ familiar with juat

i because they ‘had reached the cl&ﬁﬁroom door. - o ’
| .
These children vere part oﬁ'an experimental project‘ an Italian
. . - ﬁ, J

transition program with a bilingual teachepfand a bilingual teaching assistant.
The program is designed to run for the two yegxa of kindergarten-@junior

e ’:‘.»* .

and aenior) It begins with the teacher apeaking mainly Italian to the v

7

with the intention that .-by the third year of achool (i,;,JGrade 1), the pupi

will be ready to enter a -regular program where they may begin to read and

« . 0, .

write in English. )

Thia program developed as a result of pressure from ethnic communitiea

A - -~
2 T
L» and from educators. Parenta from ethnic communities in Toronto have become - 4
. I . . N
LN increaaingly vocal in recent years about the right to maintain their language /

\
. .

and culture and the school's résponsibility to aid in achieving thie goal ' t'

Educators have found Bhat atudenta coming to achool without sufficient \

command of the .language of inBtructibn (i.e. English) have in many ways -b‘ﬁ'ﬁg
- \ : '
been at a diaadvantage., Some even felt that immigrant children were intel&ec—

tually inferior since they did not advance. through the educational system &t

the average rate. Theae children were viewed as probleme that the school’ had

.
. . 3
. . ,

: _ : | g
- - ' . » . . k
2. The reader wanting mote information is asked to refer to Reaearch Reportt .
#122, Shapson & Purbhoo (1973) which includes a comprehensive literature

review about the issues of bilingualism, second language programs, and the
[:R\Kj 1(3resent situation in Toronto concerning minority language: programs,

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC . N

| L
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to cope vwith. .Onlyamore.fpcently has. it'been'recognizefithat the academic
R - T L -r. : ce

N

failure of immigrant children might result from other factors such as aliena-

>

wtRmﬁ@wmkT4qLmﬂ@4mmmﬁkm;mﬁ&b&ﬂgﬂhgﬁmtkmﬁﬂngeIawmme

‘cf~tnaténction~and~fnﬂr4&e$ng"anembe1u+}€~ehe~deminagefcultdreL(iuAﬂdaL«&'Gréene,

< — K . .
1971; Meyerson, 1969; Ramirez, 1970; 1973). oL,
’ ~ . ’ * . . .
Academic failure for'pheae reasons was surély avoidable an
! ko) y . . ‘
tmdependent of academic ability (though not of achievement) . Recently programs

. . /- . . B
have acknowledged and used the child's mother tongue to improve this situation.

Gydachihaky'(l97l).haa documented some early examples ‘of the successful
\ g ' e

programs. Modiano (1966) also ahowéd that a éhild Qill read better in the
- b2 N k?
LY . o .
dominant national lamguage if he fs.first taught to read {n his motAer tongue.

Ocher‘advéntagep of programs ipvQ}ving the mother tongue have been higher
, .

self concepts (Skoczylas, 1972; Zirkel, 1972) and an increased number of

contacts between the parents and.the 8chools (Cordova, 1970).
. . ' LY

Thus it was not surprising that T. Grande, a Torontd teacher,

proposed .that ethnic children be introduced to the educational system through
the medium of ‘their mother tohgue. He hoped that this would reduce the®

academic failﬂrg which he himself found sadly typical‘of too many non-English-

‘speaking pupils. .Grande suggested that use be made of the child's preschool

linguistic and cultural experiences to advance his ability to speak, read

'

aid vrite in English. Based on the results of Modiano's study, -he also felt

that reading and writing should be introduced in the child's mother tongue,

In Grande's own words: 1 -

. | 4
"The child would be introduced to reading and writing in his '
. . mother tongue while at the same time oral language development
in English would be accelerated in an atmosphere that "is rela-
tively secure from the point of view of the child ... It is ¢
aqticipatéd.that the pace of learning to read and write English
,will be considerably accelerated due to the-fact that pupils
.have grasped the principles of reading and writing in the -
mother tongue, until the students will be functioning bettgr,
or at least as well as, their English-speaking age-mates."
[ oo . . .
3, Gthnde's proposal, "A Transition Program fcr Young Children." Action
Profile No. 4, Inner City Schools Work Group, February, 1973, is
precented in Appendix A. . 11 v

[




In the Spring_of i973,'a %eport on the feasibility, financial

and hegaf implications of implementing foreign langugzaa programe in

¢

elementary-achodla was presented to the Toronto Board of Educationxby the 7

. ‘. / .
. 'Educating Neu Canadigns Committee.. Among the. items~conside:ed.inwthie i IR
) -
report was Grande's- propoaal "A Transttion Program for Young Chilﬁren"«ﬁ Lo .

B
. - s -

LY ~

] a .
N .As it turned out, Grande's proposal was not accepted becausé

’ ) . . . \- .

the introduction of‘rEading ahd writing in the mother tongue would nét be
.o . .

imxaccordance with phe language re¢quirements of the Schools Administratioff

. ° . N - . ’
- , Act.? This aspect of his proposal had to be amended before the program could
. ‘ * »
be implemented; reading ard writing would therefore begin in English. Although

. N .
this had been one of Grande's major specifications, he accepted -the modifi-,

. L4 . »
~cation. : - ‘ L
Y 3 ! F] ‘

+ The Board approved‘the transition program as modified in the .repgxt

T4

from the Educating New Canadians Committee and adopted a set of guidelines B
for consideration of proposals for programs in languagea otner than BEnglish

dnd French at the elementary school level.® The
. \ c ,
Board_for the operation of this transition pro

AEEN

ethod proposed by the o .

was..outlined as follows:
S e
"(a) that a bilingual teache nstruct the children for
two years. ’
(b) that a bilingyal lay-assistant remain witn the - ’ N
‘ children fdr two-years. . '
’ (c) ‘that the children be of simidat linguistic and » . L
. cultural background.
. (d) that the ethnic community be involbed in the opera-.
~ tion of the program. 4
(e) that ogal instruction be in the %hildren s.mother .
tongue, initially. . & >,
(f) that there be a reaearcK compuaent ‘involved in the- .
- B;ogram. ¢

LA

.

~
.

E . 4, The relevant section Q} the report of the Educating New Canadians’ ‘\\
: Committee (April 26, 1Q73) is preaented in Appendix A. ‘ .
5. According to Section 21, Subaection (e) of the Sehools Adminiatration
Act ;s no languages other than English and French are to be used for

‘ purposea.of instruction.” The' relevant subsection' of this Act is also
contained as part ®f the report of the Educating New Canadians Committee

dn Appendix A.
6. The Board Minutes are presented in Appendix A.

™ .
. -

‘ 12 . “
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e L e (g) that the regular pup&l—teacher ratio be\maintained in: ‘

< v T . _ .- .- % ' - the junior kindergarten. . . o
Ao P (h) thiat the prograd be a developmental nature. o ,

\ff : - e o (i) thaf’ethnic resource materials’be used Such as books

“ P . and films at a mihimal budget increase." . . X

«y - PRI

e

= ‘e .4\ N'-/‘ - - .«’ p 316) &.«'_’ ’ .‘

» ol . - . . -
- S~ » . - - .

;1C>in sbmé”wAys the‘program would resemble the.régular kindergarten .

IR j A TR : ©. - (Minutes of the Board, May 3, 1973, . \’

.; % S Prdg:ﬁam’:.: The pupi lr-Eacher ratle would be‘t.c same‘in junior kinderga-rten;g;_
- ";f.and the prograb would be . based on principles of child dewélopment. Further—‘
i" B :_‘more, very little addition’l’expense shouldlbe incurred By relying heavily
B i'.i'k FT on'pral:instructionﬁinﬁthe mother tbpgue{ the use of ethnic boohs,.records, :
if}t'g, ; L filmé‘an&‘ébﬁmunita%iﬁvoivement,‘thé program would beddiffe‘rent.~ The_Boaid_f"

.o S C . ~ . . . ’ - - o

. R . - L . . e y ! .
fye : %2}50 askedmthatnarresearch component be.tied to the program to aid in its .

- - . .
. u . ” oA .
' .. ' '

’

4 S ¢ v : ~ . :
[ evalu.atio‘ﬂ. ] e ) ) ~ ¢ . . -

. _ T , . S - . . .o
L ~ lLate in June, 1973, the’ Ministry of.Education approved the modified

e, . . .
.. version eof the‘program as a two-year pilot project, Shortly thereafter,

.- JItalian’was chosenvas the"Ianguage_of instruction, General Mercer as the

'school for its implementation.
. P
. During the Summe r of l973, all Italian—speaking parents who had

““1, children enrolled in 3unior kindergartemr at Gener -Mercer were invited to

%§ atiend a meeting at “the school about the transition program., From the initial ‘
. » PR
. - show of hands it appeared that interest would be sufficient Bo introduce

tWo Separate classes (a morning and an afternoon aection) At first, some

-

N jﬁrparents misunderstood thesnature of the program, thinking “that it would teach
. Italian After these misconceptions were straightened out, parent intérest
, . ’ . ’ t ,

~seemed to be as great as before. A number of parents decided to enrol ‘their

childres in the program immediately following‘the meeting. Others waited

until theyqdiScussed it further at home?@ A bilingual teacher ‘and lay assiatant

~Were assigned to the pr ject.1 Ihe teacher's summer preparations included

¢ . . ‘
working on plans éor the program in conjunction with consultants from the

’

Kindergarten Department and collecting materials, such as booKs and records

y in Italian. . ‘ - \ 13 p .
I:C . S : : Lo B o ' ‘
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* RESEARCH ACTIVITIES: JUNbe KINDERGARTEN YEAR

.. - N v ‘ .
- . ! . N
- ,‘4 & . ~ - s
. N . . . - -
L . . &

i B . R . . . : “ -~
wThe Rese&rch Department's inqp1v8ment with the transition program

[

actually began in’ earnest; gfter its implementatigﬂ In tracing the background

NERN é

1nformation it is apparent that the program was ‘introduced as a practical'

experiment and not as a fully controlled research prOJect In reﬁiewing"

the’ literature on second language programs (Shapson & Purbhoo, l973 Resea:éhd
. 3 *
Report #122) it was discovered that this has been ‘the case with,the majority

of similar programs which have been implemented elsewhere. Singe tke only
. ;g

entrance requirement for: students was a COmmon Italian background, i;}tially
»

there could be gregts variations in the students’ ability'to speak,azd under-

" stand English (amd/or Italian).\iSince'a significant pa?i of the' pr
» £ ) ; ’

organization and implémentation was open to the ‘interpretation of the teacher,

gram's

7

it would be important to indicate the way the two'languiges were used in the

S

classroom. Research activities were conceived to provide not only an

important in the initial phase to document

N

the goals of the program and to describe both the program itself and the

evaluation but perhaps more

s

Hstudents in {it. . . “

T A Statement of 'the Program's Goals

- *
a 5 }

/ Although there has been no document which pvovides a clear state-

S
l-“@ ment of" the program's goals, the following may be inferred from Grende ]
( § S

2 original proposal and from the Board's guidelines of May 3, 1973. 7

1) To help the ethnic child learn to read and write in English.

2) To introduce the same cbncepta and curricular material as in
, @ regular program, i.e. there would be no delay merely because
a word was not yet in the child's English vocabulary. -

- 3) To make the child's overall adjustment to school more comfortable.

7 u ) . .
_RJ!:’. Thelpertinent materials are4presentzd in* Appendix A. 1‘1 o

SR b

\
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#, 4) 'To make the parents' involveméh in the child's education
> - easier by relying partly on them for help in the classroom
“% - 'and as sources of materials. _ ‘ . )
v : - '
Vi, It -should be pointed out again that maintaining or teaching the

Italian languégé %Sre not direct aims of the program. The program is accurately

> .
.

defined by the term "transition", since the mother tongue is used only as

£ -

. o a temporary bridge to aid‘'the understandindg of and instruction in English.
- ‘ . "”‘ ' » P ) .
. ' Descriptive Information | 7 N

@

It was de¢ided that informal observations of the classroom
and discussions with the teacher would provide the best source of descripfive

- ¢

information. The observer made notes and(ﬁape recorded a number of sesijons,
~? . paying particular attention to the langhage)behaviour of the children and

the teacher.

. . 4 ' Fa

The Participants

»

Both .the teacher and her assistant were born in Italy, spoke
both English and italian fluently, and had experience with primary'grade
. " children though not at the junior kindergarten age. The teacher had studied

the Italian'language_and was familiar with its formai or standard form, ;
: [

.

1while the assistant spoke Calabresi, one of the more common'Italian dialects.
. This minimized any difficulties in communicating with the children whose

backgrounds consisted of dialect and the formal Italian.

Language Usage

- - v ¢

In class, the use of languages very quickly reflected the variety .

of linguistic Backgrounds and competencies represented. Even though one
might antici%ate éome problems in teacher-pupil conversations, esﬁecially if

the standard Italian and dialect were used, there were in fact no, such difficulties.
Y

»

One important factor is that much communicaggon with young children is largely

— . supplemented with no;\(ij?aL‘cueS. It turnéd out that standardlltalian,

”
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r
*

dialect and Engli§h'were'a1 used quite freely, and translation was rarely
. v : , b ~ . ' . b
needed to clear up misunder%tandinga. . | : —

a

In the'classroomt one 1anguage was nelver heard fo% long
e ’

before another vas used. A child might beginAa h0ught in Engliah,-then

switch to ftalian if- the wo ds weren't.coming faaf enough or vice veraal
° 7

'

For example, “after the teaqher finished reading/a\atory, one girl requested

"Let's...uh, let's leggere again Switching to ltalian in the middle of the
s/

sentence tnen back to English allowed hgé to complete her thought even though
she could not think of the word "read" in Englieh Ahother pupil when asked,

"What s this?" very quimkly requﬂded . "Rogso" and "red" would

. -

r

the request had come\ in Italian or Engliah.
The teacher's -use of the,ignguage depend d very much on the

individual she was apeaking with,/xShe might ask a qheatidn of the whole

" class in Italian, receive an anSwer in Engliah and tren continue in English

with that individual or begin in English and‘'change tioc Italian. In other
&
words, choice of language was alwaya spontaneous; no -one,was ever boxed into

Of course this pattern did undergo slome transition throughout

using one language exclusively.

'

the first year. Initially, the teacher relfed inly’cn Italian to speak with,
the entire class to ensure that all of the students w0uid be involved. Stories,
songs and diacuaaions, the perioda.when the wholé class was grouped together,
were conducted almost solely in Italian. Language changes gonetheless were

. »
frequent, both among the children anq the teacher. \Often the teacher used
\ .

the second language (Englisn or Italian) to eipand o& extend an answer given

\
v

in the firat. English began to increaae in frequency‘gradually as the thildren
Learned more and by the end of the Junior Eindergarten &ear the majority of

/
class diacuaaion was already in English! Some children, however; still felt

: )
‘ 16
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more at ease speaking Italian and used English minimally during these periods.
Stories were also told in English while both English and Italian songs had

become favourites.

. * Classroom Activities

- . -

A tynical day's activities could be outliped as follows: as soon

T as the children had arrived, they aasembled with the/peacher for a class,

> discussion period in which any child could .show or tell something toe the others.
- B / -

- - This period usually lasted until as many who wanted had contributed, and

ehaed with each child choosing an activity cenfre (e.g., paihting, house
q - .
centre, records, etc.). The only selections which differed(f@bm those in
. S

Y

regular kindergarten classes in Toronto schools were the av%ilability_qf

- Italian~booKs and records. All other activities were specifically lahguage-
. & * . 1 4

related only to the extent thatciﬁhggifi was used by ‘the children involved. . .
! After cleaﬂing up following the first activity period, the whole p
y class reassembled for a story with discussion. Again, they were free t¢/ﬁ

comment, and ask or answer questions in the language of their choice. The,A

~

rest bf the day was taken up with outdoor play or gym, a brief rest\time,'e

second shorter activity per¥iod with the same optlons as the first, and a,,
. } , 4
final class assembly for songs before going home.

T
The exact timing, sequence and even presence of any one of these

events was, of course, flexible and changex\to'éccommodate-spe%ial circhmatancea.

. " . This structure then provided two very different types of events
for the pupils, class discussion periods and activity perigda. The imporé%nce .

of the' common cultural anagiinguiatic background becamé apperent in both
{ Do
settings. During class conversations, experiences common to the Italian- " .. R

Canadian culture could be discussed meaningfully, For example, all the children
lnew about gardens, tomato picking and making tomatoaaaucea, the topic of one

' N . \ : B N
morning's discussion period. During activity periods, especially in the house

. 17

, ) R
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1~

;centre, a favourite pastime was weddings, a significant part.of all of these
L ' : . . \ . S~y
‘children's backgrounds. : S

A Y

Language usage, howewvwer, seemed Qp,diffef in class discussion and =~

-

activity periodé. Although Italian was frequently heard during the class
discussions, English seemed to dominate during the activity periods. The-

f ! .
- %easonsgfor this discrepancy are not known. One responsible factor may be
S : , ‘ )

the type of dialogue which occure in each setting. Whilebplpying during

1 i

"activity periods very few children, if any, were expressing ideas or telling a '

»

‘- ( - »
. story as was the case in the class discussion sesaionﬁ. Instead, the dialogue

was g%ﬁpler, and within the English vocabulary range of almost eVeryone.
b - . '

ﬁ; { ‘ ; o .

. o Selection of a Comparison Group IRy

. , . " ‘v' . r 37
o In order to provide a basis for comparison to aid ig the deacripiw :

4 ' . . ‘/l'
tive and evaluative process, students from two other schools were selected.
", .
. ‘ Y ,
Both schools had the same general socioeconomic level, were in the same part
~

of the City, and had the same general ethnic compoéTEion (prgportion of
\ .

Italian, English and non-Italian, non-English-speaking children) as did

General Mercer Public School. From each comparison school, one class in which

L]

approkimately half the students were'Italian¥épéaking was needed to provide

a sample size comparable to the experimental group's size. Ir one .school,
|
howevef;'it was neceasaf& to include two classes in order to pgovide the f
number of Italian children desired. In %11 three gomparison classes, English-
S

{

speaking children were very much a minority and most of the data collection

¢

therefore was from children whose Dother tongue was not English.
s .
Priqf to collecting any data, all classrooms were visited by the
observer to ebtablish rapport with the children;gpd to minimize the diatnkction

- . .
provided by“{La~additional adult in the class. This strategy proved to be very
< . - ’
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+ successful, and children soon resumed theit regular uninhibited activit@es

-

in the presence of the observer. .

A Classroom observation was among: the regearch activities undertaken

in the first year of the experimental program.” Othet events consisted of
vocabulary testing in English and Italian, teacher ratings of the puﬁils'

language development, and a questionnaire completed by parents of the ‘Italian-

" speaking children.f‘All these instruments are presented in Apbendif B. Since

it was not desirable fotr either the pupils or the teacher to oVerwhelm the

.o

class with .tests, these different’ teghniqué@ of collecting data were_gelected'
. / - . .

to provide information abdut’backg;pund, brogfeas, and adjustment to~school.

(SRR /

Thus, the effects aof disrupting routines and the effects of the lack of testu:
soéhiaticétion of Zour—year—olda were minimized. 1In addition, these procedures

did not require the use of English on EQF bért'of the pupils.

[} v ’ 3

'+ Clasarvom Observaticn | ’ v 0 ‘
* 3 LI
Observations During Class Discussion Periods . (

The observation schedule was devised %o correspond withithe‘major

-

divisiens in the daily procedures of the classes: class discussion and

activity periods. Participation in class discussions was recorded in the
2 .

following way: during each of the' two class periods, informal show and tell

ard story time, one-half of the class, either girls or boys, was observed, ' '

’ . B
spontaneously or in responsg to a question from the teacher. ' Questions

—

addressed to an individual ¢r to the entire class were not separated, partly

Italian or English. Although most remarkd

T
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E .could be classified easily, this ,additiongl category was useful for some
A ,
bﬁ one—wordvanswexﬂ or for the chil&¥en whose speech was unclear. Of course

+ the observations in’ the, comparison &lasses had only the aponténeous and response

\ P4

breakdown since the English language was always used. Individual names were

»

recorded only once in ‘any one category in order to give the reticent or non-

5 communicative tglkefb as much credit as the mogg\verboae individuals.

7 .

’

-

v N ?r{mary teachers often express concern ag%ut'their ethnic pupils

who are silent in class (Slaato & Kielland, 1973; Hepderaon?& Silverman,’1973)..

' [ 4

) v '

\
Department, Toronto Board of Education) devote# a great deal of attention to

the 1mportancexof speech in group situations. Talky may therefore be viewed
@ ’ .
.a6 an imporptant signhal that the child feels comforta®le in a group setting
: TV W
- andepay also indicate that he feels his own thoughts are gignificant enough

L .
] 'da contribute. It might be viewed as an indicator of self cgncept. Increases

- L]

4

If, however, a child does not know the language of t

.
. very difficult for him to express himself. The availability of hts mother

school, it_willabe

tongue should ease this problem; the individu&l should be able to talk more
freely and more individuals should be able to é;ntribute.

«In other worda: more pupils would be expected to participaté when
they can use their mother tongue. A direct test of this hypotﬂeéia w%? made
possible from the data collected throdgh two comparisons: the propdrtion
of the children who spoke in the two programs, and the proportiona who spoke
in English only. -

In.all claséea it was observed that the class discussion periods
were not of a predetermined length. Instead, they continued uﬁtil no more

children had anythiné‘to gay, making the time dependent on the number of

participants. Furthermote, the length of an utterance was not a significant

20

The kindergarten curriculum in Toronto (Early Childhood Education, Kindergarten”

A

Al self concept have been direct results of second lapguage prbgrams.(Zirkel, 1972).
:E
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&
factor, in the colleétion of the data, and it would be posaible and reasonable
G\ \ s
to have as many children apeaking in five as in fifteen minutea. Tﬁzrefore

- < ~

it seemed reasonable to ignore the length of discussions.
7

Making the compariaona mentioned above confirmed that the‘availa-

bility of t@e Italian language did briﬂg a significantly larger. proportion
*  of the claas into theéroup conversations, .592 at General Mercer aompared
%fth onlyy.425 in the c¥mparison claaaea.& When verbal participation.in J ‘

: L
. , English alone was conaidered, the proport}ona of General Mercer and camparison

groups observed talking did not’ngfer.'

_ Observations During Activity Periods - R —d////'
]

On .the same days that the class discussion periods were observed,
- . ?f’ .' . 4 ) R
an individual observation schedule was used during the activity periods.
» R
: . : A
visits to the classroom continued until every student had been observed once
. . -~ 2,

H

d? for thirty minutes at the beginning of an activity period. Since each

; ‘ activity period lasted for at least helf an hour, no observatfons had to be - - *

interrupted prematurely. §
The individual obaervation?achedule, presented in Appendix B,
R ;

consisted of two parts. For each activity.period, a different set of two or

three individuals was randomly selected. Absentees vere interchenged.with

Y
+

students who would bave been selected in the next scheduled day of observa-
tion., The f{fpt part, a modified sociogram, a plan of activity areas in each
class, provided a description of the movement of the selected individuals

around the classroom. It shewed the activitfes engaged in, and significant

contacts wifh peers and with adults. Supplementary notes were'kept to fill
in details where necessary, and at the end of half an hour, a summary was

made of whether the individuals had been playing with or beside their peers

1
(i1.e. engaged in co-operative or parallel play) or were playing alone; '/

-

8. -petailed analyses and results are provided in Appen&ix c.

21 7 "
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whether they had been involved in their a¢€;;;ty, or were often distracted; N

~

and whether they relied jon adult’attention throughout their task.

©
.

In the second part,Aa rating form, five:diatinct categories were

v

. ¢ v . |
recorded: ' asking for activity, d.e. did the individuals request activities

—

™~ . .
verbally or®use ges tures? 7nitiating activity, i.e. did they initiate their

» N 8 LN

own activities or did they need help? peer interaction, i.e. did they

1nitiat§ play with peers or interact negatively? verbal peer intéraction;.i.e. -

J -
did they avold talking or talk freely and quietly.or excitedly? and finally,

were they able to accepmt and follow cl;garoow limitations or.rules? ° {

f%ﬁ schedule was restricted mainly tbufhoae items which could be

'afgedted by the language and cultural homogeneity of the experimental class.

It was felt that classroom interactions, both verbal and non-verbal, were'the‘/
chief.variables of 1ntere&$. Specifically, it might be expected that children

would play together and talk together more during activities if they had a

-

common language base.

.'@In’practice, this was not the case. It should be recalled that
the dominant language used by students during activity perioda was English.
When the experimental aﬁd ﬁoﬁpariaon groups were compared bn all ;;pecta of
the observation schedule no diféerencea were found. In general, chi-square
analyses were performed on frequency tables for each observed category.' From
the agciograﬁs, the following compariaona_were made: the number of ?iacggte
activitieé engaged in during the half houY; the division of this number
between "group“ and "individual" activitiea? type of peer interactions,

5 .

diatractibility, nug?er of eontacts with adults. From the rating form, the

five catégoriea listed on the observatidif schedule (Appendix B) were examined.

~

|

9.. Group activities are those which lend themselves toward co-operative play
or playing together, e.g., doll centre, sand, water play, blocks. 1Individ-
ual activittes are more obviously engaged in by single persons, e.g.,
reading, puzzles, most crafts, records.

e

‘;‘7

/
A ‘v
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' any particular activity. Most play groups were small, two or three

& &

-.17 -

-
.-

The mgdal activity period behaviour observed may be described
d@-follows. Pupils tybk part in three or nore self-gelected activities,

approximately evenly divided hetween group and individual centres. They

’

moﬁed directly between centres and were not readil§ distracted during

< * '

\

chiloren playing'calmly beside one another, but talking freely ano

‘guletly in a friendly way. Very few spedial rypes of peer interaction )
vere observedD either positive, e. g., initiating play with others, or
negative, e, gjggfighting or rejecting peers. Violation of clasgroom -

A\Y -
limitations was inﬁmequent. Within the thirty minute interval, pupil-
4
Q
adult idteractions were frequent, most pupils having three or more such

hd v

contacts. . o

.
' .
-~

Since on most occasions, all students moved directly to their
h -

centres as opposed to being asked oné at a time where they would like to
play, it proved difficult to compare the activity requesting behaviours.

Both verbal and gestural ~communi cation, however, were observed' in all

10
classrooms.

Various interptetations could be applied to the simdlarity

v
-

of interaction patterns in the two groups of classrooms. The most

logical may be that children are very much unaware of diffetences between

,

languages and cdmmunicate quite naturaily and easily in any way they are

.

able (Swain, 1971). The labels "Italian' . and "English" do not yet have any
o . .

meaning for tnem. A request from a visitor to 'say it in Italian" drew
) 4

only a confused expression. For the same reasons, children are not

readily impeded by the language barriers which adults often feel.

) See Appendix C for detailed results.
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| : As for the interaction in play, most four+year-olds engage 1

|

|

|

4

in parallel rather than co-opefativg_play, the fofmer,being less

.
[ 4

dependent upon language.
In géneral. it may safély be concluded that the Italian _ .
. ’ . yd o ‘ .
kindergarten programme has not negatively influénced classroom inter-
N ‘ . N . ) . . . . ‘
actions. ’ e

’
‘¢

-

o . Language CGomprehension: Peabody;Picturé Vocabulary Test .
. = = ~

- -

While classroom observation was. in progress, the Yocabulary
, . ’ -

/Qesting in Italian was started. For this measure, the first sixty items .
/

|
i
J
|
|
E
]
of the_ Peabody’Picture Vocabulary Test were translated 1nto Italian, : ’ !
togéther with all the 1natructions. The Peabody was iglected because - | 4 | %
it requires non-verbal responses, assumes only minimgl test sophistication, :
: = ) :
and has no time constraints. *
Iﬂ general, the suggested administration procedures were }
followed except that the children were all teatedlid‘the classroom i
rather than alone in a”éeparate room. The test became an acceptéd-part E
. of the activity period, with most children quite eager to particip;;e i
Children were not withdrawn from the classroom partly on the teacher's I
advice that too many of them would be afraid and anxious to leave j

the élasaroom setting with an adult and partly to minimize the adverse
effects of a completely unfamiliar teating situation. It was decided that
despite distraction resulting from the claqproom setting children wdﬁld

likely perform ﬁtter when they felt at ease..

Since the same procedure was used for all the-children tested,

and since the test was used as an indicator of vocabulary rather than
: ; ~

. ) " '

the traditional intelligence quotient, valid comparisons could still

®

11. Each test item required the child to select by pointlng, the une of
four pictures on a page which represented the wotd spoken by the tester.

RC R
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» be made. The length of eagh session ranged from five to twenty minutes,

depending on the humber of items correctly aéwered. All éf the Ttalian \
7 :, =

, . tésts were COmpleted before testing in Engliah bé:an because of gg?

availability of ‘a bilingual tester. ' ' . . Co Eg;

- D
. The-italian version of the 'Peabody was expected to be more ;“

difficult than the correaanding English items for the children -involved,
since most of them had bben\expoaed only to dialect; hewever, to account

e for every different language background represented in the sample would

require an unreasonable number of different tests. Instead,~a standard

v

—_ +

: form was used, cultural bias was uniform, and the very unfair items could °

. / ~ -

be sorted out afterwards through an item analysis. S -
Each Italian child was tested with both Form A and B, one in o

Italian, the other ,in English. Forms were assigned randomly to the children

_ . : .
before testing was started. *

When results were compared. for the General Mercer and the
4 '

eomparison classes, the similarity of performance was aomewha;‘aurpriaing.
. The children at.General Mercer did not score significantly differently from
~the Italian-speaking comparison children on the Italtan veraion (18.53 vs,
- 17.19 respectively),l2 nor on the English version (26.83 and 27.38 respectively).

Furthermore, the English per%ermance of General Mercer students (26.83) did
VY <
not differ from that of all the non-English-speaking background children in

1

- the compariaqn classes (27.25). The only difference emerging was between

the nati@e speakers of English in the'compariaon group and the Generdl Mercer
4

students, the former attaining higher scores, 46.50 on the average.
&

In other words, the General Mercer children at the mid-point of

'

\\ their first year in the program were at the same level of understanding of

.& N

b \

12. See Appendix C for detailled results.

' Q . .
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’ T . _
the Tnglish language as were the children of similar backgrounds in
* i ’ b ) 1

ragular all-English classrooms!- -

-

< . The ditficulties anticlpated with the Italian version of the -

Peabody were confirmed in the results. As a group; the Italian ~hildren
¢ . ) v T

obtained lower ﬂporéé in I'«l:.a than in Englisl., possibly for tho reasons
mentioned earlidr. The fact that Edglish vocabulary was always‘fested after
Italian Qquld'predict some advantage for English scores (Zigief; Abelson &

Seitz, 1973) but does not explain the overall depression -of Italian scores.
Specific 1i§guage baquround inforﬁation, available for all the ,
) . N r‘. - ’
children at General Mercer, was used to separate the students into dialect -

and standard Italian—speaking groups. Statisticadl comparisons of their mean

[Y

Peahody scores (17. l for the qtandard Italian- speaking children, 18.9 for

the dialect -speaking 'pupils), Indicated clearly that the presence of a
a
dialect background did not,hinder perfoggance in any way,. as had been

anticipated. The reasons for the generally low scores must therefore lie
elsewhere. Translation may have increased the difficulty of individual
N items for all students takiﬁg the tésg. A similar effect of translation has

heen documenterl by Macnamara (1966).
o . , N
) ) Ratings of Language Development
~ ( . N -

Further indication of the language development of the children

o

was provided by teachers' ratings collected in the Spring. In all classes.

éjachers rated rheir Ttalfan background pupfls on the five languape question:

vl the Catiforria Preschool Social CompetenciScale and on the language section
. . - -0

: )
v the Teache o' Pating Ouestionaaire (Fell Questionnalre, @ indergarten forms,

.
N

j?, Both questionnaires are shown in Appendix. 5.

Q 23(; =
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For the experimental Zroup, the teache filled in two sets of forms, one
L7 ) ’ R A\ e L
. .. d 4 A
for-English, .the dther for Italisn language devedopment. In the comparison
: . < ‘
. classes, the English sets were completed.: T

Competency and Teachers' Rating Questidnnaire scores werescompared . a

—L. -
. separately because they measure different‘types of skills. The competency
. [ ‘ B °
scoree_ind@cate the ability to” understand th%ﬁlanguage and to use it to

’communicate; The Teachers' Rating'Questionnaire, on the other hand,

measures the sophistication of language use in class with respect to various

aspects of the chiid's environmeut Conceivably a child could perform well - 3

oq one and not on the other.

- : -
o : @

= 1\ The General Mercer group was rated lower by their teacher on the

. T English competency scale@than the comparison children (11.78 and 14.81 were S ;

1 .
q?e mean scores respectively) 4, On tne Teathers Rating Questionnaire their B

— e .
" A scores were not di fferent, 21 05 and 21.38 respectively. The mean scores

assigned to the Genera1 Mercer group on the Italian versions _of the competency

and the rating scales were, 17 33 and 27.60 respectively.. That is, the o

- fl

~

. f ' General Merfer children were rated‘higher in their fanguage ability in
Italian than in English on both measures, mhen comparing their}Italian—scores Bt 3
o -3mith~their own'English scores afd with the»English'scores of the comparison
stndentg.' - o | . ‘;“; o .

. . . . ' 4
Once again, despite the fact the the pupils at Gemeral Mercer

P

» | spent much@of ‘their school time- exposed to the-Italian langnage,'theviare -
_ \ j? - Progressing in English as well. - | ] #
. , \ 9
@ - ° e
= L .

" 14.° See Appendix C.for f%rther details of these results.
y N .‘:. “ . @ v ) .
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Paéent Questionnalre

Parents‘provided the final information during the first year. .
- o 15 . ' : ' K

 The questionnaire =~ they completed pertained to family background information;
the language interaction patterns in their home, including media exposure;

and the degree of contact between paremts and the school. The>questionnaire

was available for the parents in English or Italian so that comprehension

" diFficulties would be minimal. N -

[}

i

Rather than sending the questionnaires to the homes to be completed

and returned, letters in Itelian were sent inviting the parents to attend
| _ . e R
a meeting at the school to answer the questions. In many cases, parents were'

also contacted by telephone to ensure that they could come. For each of:
‘these small group meetings, an.Italian-speaking person was present to assist..

* The format chosen worked out to be almost an interview situation,

~
+

with one person assisting each parent in a group. Since mosf of the parents
.- . [

} M .
were not familiar with the English language-or completing questiomnaires of:

any type, this’degree of guidance ensured that all questions were understood

N *

and answered.‘ From the handful of forms completed without any help, we
. . N

' realized that sending-all the questionnaires home would have been futile.

On the descriptive background information;>the General Mercer and
comparison Eroups dif not differ. °"All of the parents questionned in the

. study were born outside of Canada, mainly in Central and Southern Italy, and .
.: ; » gb" . . N .
A _most arrived in Canada more than five years ago. The children in the study

-

therefore almost exlusively were born\in Canada (Toronto). . At the time of

K

the interview, all the fathers nere employed, mostly in.semi-skilled or

unskilled_occupations; thelmajority of the moptherp stayed at home.

v

15 The questionnaire completed by parents is presented fully in Appendix B .
with detailed results in Appendix C. -
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The question about household ‘members had been included to
determine the sources of language developuent of the children at home.

~ )
The section on language usage provided the type of influence. Since

. \
few individuals reported anyone beyond the nuclear family living with
them, most of fhe influence would come directly from parents and older
' 8iblings. Throughout the forms, the uée of Italian wés predominatély
rep;rrted. It was the first language most of the children learned,
and'werq‘étill spgakingﬁk home. Italian was stilllthe parents"
dominant language, a#d'fh;)oné they used at h&ﬁa. The exgeptions to
'~this patfern wete also qui;e predictable. The’two-thirds of the .

11
children who had older siblings heard more English than Italian from
» 2 -~ D. . lad
these siblings, and the parents judged their children as comprehending -
Italian and English equally well. This latter response may be an over-

~

estimation of the true level of understanding English since most parents
themselve; spoke rela.t:ively littie English. ‘
| ‘The othef major sources of language learning, reading and
television, could also provide imput in both Italién and‘English. Read-
ing in Italian again was more\Fommoh‘than,{n English, but -English
television programs were viewed daily and more frequently than Italian.
Nonetieless, nearly all of the children watched‘at leagst some Italian
television programa. \
In other words, the Itaiian—speaking children who begin school
have reiéﬁi&ély little contact with English except frotl television ard
older siblings. Thé students entering the program at "General Mercer
were not different in this ekpefience from the Itall -speakihg students -

~

in regular programs.

29
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N Differences were found between the General Mercer and comparison

groups on the section déaling with p;rental contacts with the school.

Most parents from General Mercer had talked with the teacher three or _ :
four timeélgince Séptemberg ar the comparison échoo@SQ most_paréntg

had ralked once or twice with their cﬁild'slteacher. Fewer parents

had spoken with the teaching assistant, and almost nbne of the parents

 had ever é&lked to any other person involved'wirh the school. On all
. R Y . —

. L
of these mzasures, the trend was for General Mercer parents to have

had more contacts.. ' ] A C ’
] .
General Mercer parents had visited the school more frequently

for general purposes. Inladdirion, two important specific school

"

,V (gevents, open house and interviews, were less well attendéd by the Italian

parents in the comparison groups than in the General Mercer classes.
Parentg at General Mercer had also helped with claésroom events more

s +, often, an indication that this Board guideline hadvin fact been met.l6
. 7 . - A : H

Interest in aschool did not'vary between the two groups of
" parents. All yere eager to offer their serviceé to the class and most -

had alréady offered. Furthermore, both childrem énd pareﬁts discussed

/\ ‘ school almost every day ang‘indicated that ail of’ﬁhe topics mentioned
on the questionnaire were included in these daily talks. Only the
direct involvement, made easier by way of a common language at Ge;éral
Mercer, had increased in the experim@ntal program, This result 1is
reminiscent of the fihding of second language program; previougly

dqﬁumented (Cordova, '1970). o

4

One parent'’s comment, that she had never talked to‘\her older

daughter's teacher but had spoken with the experimental program

16. Chi-pquare comparisons on visits to school for gemeral mectings, for
open house, for intervicws and for help with classroom events yielded

. statistically significant results in favour S6f CGeneral.lMercer. On talks

(3 30 with teacher, with aide, and with other pecople, though not statistically

C significant, the tendencies woresin the same direction. ,

.
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teacher freqqgntly, probably typified the immigrant ﬁarénts' sltuation.

[

A common language makes communication easier. Many parents, when briqg—

ing their child to or from General'heréer, spent a few minutes each

f

day talking with the teacher.. While these contacts were not even the

' ones referred to in the questionnaire, they are no less important in

establishing healthy relationships between tﬁe community and the school.
. N '~
L

e
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. RESEARCH ACTIVITIES: SENIOR KINDERGARTEN YEAR' } \.

Degcriptive Information: Changes in the Program

. o . i

The program truly has been transi;ional, with the amount of

Eng}ish increasing very rapidly durfgg the first ;ear while the use of the
mother tong&é, Italzad &ecregqu s;eadily.' By thF end of 'the junior kindergarten
year, mést of the program was alfeady in English s¢ -that during the'secénd ‘
year, Italian was only occasi&nally used imééonversations, storles, and songs.

. However, in the second year the teacher still spoke.italian with

some children who feit more at éase using their moéher tongue. The second L
“year fqllowed very naturally from the firSf, both %n languagebuse and ‘in
curricﬁlum. ) |

. 4

The-prggram has been bilingual only to the extent that two languages

14

had been used;’fhé goals involved learning only one language, English and

no efforts were made to develop or extend Italian language proficiency.
Some administrative features of the program as originally planned

'

.
did change with some rather far-reaching implications for future arrangements.

The teacher-and teaching assistant were to remain with Ehe children for the

two-year duration of the program. The teacher however was unable to stay

~ ~ ]

in Toronto bBeyond the first year. Continuity was none-the-less maintained

&3 having the te?ching assistant17 from the first year take over as teacher

for the second year, to be joined by another Italian-sﬁeaking assistant. v

~

For a new teacher the experimental program was very demanding, including

not only the ugsual first year evaluations but also extensive observation

by research personmel, interested educators and radio and television intervievers.

!

17. This person already was a cértified';gaéher, who had spent geveral years i
vorking in primary classrooms but not as a teacher.

39
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at -the same time as favourable

The change of staff may be see

and harmful for any transition'prqgram. o be feaslble a program must not

-students already in the program,"It had been agreed that they wnuld\be‘taken
out ofsthe class 1f the program were'adveraely affected. Informal observations

early in the senior kindergarten yegr indicated that these pupils were adjusting

. well and therefore remained. The individual nature of kindergaften programs
<0

generally made the split class little different from the cléss composed only

- of senior kindergarten children. r-
. ¢
v

. ? Selection of Comparison Groups

]

To continue to examine whether the transition program was having
( .
effects that were different from a regular kindergarten experience, it again
[

was necessary to make comparisons with students in the regular program. For o

’

mostr research activities, the same children involved in the twn comparison

Q schonls the first year were observed and tested. The number of clanéeg and ~ |
. 1 . .

33
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teacﬁers increased accordingly since the children had moved to many different

senior kindergarten classes. In one.school, all students were in multigrad
classrooms. The range of activities available to the senior kindergarten

children was still substantially similar to those in the experimental program,

¥
3

‘For some of the research activities, a second’ comparison group
was introduced, the senior kindergarten pupils who had been at General Mercer
the previous year wheli the children in the transition program were‘in Junior .

kindergarten. Children in this group came from the same neighbourhood and -

-

in many cases, from the same famllies as the trénaition program students.
Another advantage was their availability; they could be tested during the

first year before it was known whether the first year™s comparison group could
: ]
be involved for a second year.

»

The comparison group included for each measure is always specified. -

Classroom Observation .

b - Observations comprised a smaller portion of the second year's

activities than the first. The observation schedule developed in the

first year was condensed to permit use in the/wider variety of classrooms

involved in the second year and to include categories most relevant to the

program.
(5
For each child, a record was kept of the activity engaged in, the
e .
type of peer contact, both verbal and play interactions and contacts with

{
adults. Each child from the first year's comparison gro&p and from\tﬁ7

experimental group was observed for two five minute periods on two different . ’ -
s

daya.18 Generally, the children were observed after they had settled down

at a specific task so that edch category could be clearly described.'

18. Only in cases of absence was this rule broken. If the child was absent
on the second day, only one time period was included, if absent on the

first day, two five minute periods, as widely separated in time as
possible, were observed ga- the same day.

-
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All observations were made by one observer during December and January.

The order in which children were observed was tandomly’determined heforpﬁand.
In coding the obaervations,laéiivitiés were designated as individ-

ual or group.19 The former included any acFivity Qgich would more obviously

be performed by a single person (e.g., crafts, reading, puzzles, etc.)

whereas the latter would be more likely to have two or more children partici-

pating (e.g., construction with large blocks, house and sand play)..

Peer interaétions,‘although independent of the activities inntheory,
did relate somewhat to themj’ Parallel play would be the natural situation
during individual activities whereas c00peragive blay would be expected more
bften in group activities. Crossovers, cooperative play during individual
and parallel during group activities, were dbéerved, although too infrequently
for separate analysis. - |

The results of the classroom observation, presented in Table 1,
revealed that most of the children were occupied with individual actiyities
while being observed; parallel play was the more frequent occurrence, while
the children talked quietly with each other. To get more details about
language usage dufing these conversations woﬁld have réquired a proximity
that would have interfered with the activities, since the observer was quite
well known to the children and was frequently drawn into converstaions.
Only.a third of the pupils had Bo contacts with any adult in the five minute
periods. |

| The analyaiazo Tevealed no differences between the experimental

o

and the comparison classes on any of thesé”&;asurea. The experimental

19. This same distinction was made in the first year's observation
schedule. )

20. One of the twd observations was selected randomly for the comparative
analysis of the two groups. Preliminary tests performed on the data
had shown that the first set of observatlons was not significantly
different from the second set on any of the categories.

30
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progéam children were not more or less likely to work in’ groups, to engage
N
in conversationa with peers, to interact cooperatively or to approach an

adult. As in ‘the first year, the transition program had,not negatively

s

influenced classroom interactions and behaviour. The patterns observed

\

¢

were quite typical of this age group.

! : TABLE 1 s

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION
(Results in Percentages)*

General Mercer * Comparison Group
(N=32) (N=30)
A) Type of Activity ’
Individual , . 71.9 ‘ , 66.7
Group . 28.1 33.3
B) Talking Yo Peers During Activity
Yes ’ 87.5 , 86.7
No ° 12.5 13.3
C) Type of Peer Contact
) During Activity
Parallel Play 65.6 70.0
Cooperative Play 31.3 ,// 26.7
Plays Alone - 3.1 3.3
(-3
D) Number of Adult Contacts . T
0 37.5 33.3
"
1 , 25.0 0 40.0
. 2 12.5 13.3
3 or more®* 25.0 13.3

* x2 statistic was applied to the raw frequencies. None of the differences
,8hown above reached significance at the .05 level. )

*%* Includes the situation of continuous contact, an adult being with the
group or individual throughout the activity.

~
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- Language Comprehension: Péabqu Picture Vocabulary Test
! $
To continue the assgssment of the pupils' language development,
L ‘
the Péabody Picture Vocabulary Test was reaiyinistered in English approximately
LM -

halfway through the school year. The first year's comparison children from

. >
non-English-gpeaking backgrognda were also retested.

- All tests were completed outside of the classroom, éomegimes in
the hallwa&, where diatractiona,would be at le;st somewhat réduced. Children
were) never taken faf from the classroom and seemed generally at easg while
being tested. Most remembered the test from the previous year were
eager to repeht it. g | -ﬁ——T’EBd

Vocabulary comprehension mean scores, 45.53 (SD = 10.0, N = 30)

for~General Mercer children and 46.56 (SD = 8.7, N = 25) for the comparison
group,| were hot signficantly different. Once again although the Ceneral
Mercev children were initially instructed in their ;ﬂther tengue, their Engiiah
comptehension was developing at the same rate as that of similar chilQren

in the regulaf program.

The gains made.by the General Mercer children over the junior

kindergarten scores were notable; the mean gain was 18.721 points. This
indicates that these children are rapidly closing the gap between themselves
and their peers with English-speaking.backgrounds, Further‘teating of gix
English~-speaking students from the same comparison schools reinforced this
notion. Their perférmance, a mean'acore 49.67 (SD = 4.9) was not aignifi-
cantly different from that of the General Mercer group.

During the first year, an Italian Yranslation of the Peabo?y was

also ubed. Initially, the intention was to improve this translation and

21. The changes in scores since the first year ranged from -3 to +63,
SD = 12.9, N = 27, ' ‘

32 '
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readminister it during the second year to see'whether coﬁprehension of
Italian had underg?ne any change in the course of the’program.(SHowever,
beﬁause testing is terminated when the criterion number of successive errors
is made and because the scores were generally very low, there was insuffi-
cient data én which to base a thoro;gﬁ analysis of most test items. A
suitable alternative was not found and Ita}ian comprehension was not investi-
gated. Furtherﬁore, the use of Italian in the classroom decreased substantially
in the second year. Therefore it was not appropriate to investigate language
development in Italian as a function of the program.

The complement of comprehenaion 1s production; how well do the
children speak in English and Italian? This area is beiné investigated By

three university students who oPtained a grant to a{udy the language develop-
t

ment of Italian-speaking children. Their report will be available later,

either as an independent document or as a supplement to this paper.

Measurement of Self Concept

L

One of the advantages documented earlier for atudggts 1n programs
using the mother tongue h;a been higher self concept. The fact that more
studenté contributed during tlassroom discussions in the t;anaitiOn pgogram's

o
first year was tg%en as further evidence of adjustment to school and higher
self concept. It was decided therefore to test the students égain'toward
the ené of the program with an instrument designed to measure self concept,
R Test selection proved <ot to be aﬂsim%lé matter. Many tests
required individual administration and were very time consuming. Many tested
dimensions of self concept that were thought t5 be irrelevant to the transi-

.

tion program. The instrument finally selected was one which had been used
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wifﬁ priﬁary children iﬁ Nortleork.22 It is a group test with happy neutral
anq sad faces to be marked in response to cﬁéq$y queationavrelated.to school.
Tt also contains four unscored questions which are included to increase the
‘number the number of negatively Qorded items. For the purposes of this

study six statements were added to determine how the children felt about

-

‘their families.

.
)

;% These two dimensioqs, school and family, were felt to be the ones
! <
4

. Xost likely to be influencedey the transition program. The age of the
hildren restricted the scope of the concepts which could be examined and
f raised questions conceirning the validity of the available instruments. Many

ot the previous studies had involved older children sgy/gaom a much wider
a4 .
: range of festing materials 18 available and appropriate. -

g . All self concept testing was carriedo t in the school library with
small groups of four to seven students. The senior kindergarten studénts
from the previous year in General Mercer were tested a year earlier as the'
comparﬂsan group. All of these students were from non-English-speaking
backgrounds. Some of these were aiblinga of children in the experimqptal
program.

For the comparison éhildren, the teacher ori%eaching aaaiaFant
}oined the group to help sdperviae and to help the children feel comfortable
with the tester who was unknown to them. The experimental chil&ren Qere

, ) <

- taken out in slightly smaller groups with the tester alone, since they werc

quite well acquainted with the tester by this time. (The teaching assistant

was absent on the days of testing.) Differences in the children's reactions

during the two types of testing situations were not apparent. Both groups

. 22, The instrument was modified in North York from the primary self concept
inventory developed by the Instructional Objective Exchange, UCLA Center
for the Study of Evaluation. The instrument used in the present study
1s presented in Appendix D.
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seemed to enjoy the test and many children asked later if they could do it
: —

again. The situations then were conducive to a valid set of responses.

During the testing periods however, it was obvious that some
‘e L\

questions were not understood by most children. The task was fairlv diffi-
q : " °
cult because the questions required the child to abstract'considerably

(e.g., how would you feel if...). In addition, the child had to match this

-

feeling with the representative face, also an unfamilidr task.
For these feasons together with the fact that six new items had
been added, it was felt neceaaarf“to do an item analysis on the test. Any

item which did not correlate with the total score was eliminated from the

score. TFive items were removed by this method and total scores. therefore

were given for the remaining twenty-one questions.
In scoring, two points were assigned 1f the face marked indicated
 a positive feeling about school or familv; Qne point was given if the neutral
face was marked and no pointg if the marked face indicated a negative feeling.
Higher scores then showed more positive feelings about schonl and famil}.
However, because most, 18 out<3f 21, of the questions scored were.positively

worded, the tendency to pick the happv face regérdlesa of the content and

" thereby produce a high score is“confounded with the measurement of self co%}ept.
Both sets of gcores, for the experimental and the romparison “ ..
groups, were quite nfgh, 34.2 (SD = 5.75, N = 30) and 32.6 (SD = 6.5, N = 45)

respectively. These'méans are not significantly different althbugh the trend . .

) 2
was for the transitton prngram students to have higher self concepts.

| 23. Since June 1974, the Se#lf Concept Inventory 1as been revised: only rhe
happv and sad faces were left as alternative responses and s;om~ of the
items were reworded and simplified. These revisfons were made too late
N to be incorporated into the study. o

24, L =1.,5, p .05. ‘However, on the ‘entire 26-item test, a signiticant
difference was found in favour of transition program students.
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\*  Comsidering the difficulties encountered with the test, the more

conservative interpretation of the scores wolld be that 1f any differenceg

A Id

' in self codcept exist, this test failed tgq bring them out. v ‘5

- .
¢ ' : ' - -
i Academic Performance ] '

<

) : One concern ekpfessed about'th¢ transition program has been
i 4 . . .
{xihat studentq/notbfall behind academdically because of initial instruction

-

a . Y2 -
. (\ in their mother tongue. ngimethods of assessing.academic performance were
consildered, standardized achievement or readiness tests and teacher reports.
The former were considered to be inappropriate despygg'theif quantitative

' approach because of thelr cultural bias and the possible'frustrétion for

.

the young child presented with an unfamiliar and independent task of fixed

tfme duration. In addition, Kermoian (1962) reports that teachers can

provide as accurate an evaluation of readiness for first grade work as

v

can the Metropolitan Readiness Test. Length of teaching experience was not
related to the ability to prediet. . ' \\\\ ~

These factors, taken together with the added simplicif} of collecting
“

teacher reports,.led to the decision not to use standardized tests. Instead,

!

the end of year report cards were analyzed. These reports are the ones sent

R S
to parents as a record of the child's progress for the year and may in some

- v

cases be the only feeback received by parents.
. . With fegard to content, many of éhe areas covered in the teacher

reports were contalned in readimess tests‘(e.g., number concepts, fine motor ‘@

. N
skilks), but different skills not usually assessed by readiness tests wereé

also mentioned frequently (a'~::‘social intefaction skills and attention >

\

" span).. ¢

?

Sinée the reports are narrative, every teacher does not mention

exactly the same areas of develqgﬁent and different skills may be menﬁ}oned

-ERIC o 41 7
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from one child to the next by the same teacher. Thus, two children of

similar ability could get different reports from the same teacher and the
same child - could receive different reports from different teachers. -

T ' Even so, the consistencies among reports were great endugh that
.
" comparisons could be made. A list of areas specifically mentioned was . o

drawn up and for each child, a check was made of whether the area was

mentioned by the teacher and whether the statement indieated satisfactory | -
;gogress. For each child, the number'of-positive eomments could be determined,
and averages for the groups could_be prepared. ' ' ' %
Thé experimental grodp was compared with a group of non-English- o
'speaking background senior_kindergarten students from the previoos year in
General Mercer. All reports for the comparison group were compieted by one
teacher, so that only two reporting styles were involved ih the comparison* 4
‘ Og the whole, the reports for the transition group were more
positively wotded; the& contained significantly more- positive statements -
than did those of the comparison group; 5.2 (SD = 1.5, N = 30) vs. 3.5 (8p,= 1.6,.
= 19) were the respective means.25 Thus, the reports given to the parents

of the experimental group children were more favourable. It is possible

that the transition group was not actually achieving at a higher level but

3

that the differences represent differences in teacher styles of reporting.-
But it can be stated quite certainly that the experimental childrgh are not

..

suffering academically.

Semantic-Phonetic Preference : .

. In the past, most evaluations of programs invoiving two languages
!

have taken the approach of measuring acadepic achievement, concentrating )
» = -3
on showing that students in these programs do not lag behind.  Attitudes

- 'Q“25, t =.3.76, pL.01." . |
e a e S
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and self coﬁcept measures may be among the few exceptions to this academic

~

oriéntation; the tﬁought behind many evaluations of experimental 1anguage ;
programs seems to be cémpensatioﬁ rather é%an supplemenf, or advanfage.
| Thié'view is hardly surprising in view of the controversy )

around bilingualism. Only receﬁtly has it been more freely acknowledged
that bilingualism may be an adv;ntage_to the child, if properly-dgveloped.
It is important in pfoviding alternatives to ens;re that t?ey do not work
. against the child in any way. No disadvantages and some advantagOS would

bg even better. Bﬁt the program's advantages are often difficult to.;ssess; ~

. traditional measurlng techniques have not been designed for these purposes.

Some investigators, have taken a positive point of view, looking

’ ﬁ: . , .
for advantages of bilingualism per se. Ianco-Worrall is one of these (1972) ° =&
' ¢ -
P 4]
in the area of cognitive development.. Studies in the affective area are %

somewhat more numerous (e.g;, Lambert & Tuckér, 1972; Gardner, 1968).' \\
Ianco-Worrall found that young bilingual children in South Africa were
more oriented tpward wofd meaning than were monolingu;1 children who paid
moré attention to sound. Older children whether monolingual or bilingual
made word choices more often according to meaning.
The demantic-phonetic preference test used in the present study . n>“
' ﬁas developed aldﬁg‘the 1ines described by Ianco-Worrall. Because of the
.differences‘between‘South Africans aﬁd Canadians in word usage, the items

5 tested by Ianco-Worrall could not be used without pilot testing and modifi-

~

cation. ! The procedyres for test development and pilot testing are described

4

in detail in Appendix E. -

The semantic-phonetic preference test (Table 2) contains sixteen

<
triads each composed of: one stimulus word, one word which {s related

. phonetically to'the stimulus word and one word which is related in )

4 i o

1 . o :
meaning. Each triad is presented orally in the form of a question with

[;BJ};‘ : - : éié&:
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two choices.

basis of shared meaning or shared acoustic properties. ‘ .

) . ’ " TABLE 2 ‘

' SEMANTIC-PHONETIC PREFERENCE-TEST_

No. on Carde . Seimulus . Semantic :  Phonetic
» . . ’ -
-1 arm . o + hand. T ) art
2 ~ bag - - purse o bat ‘
3 " bed : crib R . bell
4 boot - shoe book
5 . ; cat dog ; can
6 chick hen N " chin
7 clock y watch * - cloud
8 ‘ foot - _ ' leg food
9 game ‘ play : gate
10 knife “spoon . night
11 mask face ! mateh
12 math ’ count mask
13 mouth tongue N mouse ,
14 plate : dish plane
15 shop s;ore shot VI
16 tire‘ . wheel time -

For this test, a comparison was made between a group of bilingual
on_ 3

k]

(ol
/*\and’monolingual children from General Mercer and the two comparison schools
‘a—’//
' " Although bilingualism was mot formally assessed, it was known for certain that

m

+ the "bilingual" children had extensive exposure to both Italian and English
» from home and school respectively; the monolingual children had only the
English language in their background. The Italian language exposure had

been ascertained from parent questionnaires completed the prewious year.

‘. P X . ‘

- ‘ ‘3 4 < ) ‘ J
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*Monolingual children were identified by the clasaloom teachers. If there
was any doubt about the presence of another.langugge or dialect, the child

was not inc%gded. Thus the homogenéity gf the monolingual group was
° . - \ N
ascertained while the bilingual group reflected a variety of linguistic

2 .

abilities. | N
e . : , .

The testing situation was made more relaxing and .entertaining
for the mhild}en by ailowing them to use pupﬁéta while giving their verb%;
answers. Tﬁe taak,itsélf, of matching.paira of words pré;ented orally was
qﬁite monotdnous; the puppets prov}ded the dimension neede& to sustain the
attention of the childrén. B “ .

If more than half of the items chosen were phonetically related
to fhe stimulug, the child could bé degpribed as having a phonetic prefereﬁce;'
if more than half were aemantigally.related, fhe-prefefenée was aemantic;26 |
The dividing line is réther'narrow since on}i one different answer %ould
place the child in a different preference/groupﬂ This is especially important
for the seven children who selected an equal nuﬁ;ér of semantic and phonetic
relationships and were eliminated from the énalyaia! and for the nineteen
who chose only one more than half of either type and remained'in.

\ By this criterion, the Bilinéual atudentavwere more likely to

. . 3 .
' }bave‘aemantic_preferenceaAthan were the monolinguals, consistent with the

results reported by Ianco-Worrall. These results are shown in Table 3.

26. Ianco-Worrall's division was' more stringent; at least two~thirds of the
responses had to be of the same kind before a child was placed in the
same semantic or phonetic category. By this method she eliminated
children with position biases by placing them in a no-preference group.
In the p;ﬁgent study a t-test was applied to the mean number of semantic

. _ choices e by the bilingual and monolingual children. These means
; 8.13 and 6.58, were just short of being significantly different
(t = 1.533, .05/pc.10) - )

°f




b = 40 - . .
\ , .
R ; * © TABLE 3
) . . ,
SEMANTIC~PHONETIC PREFERENCE TEST RESULTS ' .
P - i T . LY
Child's No. of Semantic No. of Monolingual No. of Bilingual
Preferencc * Choilces Children - Children
. t .4 .
] Phonetic 0-5 - 17 - . . 8
N 6-7 9 .
No Preference%* 8 . 3 - 4
Semantic 9=10 | 2 o 9
11-16 9, 11
'e

x? = 5.51, pl,0l.
N a
* Not included in analysis. - , ) \

[y
I [ >

To provide strong support for the hypothesis that bilingual ‘

[y

children are advanced cognitivoly, a more/%laboraté‘experimental design
is necessary but was not ansible under the present circumstances. An

adequate aaaeaame%t of bilingual and monolingual skills would be required,
§
combined with bilingual and monolingual language experiences at school

or at home. The monolingual control group ahould be drawn from both/{;nguage J

groups and the preferencea tested in both languagea The only. languages

-

which could even approximate these conditions in Canada might be French and

English. Ianco-Worrall's gample in South Africa did meet these conditions.

’

Some other differences should be taken into account when comparing
the results with Ianco-Worrall's. Her, young subjects rangedbfrom fonr to
six years of age. Their two languages were used equally by the bilingual

children in a variety of situations and\ were both recognized as official .

L

languages of the country. Such is not the caae even iy the experimental
L (,\
program, from which most of the bilingual subjectg were "drawn. ) .

46 | . —
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so that the child's use of the two languages would genégélly be separated.

In a bilingual home or school setting switching back and forth between two
y .

languages would be more frequent. In addition the age range was from 5.5

to 6.5 years placing many of Fhese children closer to Tanco-Worrall's older

group.

YaX
~I
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SUMMARY
PR

Students in the transition program at General Mercer Public School
have had an untraditional but linguistically natural introduction to school,

for they could use their mother tongue to communicate in class. Because
'

_of the manner in which the program was gonceivednand inatitutéd; a describtion>‘
o€ the program and its participants as well as comparisons on a varier of
meaSures'with students iﬁ_regular kindergarten classes have been provided.

How did the transition occur? The teachers and students in the

transition prograﬁ.Were from the same cultural and l;;guage baékg;ound. That fact
by»itaelf is not really too surprising. vThia program was unique because
\tﬁey were allowed to Egg_theae common experiences in .the clasarooé. AIT
cf the children could be iﬁvdlveq in learning and ﬁnderatandihg without
delay even théugh they did not speak English.
This choice of language was spontaneous. Italian, dialect and
English wouquall be used within a very short time span. Initially Italian

was used most of the time in class discussions, stories and aongs.b Even
. : . < 2 ‘
within these periods, English would be heard from some of the children and

e

then from the teacher in response.

Thgpughout the program, as more children began to acquire sdme
English vocabulary, the use of English gradually increased as Italian decreased

inrpréﬁar%tion for a regular clasbroom after two years where only English

4
&

would be used.

Except for language usage, the transition brogram was basically
like ahy other kindergarten program in the concepts ﬁ&gt were introduced

‘and in the range of activities offered to the children. One exception to

-

this was the availability of Italian records and books in addition to

English records and books. A

Unlike the junior kindergarten year, upon yalking into the class-

48 : : 4

rooms of the experimental progrkm during its semdor kindergarten year, one
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would not casily suspect that thisc progpam was different from any other.

4,

i English was used most of the tggfi witﬁkonly a few children still feeling

‘more at ease with Italian. Most-Stories and songs were in English, only

]
. . «

a few wefle in Italian.
In other words, the program had indeed been.tranaiﬁiénal. As

soon as‘suf§4Eient compefence was attained in English, the Italian language
. : was phased out and was used only occasionally in the classroom. The transition
was ﬁade quickly apd quietly. .

Has the gransitien program met the goals establish for 1it?
1) The transition program was to help t#e ethnic child learn to read”’and
write }n Engligh. Success in attaining this goai cannot be assessgsed )

because reading and writiﬁg have not yet been intIOduced-ZQ' A longer

follow\ up would be required to assess atudenfq' progress in these areas. N

bJ
Jne should also consider how much influence a temporary program could

y
-

. ' reasonébly be expected to'have in the loﬂg run.

2) The transition pqgg;am was to enaureﬂthat there would be no delay in’ 9
introducing the concepts of’thé regular program. The transition
program was agcceaaful in gsatisfying this goal and it can safely be
concluded that fhe introduction of.concepts was not delayed. First, the
end of.year reports by the teachers indicated that the children had

. made aatfafactofy progress in the subject matter expected of kindergarten

children. Second, the students in the transition program did not differ

H 3 )
from the students in the comparison classes on the measures of language .

comprehension in both years. These results indicate that despite the
. a

L4 )

fact that students at General Mercer were exposed to the Italian language

23, Generally reading and writing is not introduced until @rade one.
Initially it was proposed that the transition program continue for at gﬂf}
least three years and introduce Yeading in.the mother tongue. This
original proposal was not accepted; sece the background section of this
report for details leading.to the modified proposal and the resulting

[ERJ!:‘ R twvo-year kindergarten program.
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for much of the.time in the firpt year of gchool, they_gere learning -~ o~
the English 1ang;age at a rate equal to that of children in regular
programs,

3) The tranaitfon program was EB make the adjustment to school easier for
the Italian-speaking children. Again, the‘regplf seems to be positive.
Adjustment generally occurs inbthg first few weeks or months of achool,
It was Quring thig time that the experimental program children were .. _ ,

obgserved to participate more in class discussions ?ﬁan children in regular

programs, indicating that thgﬁ did feel more at ease, This finding is

.

especially significant in ligbt of the fact that the kindergarten
curyicuium in Toronto devotes a great deal of attention to the importance

of speech in group situations. -

The behaviour of children in the transition program was not diffefgnt .
from that of students in regglhr programs. Thus,, the transition‘;rogram
had ngt negatively influenced classroom interactibns typic;l of this

age group. | )
Self‘foncept might be another ;ndiéatorfbf a-difference in adjustment

aﬁ a later stage of the program. While ;he participation in class

o ,

discussions early in the program may be viewed as an indicator of self
b concept it was ‘decided to test 'students tcwa;d the end GF the program )
: ‘ ﬁﬂﬁith an instrument deaigngd to measure self concept. However all the
Q‘e:ixildren tested had relatively high self concept s¢ores and the experimental
group did not answer the test items differently from the comparison group {

children. The difficulties mentioned previously with this instrument for

young children should be kept in mind. ' C o wy e

5 4) - The final goal was to help the parents become more invblved with their
children's education. Again, the first year's results have helped to -

’ decide whether this objective has been attained. While parents from the

-

ERIC 50.
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comparison group expressed as great an interest in their children's educa-

’

. tion, the General Mercer parents attended more official school functions

-

and talked regularly with the teacher on an informal basis. These results

illustrateJ that parental involvement can be affected by a transition

program. Infofmal ta}ks continued during the second year with a new

teacher 'in charge of the transition program indicating that the common

language rather than the teagher gpecifically was responsible. )
. - i

Taken as whole, the results have been supportive of the philosdbhy of a

transition program.

What has the transition program meant for the children and their

I .
parents? The children h%ve not suffered either academically or in English

language comprehension. Their self-images are not infer}or and, keeping
the first year's pesults in mind, may even be healthier. Their cYassroom
- ¢ .
behaviour is typical of that shown by other kindergarten children. The )

clas? was fun to be with.

v

The most important effects may have been those of the first few
months when the children were not suddenly faced with a novel environment a

combined with an unfamiliar language. Their cultural and linguistic back~-

1

grounds were acknowledged and azcepted in)the classroom. Within the constraints

of a transition program, they were free to use the language of their choice

and to express their culture. The greatest impact of this difference should

have been felt at the beginning of the program. . N
For the parents, the experience has beéen different. The fact that

they shared the teacher's language made an important difference and can serve '
. N 7 '
as a helpful strategy for getting parents more involved with the school as &

. S

whole. !

One of the recommendations given by the Toronto Board's Multicultural
. ;

Work Group 1is to give more recognition to languages other than English in the

public school system, Can anything but fullz’bilingual‘programs reflly

51
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convey the message to a child, "Your language 1s okay"? The teacher's own
attitude to both languagés-and cultures must be very positive and this person
. £3.

must feel equally comfortable and competent in his role in both forlds. At’

© ’ .
best, 1t is difficult for someone who has experienzbd‘the monolingual and

monobultural“school svstem to achieve this. "

-

. Perh;ps a tr?nsitionvprogram, by definition, carries the same message a
as a regular English immersion technique -- eventually you must geL by without -
your mother.tongué. As the program continued the pressure to use Engf?%h
probably in;reased. Gradually the children used less and less Italian as wasf

" required gy the program, but without the direct pressure of a teacher who
did not underétand them. Ihe children seemed aware that English was thé N
language of the school. The feeling that this was in fact the message receivedk
by the students became stronger as the progrﬁm continued. ‘When they were |
asked by another research team to tell a story in Italian, in response to some

’

, pictures, they reacted as if the request were quite foreign. They wefe rarely ,
ggkgg to exﬁreaa themselves 1in Italfin, except by news media peraonn;l.

Many atudents\bere obviously surprised and uncomfortable with this request.

. Some refused, awréagtion not given to the similar demand for a story in
nglish. ;F was as 1f they sensed that the Italian language had no place

in the school.

What were the administrative considerations and problems? The
two-year experienéz has demonstrated that a transition program is adﬁinistra-
tively feasible in Toronto. The context in which the program was implemented
is very important:

- a school and community willing to support a transition program was identified
and meetings with interested parents were held prior to the start of the
program

- the program'waa designed for {oupg‘children who were beginning scho;l

| .

’ - Italian children accounted for a significant part of the school's population

02
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- two teachers qualified to conduct the program were available within the

* school system

- this type of program was deemed legally feasible and thereby appged by
[ R

the Ministry of Education . ‘

&

Different considerations and procedures would be required for»
different programs. For example, a program whichAwould introduce reading
and writi in the mother tongue would require a‘change in the Schools .
Administration Act. It should k= noted that the Provinces of Manitoba and
Alberta have made legislative changes’allowiﬁg for instruction in lamnguages
other than Enéiish and French. Second, a transition or bilingual program
for older children might demand further teacher qualifications perhaps
bilingual ‘teacher training, and the availability of curricular materials
would héve to be c?nsiéered. To implement a t?anaition program in a achool‘

which hosts several ‘different non-English speaking language groups simultan-

>

- 2]
eously would necessitate further administrative” considerations; the concept

of a program for a "family of, schools" could be explo}ed and probably more
reliance on community involvement would be required. Finally, 90% of the
children in the program at Gemeral Mercer'wgre borm in .Canada; a program .
for a group of new arrivals to Canada might” have to be mddified to meet their
different needs, »

o Generalizations must be made cautiously, and every new program

organized with its target group and its objectives carefully considered.
The transition program at General Mercer has also experienced -
. >4
some admihistfdtive difficulties, with both the teacher change and the student

withdrawals. The change of staff appeared to be smooth and the fact that

two teachers were found within the Board jig encouraging. AltogetherLabout
25% of rhe students trahsferred to other dgchools, th; same as the p}oporﬁ}on
- who left the comparison classes. .

The transferavfrom‘the experimental érog;am must be considered

03
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seriounly, cspecially those who did mot move outsige the school district

boundaries. It is important to know whether these withdrawals indicate a /

a

lack of satisfaction or merely a different set of priorities? Can the school
. .

board initiate these programs without parentdl commitment? fﬂearly the
s

angwers will not come through speculation, but must be sought from the
.. LI 4
parents themselves. Openly there have been no signs of discontent.
An experimental program of any kind often creatés more questions

thaf it answers. The transition program at General Mercer is no exception.
"The research community is unde¥ considerable pressure L
from decision makers, eapecialiy legislators, to provide
instant answers in areas of investigation that Just don't
lend themselves to instant answers. Most research takes
time. Giving in to these pressures will likely produce
cursory research and simplistic recommendations.

The other extreme is the investigation that goes on for
many years and finally produces a report that suggests
mQre research 1is needed."

"(Bell, 1975, p. 12)

,

»

Some of the benefits or drawbacks of the pfogram-may not emergé

’

gntil later in tK@ children's school career. For example, the effects of

isolating one language group‘in the classroom for two years cannot vet be
assessed. Whether or not the program has helped to alleviate some of the

academtc difficulties or reducé the number of pupils dropping out of school
A .
also cannot be determined until mu%p later.

.

v However, this research study haa‘already shown us that the transition

mGdel does work for kindergarten students; it can sucéesafuliy introduce

4 .
the culturally different child and his parents to our educational system.

General Mercer is already repeating the program with a new group of students.

7
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ACTION PROFILE 0. %

HORK GROUP: INNER CITY SCHOOLS

PROJECT TITLE "4 TRANSITION PROGRAMME FOR YOUNG CHILDRZM"
(LXP’WI {EMTAL PFOJECT)

' RATIONAtE: Children from ethnic communities.experience 7eaz%L1g I
: . difficulties in school settings.  They lag behind in .
achievement mainly because their oral command of “n7Lisn .o

is not as far deve10p°d as that of a child who ¢omes to schocl frem
an English speaking environmsnt. Nevertheless9 these children have

, linguistic and cultural experiences which, if properly utilized csn
work 'to the c¢hild's advantage and hence facilitate the introduction
of - the hnglish language. The basic principle inherent in this »
approach is that tne school begins. from WHERE THE CHILD IS ana wirh
what the child has learned prior to fovmal schoolingz.

_ @BTECTIVE{S} The nrimaﬁJ objective of the special programme is 'to . '
help the ethnlc child learn to read and write in Enallah : *
to the best of his ability. N .

PROPCSmD METHOD- It is suggested that children be selected for ihe
special programme on- the basis of similar noq—Lnellsh
cultural and linguistic background. The tezcher

should be fluent in both English and the child's mother tongue. It is

suggested the teacher remain with this group of children’ for more than
one year to allow for %exrbility and continuity in the programme It

is anticipated that the ¢hildfs mother tongue would be dominant in the

. fimst year with English being added slowly at first as it arises ovt of
- the children's experiences. The child would be imtroduced to rescing and
writing in his mother tongue while at the same time bral lLanguage
development in English would be accelerated in an stmospherz that is
relatively secure from the point of view of the ehild.

s+ Curriculuam content sych as Social Studies, Science, Methenaklcs, ’
eté. would remain the same as with those children speaking English. There
will be a time when all oral communication is in BEmglish and the children.
would have grasped the ‘principles. of reading and WW1tinv in their mother
tongue. At that time reading and writing in English will be introduced ~ .
and snortly after the complete programme will be inm Bnglish onlys It is
anticipated that the pace of learning to read and wedte Emglish will be
considerably accelerated due to the fact that the puplls have grasped
the principles of readirig and writing in the mother tengue, until the
students will be fuﬁctioning bettera or at least as mell a59 their Englisn .
Speaking age-mates.

.. : LR ]
PR trael o 59 R S RN 9%
.

. e . - 4
B L

Pebruary 19,1973 . - - "% Zeuy Grande
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REPORT OF THE EDUCATING NEW CANADIANS COMMIT{TEE

Section C - A Foreign Lagguage as a _ »
Transitional Language of Instruction ; T,

april 26, 1973

.I. Mr. Grande's Proposal

-

Mry -Grande's proposal, "ADTransition Programme for Young Children" .
' arose from a concern that 'children from ethnic communities experience

1earning diﬁfiéulties in school Eettings. They lag behind in'ach@eve-

. g ; _
- ment mainly because their oral coumand of English is not as far developed ds

/// that of a child who comes from an English-speaking environment'". Undez

S

"Proposed Method" the procedure is outlined. Lengthy discussions were held

around a similar proposal in late 1971 at meeﬁipgs of gpe Educating New Canadians

Commi ttee. ' o . :
R ) LY

\

- Section 21, subsection (e) of.the Schools Administration Act, under the

-

duties of teachers, states: N

’

t"(e) in instruction and in all communicatidns Withwthe pupils-in .,
regard to discipline and the management of ,the school,

(1) to use the English language, except where it is
impractical to do so by reason of the pupil not o
understanding English, and except in respect of
instruction in a launguage other than English when
such other language is being taught as one of the
subjects in the course of study, or .
0 ’ | ' »
, (i1). to use the Frenc;\language in schools or classes
) . in which French is the language of instruction.
except where it is impractical to do so by reason
: of the pupil not understanding French, &pd except ..
- . in respect of instruction in a language other
' than French when such other language is being taught
as one of the subjects in the course of study;"

The crucial question in Mr. Grande's proposal is that stated in the
sentence: "The child would be introduced to reading and writing in his mother

tongue while at thelaame time oral language development in English would be

.
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/ ,
accelerated in on atmosphera that Lo rolativdly cecurc from the point of view of

D

the chiid”.
a

It is the opinion of the officials that the proposal, because the children

would not. learn to read and write in English until after they had learmed to

read and Eriie in their mother tongue, would not be 1# accordance with the Schools

AMrinistration Act. This was confirmed in a letter from the Minister of Education

in October, 1972 and re-affirmed recently by the Miniotry offtcialo.

| Still, Mr. Grande's proposal, with modification, could have much merit
if a principal, staff, and parents were willing to implement it. This modifica-

tion may pake it legally feasible and practical while prEservihg‘most of ies

-

. fcatures.” The following tabLg\clarifies the modification.

A

Mr. Grande's Proposal Modifichtion

—n

' ! Common Elements

= bilingual teacher (remain with children for 2 ytars)
- bilingual lay assistant (remain with children for 2 years)
- children of similar linguistic and cultural background
= 1involvement of ethnic community
- oral instruction in mother tongue
- research component
- regular pupil-teacher ratio in Junior Kindergarten,
- lower in Senior Kindergarten
. ‘ - developmental program
/% - ethnic books, £ilms, etc. + minimal budget _increase

- o -
Point- of Différence

= learn to read ard writ® in mother = learn to read and write
tongue in Englich

>

-

If Mr. Grande would'accept such a modification of his proposal,
8 o

and 1if a principal and otaff volunteer to uadertcke the gcheme, and 1f forxrmal

approval were received from the Miniotry, thio Board might well benefit

: ’
from o pilot based om thic proposal. It would¢ be importont, of

.
L




—

~.55 = v | .

*

cource, that the pareats involved thoroughly understood and approved th@méx-
perirent, There are éomé opefational coﬁcezns wi;h.mu;h an experimeAt;; In
'éézious discuasions come staff members have been worried about segregating one
ethnic group. They feel that the igolaéioh of aﬁy group 1o dangeroué. They
are also concerned about the poéaible diolocation of.valuéble otaff membero €o
accorzodate the pzogram.n Othoro £ccl that tﬁe children msed am Eaglich

progran as early ac possible. !

-

Ocher concerns are more specific. ;The¢pupil-teacher ratio may prove .to
beaiqflexibfe from grade to érade.; There has been 'little or no discussion with
B
pare&és‘to this date. Any evaluation by research will take at least three or
poesibly five years. The Bo;rd“s ability‘to expand the progéam to .other ethnic
" groups may be restricted, and thug the Board would appear to be favoyring one
group over, another. Pupils who begin in such a program ﬁighé be in difficulty
if they moved.‘jﬁ survey complgted at Emi;scourt in 1972 showed that, in the-.

_firot thred years from 10 to 20Z of the ctudentso moved each year. In Grade Iwo,

622 of the childrem who had bogum Junior Rimdergortem or Senior Kindergartem af
, i , 0

Reglecourt, remalmed.

)
d . * )

61
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" REPORT No. 2 OF SPECIAL COMMITTEE RE-EDUCATING .

NEW CANADIANS, PART I

‘Mounday, April 30, 1973

1. At the Board meeting held on March 22, 1973, (page 166)

Trustee Atkinson rcquested a report on the feasibillty, financial
and legal implcations of implementing foreign language programs
in elemeniary <chools, bearing in mind the many children with
varicd forvign language backgrounds attendlng Toronto schools.

Your Committee received a report from the officials which qut:
Uned the situation in Toronto and included alternative suggestiong
for dealing with the problem, such ag a forelgn language as o
transitional language of instr uctlon. a forelgn language as an
ootional language and general guldellnes offered for suggestion In
censtderation of propnsed language programs.

Gene ral-Guidcelines , .

Your Committee considered Section E of the report of the
officials In regard to general guidelines to follow when considering
proponsals for the study of forelgn languages other than English
and French at the elementary school level.

It ta rccommendsd that the guidelines to be followed when
congidering propesalas for the study of foreign languages other
than English and French at the elementary gcheol level be ap-
proved as outlined in Appendix C.

IPoreign Laﬁguage Transition Program—Pilot Project
Your Committee considered a proposal for a transition pro-

gram of Instruction In a foreign.language for children from ethnic. - 4
communitiés who experience learning difficulties due to 1bck of 4

facill‘ty in the English language.
The proposed method for the operation of thin transition pro

gram is outlined as followa:
(a) That a bilingual teacher instruct the children for two years.

: (b) That a bilingual lay assistant rema!n with the chﬂdren for

two yearas.

(c) That the chlldren be of similar linguistic nnd cultural back-
und.

t(;;) That the ethnic community be involved in the operation of the

program.

(e) That oral instruction be In the children's mother tongue

initially:

(f) That there be a research component involved In the program.

(g) That the regular pupll-teacher ratio be 'malnmlged in the

junjor kindergarten.

(h) That the program be of a developmental nature.

(1) That ethnic resource materials be used, such as books and

films at a minimal budget Increase.

The original proposal syggested ﬁﬁab the instruction be in
the chlld's mother tongue and that the chlld learn to read and
write In the mother tongue before learning to read and write in
the English language. This aspect of the proposal would not he
in accordance with the Schools Administration Act. The officlals
suggested, in the report, that a modification would make the pro-
posal acceptable to the Ministry of Education. Thé modification
rccommended that the child should first learn to read and write
in English rather than In his mother tongue.

It 1s recommended that the proposal for a transition programn
of instruction in a forelgn language for children from ethnic com-
munitles be approved as modified in the officlals’ report, that the
program be implemented as a pilot project, that the school at
which it is to be implemented and the language of instruction be
chosen by the officials and reported to your Committee as soon as
posaible, ard that the ofiiclals consult with the staff;and community
where the propasal is % be implemented and repot the conclusions

0
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of these discussions to your Committce. Implementation of the N

transitional languoge ptogram is to. be subject to the guldelines

as outlined in Appendix C to the General Guidelines noted above, =

with the following condition: ‘
That the transitional progrom obtnin a clapn size of at Ienst

35 chlldren.

s ] o o o

APPENDIX C

See section 1, Report No. 2 of the Speeinl Committee re Edu-
}tlng New Canadians, Part II, page 316-

Quidelinen for Conoideration of Proposalo for Inom.ctt'.on n
'F’oreign Languagea Other Than English and French
at the Elemeﬂtary School Lavel.

(1) That programs te be considered should be o co—operative ven- B
ture of school and community. .
. (2) That co-operative” proposals presented by staff and parents of
a school must outline the regponsibility of the community in m
- viding volunteers to conduct the programa. ‘ ) /
(3) 'That there should b2 no Increace in stoff eﬂtabllahmem

(4) That there should be no dislecation of staff to the datrﬂm"m

of the regular program.

(5) That programs will be subject to the approval of the Minlstry
T of Education.

(6) That no amounts In excess of regular budget to be allotted

for supplics and equipment without the approval of the Board.

(7) That any Increase in focllities to accommodate pmgmm?. CuZr

provision of o portable, mugt ba approved by the Board.

<3 =] o o

-

(Minutes of the Board,
. May 3, 1973)

-

R
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Instruments : .
(1) Observation Schedules .
(a) Class Discussion Observation - ¢
Schedule ..... gesesesstsnnans .Page 59
(b) Activity Period Sociogram ..... Page 61
(c) Individual Observation %
Schedule ,..vevveevcocenssons Page 62
(2) Teachers' Rating IRSETUMENES «vvenvevsss Page 64
(3)/Rarent Questionnaire .......... ceceenn P _Pégé 69
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CLASS DISCUSSION OBSERVATION SCHEDULE-

(Form used at General Mercer) -
EN ¢ ? Date
B Time
Spontaneous Talking Response to Question
Italian
English ‘ .
. i
"?" K . N

Names of Absentees:




]

' CLASS DISCUSSION OBSERVATION SCHEDULE

(Form uscd at cowparison schools)

Spontaneous Talking

~ Date

'y

School

-k

Time R
. L
b

Response to’Quesc}qn

=

. dJNames of Absentees:

R
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* .
- ‘ -
' . . .
¢
. .

. _ I .
General Mercer : o .
- 0l ~ . ,
: @
Activity Period Sociogram
Date L.  Time
. jv' Names
‘ M@ﬂé SR .
' A
“ "J L}
- ) o
B -
4
- 1
I ,
I~
x
<
i< )
V) .
!
|
! / \
[ . )
) ‘
; .
. I
] .
| .
Wasuﬂooml '
l SINKS .
L =4
. Ak ) . [..A" 2 *
PLAYING WITH PEERS DISTRACTABILITY/ATTENTION SPAN | ADULT ATTENTION SEEKING
# Separate floor plans for the Sociogram analysis were drawn for each of
the classrooms involved. ! ’ ;




- 62 - |
INDIVIDUAL OBSERVATION SCHEDULE : School:

Date:

®*  Time: .

’ Names:

A. Transftion to Activity

1. Communicating: Asking for Activity o
T: Italian English S: . Italian English

N

" - little verbal, mainly action or gestures

verbal plus gestures l

mainly verbal, very little action -

no observation

2. 'Initiative/Dependence ' ‘ -

chooses own actiwvity

suggests own activity with teacher 6rompting‘

needs to be told what to do ) . a,

—_—— -

asks for activity a;ready filled or for same activity chosen previously

-

activity selected by teacher for special reasons

t 8

B. “During An Activity :

1(A) Interaction with Peers
initiates play with others
invited to join otRers in play

rejectitngggigs to reject new member to group
is rejected by member of group"
tries to get attention of peers

interacts negatively, disrupts play, fights, etc.

none of above s N

1(b) Talking with Feers

doesn't talk, and is not spokenyto

reéponds minimally when spoken to (e.g., nods, says one word)
doeag'k initiate conversation but responds fully when spoken to
quiet, friendly interchange, chatting

excited emotional talking .

angry or shouting (emotional talking)

screaming, crying (outbursts)




[

General

Accepting Limits

comeims: N | : | ‘ .

recogniies and obeys class rules, e.g., numbers 1ﬂ play areas;
returning borrowed objects, cleaning up after each activity

aumeﬁ&mes follows limits
doesn't-accept limits, inactive or withdrawn when reminded

actively opposes limits by fighting, cryiﬂg, etc.

.’ : ’ e )
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Teachers' Rating Instruments
7 .
The two rating instruments which follow were completed
by éﬁg teaéhers for all Italian backgrouhd stfdents. _
For the rating_of ability in Italian, the word "English"
was replaced by "Italian' wheréver it appeared on both
questioqnaires; The Italian versions were completed

-~

only for the students at General Mercer.
. ' ' %
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TEACHER RATING QUESTIONNAIRE
LANGUAGE SECTION - gATING GUIDE e

NOTE: Instructions for all questions in the Language Section
D i : ;
Rate O - if the child cannot or will not speak at all
- in the situation(s) outlined in th® question, °
or
- if the child has unlntelllglble speech in the
situation(s) outlined, in the question. 7 ‘ .

" Rate 2 - if the child's speech in the situation(s) -

‘ ‘ outlined in the question is consistently
impaired due to extreme tension - mannerisms,
stuttering, stammering when talking, or

- if the -child's speech in the situation(s)
outlined in the question is consistently -
"~N—"impaired by "baby talk", substitutioms,
limited vocabulary, physical defects.

* Ratings of & or 8 must include clarity and fluency of speech afkgg
with the specific requirements outlined for each guestion.

L
Question 1 Speaks ¢learl& enough to be understogg.
hate 0 - see note
Rate 2 | - 9ee note, or
. - seldom willing to speak
~ a
’ Rate 4 -~ speaks- as described in question .
Rate 6 .- often- speaks fluently
Rate & - - ‘consistentlz speaksifluently in simple

sentence’ form

Question 2 Tells sbmething about concrete materials in the classroom
- (e g., own handwork, large pictures used for picture study,
science materials, articles or toys brought from home).

hd : ‘ ' " ’ Y
Rate O - see note * N .

Rate 2 - see Hote, or
- seldom will attempt to tell something about
goncrete materials, of
- attempt% are limited o’ one or two words

Rate 4 - speaks as described in question

Hate 6 - frequently able to tell something about a
. .variety of concrete materials and descriptions
contain some qualifying words ngg., big house,
red dress, hard rock).

Rate 8 - frenuently ahle to tell something ahont doncreta
ma herials in 8. ple senteoncess vhab counlbaln sone
qualifyig wores (e..., "I muio a green honusa.
"8 ‘s & small leuf. This is a big fire lruch”’

71
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Question 3 Tells something apout own school uctivities (e «g., dramatic
- play in the doll or block centre, with educational toys).
Rate O - see note
Rate 2 ‘- see note, or
- seldom will . attempt to tell something about
~&¢§f own school activities, or
- attempts are limited to one or two worde.
Rate 4 - speaks as described in question. :
Rate 6 - frequently able to tell something about a
variety of own school activities in simple
. sentence form.'
Rate 8 - frequently able to tell something about 4
variety of own school activities in slmple
sentence form. N
Question 4 Tells something about out-of-schodl activities or events
Ly (e.g., home, trips, coming to school). '
Rate O - ~ 8ee note
Rate 2 - see note, or @ \
- seldom will . attempt to tell something about -
out-of-school activitied, or
- attempts are limited to one or two words.
Rate 4 - speaks as described in question, h
Rate 6 - frequently able to. tell something about a
variety of out-of-school activities.
Rate 8 - . frequently able to tell something about a

@ variety of out-of-school activities in
- gimple sentence form.

¢

Question 5

Rate O

Rate 2

Participates in teacher guided conversation periods (e.g.,
answers questions, offers ideas).

-~ See note

- See note, or

- seldom will attempt to participate in
discussions, or

- always needs a lot of teacher encouragement

" and support to participate in discussions, or

- attempts are usually "silly".

- Speaks as described in question.

- participates in most of the daily teacher
guided conversation periods.

- = participates in gll teacher guided conversation
periods and speaks in simple sentence form.
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TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION
TEACHER RATING QUESTIONNAIRE
LANGUAGE SECTION - ENGLISH

For each question, circle the appropriate rating number as it applies
to the child's ability in the English languasge. I%¥4s necessary to
refer to the atcbmpanying rating guide for descriptions of each
category before answering these questions.

&

1. Speaké clearly enough to be understood.

0 2 4 6 3

2. Tells something about concrete materials in the classroom i
(e.g., own handwork, large pictures used for picture study, science
materials, articles or toys brought from home).

) . 6 8

3. Tells something about own school activities (e.g., dramatic play
in the doll or block centre, with educational toys).

o 2 4 6 8

L. Tells something about out-of-school activities or events
(e.g., home, trips, coming to school).

0 2 4\\6 g

2

5. Participates in teacher guided conversation perioas (e.g.,
answers questions, offers ideas).

9
0 2 L) 6 8

Name of Child

School
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. ENGLISH LANGUAGE COMPETENCY SCALE "

. c—c? ' .
For each queation, circle the rumher of the option that is most characteristic
of the child being rated, as 1t applies to the child's ility in the English

language. B | | ' “

1.) FOLLOWING VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS IN ENGLISH -

e can follow verbal instructions --

. When they are accompanied by demonatration.

Without a demonstration, 1if one specific instruction is involved.
Without a demonstration, when it involves two specific instructions.,
Without a demonstration, when it involves three or more “Instructions.’

.
*»

oSN VO R Gl e o]

A Y

2.) FOLLOWING NEW INSTRUCTIONS IN ENGLISH

He carries out one familiar instruction.
He carries out one new instruction the first time it is given.
He follows new instructions given one at a time, as well as familiar ones.

He follows several new instructions given at a time, as well as familtar ones, . °
: . '

fPLN

/7

3.) "REMEMBERING INSTRUCTION IN ENGLISH

1. He nearly always needs to have fnstructions or demoaafration repeated before
he can perform the activity on his own. 8
2. He frequently requires repeti¢ions, a reminder, or affirmation that he is

proceeding correctly.
. 3. He occasionally needs repetition of instruction for part of the activity

before completing the activity.
4. He performs the aEtivity without requiring repetitidn of instructions.

4,) MAKING EXPLANATEON TO OTHER CHILDREN IN ENGLISH

; When attempting to ‘explain tqQ another child how to do something (put things
together, play a game, etc.) —-— '~ .
1. He, is 'unable to do so. . . - -
. Hélgivea an incomplete expianatidn -
3, He gives a complete bgt gene) xplanatioﬁ. ) d

4,  He glves a complete explanation with apec%fic details.

5.) COMMUNICATING WANTS IN ENGLISH .
o” . (.' s ~

1. He seldom verbalizes his wants; acts out by pointing, pulling, crying, etc.
2. He sometimes verbalizes but usually combines actions with words.
3. He usually verbalizes but sometimes acts out his wants. -
4. He nearly always verbalizea his wants. L. - ’
s 1, " ‘.
g

r.~ NAME OF CHI%D'

SCHOOL -

‘
—_— - 2




- v ' Parent Questionnaire

- The following questionnaire was completed by the parents
of all Italian background children involved in the study.

In nearly all cases, the Italian translation was used.




g

. 2. What is the occupation of the child's father? (Please give the type of
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THIS SECTION ASKS FOR SOME BACKGROUND INFORMATION ABOUT ﬂ* HOME.

1. From the following list, put a check mark () beside the people who live in
the same home as your child.

child's father

child's mother

child's brother(s) or sister(s)¥* ,
child's grandparent(s) -
other people

1

-

# 1If the child has any brothers or sisters, please list their ages below:

brothers' ages (in years) : .
sisters' ages-(in years)

work and not the place of employment.)

What is the occupation of the child's mother?

3. Where was the child born? ' .

country of birth province

Where was the child's father born?

country of birth province

Where was the child's mother born?

country of birth province

4. If the child's father was not born in Canada, when did he come to live in -
Canada?

date: /
month year

If the child's mother was not born in Canada, when did she come to live in
Canada? .

date: / ) )
month year

-
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3.

Which of the foilowing best describes the languages the child speaks in the
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&

THIS SECTION ASKS ABOUT THE WAY DIFFERENT LANGUAGES ARE USED IN
HOME.

BECAUSE LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH AND ITALIAN MAY BE USED IN SOME HOMES
SPACE IS PROVIDED TO COVER THESE SITUATIONS.

What language did yourlchild first learn to speak}»

Italian . s S
English o ’
" Italian and English at the same time

none of the above. What did your child learn to Speak first? @

&

A
7

At the present whxch of the following best describes the chiid'
understanding of languages?

understands only Italian

understands mainly Italian with some English
understands Italian and English equally well
understands mainly English with some Italian

s

understands only English - ' |
none of the above. Describe your child's understanding of
languages.

home?

speaks only Italian

speaks mainly Italian with some English

speaks Italian and English equally well
speaks mainly English with some Italian

speaks only English .
none of the above. Describe what your child speaks.

T

For the child's father, which of the following is the best description?

speaks only Italian PR

speaks mainly Italian with some English

speaks Italian and English equally well ‘ 7 .
speaks mainly English with some Italian

speaks only English

none of the above. Describe what the father speaks.

TN
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5. ‘For the child's mother, which of the following is the best degcription?

speaks only Italian

speaks mainly Italian with some English

speaks Italian and English equally well .
speaks mainly English with some Italian .
Speaks only English :

none of the above.. Describe what the mother speaks.

T

A

-

o

61 What language does the father use moSt often when speaking wéth the child?
English
Italian
English and Italian equally often’ .
none of the above. What does the fathér use with the child?

7. What language does the mother use most often when speaking with the child?

English
Itallan
English and Italian equally often .
none of the above. What does the mother use with the child?

v

AH

8. What language do the mother and father use most often with each other? *

English

Italian

English and Italian equally often

none of the above. What do the mother and father, use with each
other?

9. Answer this question oﬁly if the child has at least one older brother or
gister.

Dr a1l of the child's older brother and sisters usuélly“sbeak the gsame language
with the child?

:7Yes If yes, what. language is used most often?

English

Italian

English and Italian equally often
. none of the above.

lo If no, please exp%?in your answer.




11.

12.

10.

LSS
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Who looks after the child during the day when he/she is\pot at school?
mother /
father

older brother or sister
grandparent

other person

11

e

Answer th question only if someone other than the child's pérénts or

brothers” and sisters, looks after the child. )
N - '

What language does this person use most often with the child?

»

English
Italian
English and Itulian equally often
none of the above. What does this person use?

11

Has the child. gore to any other school or taken any lessons before this
school year? (e.g., nursery school, swimming lessons, etc.)

Ho
Yes If yes , )
-, when? ' '\
where?

what type of experience was this? (e.g., nursery school)

what was the language of instruction?

How often does someone readsto the child at home? (answer separately for
English, Italian and Some other language) - B

—~

3

In English In Italian
never
less than once a month
~once or twice a month
once a week
two ~three times n
week

every day .

T
T

T

*what 18 the other language?

Oh the average how many hours of T.V. per day does the child watch during \

school days (not including Saturday and Sunday) in English and Italian?

h In English In Italian

-
none
/

less than one hour .
one hour

one to three hours
more than three hours

In Some Other Language*‘

|
|
|
%
|
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On the average’how many'ﬁoﬁis of T.V. per day does the child watch on Saturday
or Sunday? {

\

In English In Italian

none
less than one hour
one hour »
one to three hour
+more than three hours

___—__.___________—___._.—_—;__.—————

THIS SECTION DEALS WITH THE CONTACTS BETWEEN THE HOME AND
SCHOOL .,

1. How many times have you {either the child's father, mother or both) tailked
about your child or his programme since he started junior kindergarten
in September? ' ‘

¢
with the child's teacher:
’ never
once or twice
‘ three or four times
a ‘ — more than four times -
with the teacher-aid: s
—______ never
) once or twice v
three or four times
more than four times .
—v_ ~
with the principal:
never i
énce or, twice
three or four times
more than four times
with anyone else invnlved
in the school:
—_____ never
once, or twice
three or four times
! more than four times
who was this person?
2. How many times have you (either the child's father, mother or both) visited
\ the school? (for reasons other than bringing your child?gr taking him home)
} .
4 ' never

once or twice ;
three or four times

| ]

more than four times -
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£
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From the follosﬁng list, check the activities which you have attended.

open house

parent-teacher interviews

general schoal meétings : .

other separate meetings with the teacher
Please specify the nature of this meeting.

Al

How mény times have you)i;;g,able to help with classroom activities such as
i

parties or field trips w the class?
none ,//
once
twice
three or four times
more than four times

Deseribc briefly what ydu did?

‘Did the teacher ask you to help with any classroom activities? (/
Yes .. K
No . N

Did you volunteer to help? \ﬁ . _ ‘ , A
Yes &
No '

Would you cffer to help if doumething else came up ahd parents were needed?

Yes \>

No

H

When your child talks to you about school, check the things he i8 most
interested in talking about.

friends .
teacher yd
teacher-aide

stories

gamés

how he behaves in school
school in general

other ° (please specify)

-

]

-

How often does your child talk to you about school or schoolwork?

ne%er

less than once a month

once or twice a month _
once a week - / . o
two or three times a week,

every day

[11
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when you talk to the child about %ghool, check the thlngs you are most

interested

T

1n talking about. \
friends
teacher
teacher-aide
stories

games

how he ULohaves in school
schoof in general

othef (please specity)
X

How often dn you ask your child at home

T

-«

=~
1ever

less Lia c¢ice a mon' b
snce or twice a month
~nne 1 week

two ~» three times a week
every day

f

Q N
about school or school work?.
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a

3

1 , . N . Ty

. For all categories, the proportion of the total number of
. -

students present ig the classroom who responded was determined. The .

mean proportiéns_were then calculated and are presented below.

C  TABLE 1 ‘ .
) - ' General Comparison .
Catggory Mercer Classes t
Italian - spontaneous talking’ T J143 —
Italian - response to question M82 v - )
. _ ¢
TOTAL -- Italian Only o 127 —
English - spontaneous talking .370 - .283 2.02
. English - response to question .283 - .276 T .14
. & N
TOTAL -- English only - - 467 425 T .89
S /f : . ' ‘ %
Total Sportaneous zgiking 449 kS .283 3.69
. ) . . . _ * *
- Total Response to Question 413 . .276 2.85
. . i . s . %
JOTAL -- Overall .592 L L h25- 3.71
. . R ¥

¢

*p < .01 ¢ -
. N . ) v 3 )
These calculations were based on 2Q~and 18 observations in

General Mercer and comparison classes respectively.
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RESULTS OF CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS: ACTIVITY PERIODS -

All table entries are percentages of the tetal number°of
observations (N). ;Chi—square analyses were performed'on the raw fre-

quencies for every table. No :?gnificant differences ﬁere'found in

1 \J

" this set of analyées. ‘ | LA
g8 T -
OO e
J&\ A d’ 4‘:‘
' " - TABLE 2
» : ? .
\ RESULTS OF ACTIVITY PERIOD SOCIOGRAM
s
. , General Comparison
Items on Activity Pgriod Sociogram .Mercer "Group v
. (N = 41) (N = 35)
] i v
Total Number of Activities: , 5 " .
RS S ) .7 31,7 14.3 -
y . 2 - 17.1 . 40.0 .
3 -4 3900 25.7 ? '
57 ' j/ 12.2 20.0 —
Number of Individual Activities: ™ : , . ’
' ¢ ) - 14.6 25.7
1 . . 46.3 31.4
2 i - . - 17.1 . 20.0
3-5 ) . 22,0 -22.9 v
Number of GroupsActivities: - ,
0 - 139.0 17.1 |
_ 1 - ' 31.7 : 45,7
: 2 -5 < 29.3 37.1
Changing Activities: _
' No Change ? ' 317 14.3
. NDirect Change T 46.3 - - 65.7
‘ Indirect Change ., - . : " 22.0 : '20.0
Degree of D.straction: . )
. Minimal v ~ lse 60.0
Moderate LT o 12.2 20.0
Frequent : 12.2 - £20.0
Number 3f Peers in Group: 4
0- o - ' 17.1 14.3 : .
1-2 . ) . 73.2 57.1
3 or More - K > : © 9.8 ) 28.6
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TABLE 2
(continued)

. i o : _ General ‘Comparison
- ' Items on Activity Period Sociogram Mercer - Group
| ' = 41) (N = 35)

Type of Peer Contact:

" Plays Alone : 17.1 7 14.3
Plays Beside Peers 44.0 51.4
Plays With Peers : 39.0 34.3
‘Total Number of Contacts with Adults:
Y ’ o
0 . ' 17.1 14.3
. _ 1 . 14.6 22.9
2 -3 ©24.3 ~ . 20.0
4 or More . s ‘ - 22.0 31.4
_ ‘Adult with Group » 22.0 11.4
Number of Adult-Initiated Verbal Contacts: -
0 : : - 70.7 - 62.9
1'- 4" - By 7.3 , 25.7
Adult With Group : 22.0 11.4
Number of Adult-Initiated Contacts: ‘
0 ' - 48.8 34.3
1 -4 29.3 54.3
" Mult With Group 22.0 11.4
Number of Child-Initiated Verbal Contacts:
. 0 : 61.0 62.9
1 -4 ) 17.0 o 25,7
Mult With Group 22.0 11.4-
“ Number of Child-Initiated Contactg:
- 0o’ 34.0 65.7
1 -4 ‘ 43.9 22.9
AQult With Group 22.0 11.4,
]
. -
. .
5
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TABLE 3

RESULTS OF INDIVIDU@L OBSERVATION SCHEDULE

_ . General . Comparison
Items on Individual Observation Schedule Mercer Group
(N = 41) (N = 35)
Requesting Activities: K
A " Mainly Verbal 26.3 31.4
Mainly Gestural 39.0 14.3
No Observation 34.1 54.3
Initiating Activity:
~ Self-initiated 80.5 71.4
Not Self -initiated 19.5 28.6
Peer Interaction: h
Positive 22.0 ©20.0
Negative 9.7 8.6
Neither 68.3 _71.4
Talking to Peers: _—
p ‘
No Talking 24.4 17.1
Minimal Talking . 17.1 20.0
Friendly Interchange 56.1 60.0
Other 2.4 - 2.9
Accepting Limitg: }
Doesn't Accept Limits 0.0—
Sometimes Accepts Limits 17.1 17.1
Accepts Limits 82.9 82.9
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RESULTS OF PEABODY* PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST
Q » -
g - TABLE '
Y o | |
ENGLISH TEST - MEAN SCORES -
. General Mercer mean score = 26.83 (N = 37) is compared with the follcwing:
Comparison Group (N) Mean Score
Total Comparison Gfoup ' (39) - 30.36 ~—1.
Italian Background Children (16) 26.38 -
All Non-English Speaking .
Background Children (32) 27.25 .= 15,
English-Speaking Background Children °~ (6) ' 46,50 . =3.72
. u ' -~
* P < .005 P
TABLE 5
. §
,- ITALIAN TEST - MEAN SCORES’

i

Genaral Mercer Italian Béékground Comparison Group

/&N = 40) (N = 16)
18.53 17.19
TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF MEAN SCORES OF DIALECT AND ITALIAN-SPEAKING
PERFORMANCE OF GENERAL MERCER STUDENTS

Italian ‘ Dialect t
) (N = 17) (N = 17) g
17.1 18.9 | .62
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RESU\ﬁs OF TEACHERS' RATINGS
The mean scores assigned by teachers are presented and

compared below. The maximum scores were 20 and 40 on the competency and

rating questionnaires respectively.

TABLE 7

Test ' General Mercer Comparison Group ¢
[ (N = 40) . (N = 16)
Italian Scores -English Scores % ,
Language Competency - ° 17.33 14.81 3.07
_ ' ~ *
Teacher Rating Questionnaire 27.60 21.38 2.30
English Scores English Scores *
Language Competency " 11.78 ' 14,81 -2.05 ) .
Teacher Rating Questionnaire 21.05 "21.38 - .08
* p <.,025 ' .
TABLE 8 "
COMPARING GENERAL MERCER ITALIAN AND ENGLISH SCORES
Test Italian English t
- .
*
Language Competency - 17.33 11.78 6.31
%
Teacher Rating Questionnaire 27.60 21.05 2.87
* p<.025
& .
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RESULTS OF PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

All table ;ntries are percentages of the total ﬁumber of
nhsérvations (N). Statistical calculatlions were made on the raw
.o frequencies. Yat;s'correctiqn was used for tables wlth nne.degree of
freedom and Fisher's Exact Test was“performed on {arger tables. 'When-
ever this latter tent suggested signiiicance, the traditional Pearson
chi-square procedure was followed. Significant tables are marked with

an asterisk (%),

TABLE ¢

RESULTS OF PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Y

’ General

. Comparison
Items on Parent Questionnaire Mercer - Group
‘ ' s A (N = 40) (N = 15)
Number of Older Siblings:
0 N 30.0 33.3
1 . - 37.5 46.7
2 or More 32.5 20.0
Grandparents Live with Child:
. Yes ) 10.0 6.7,
No 90.0 93.3
Other Persons Live with Child: )
Yes 17.9 26.7
No 82.5 . 73.3
; Father's Occupational Level:
.Unskilled or Semi-Skilled ~ 85.0 66.7
Higher 15.0 3373,

(A collapsed 7-point Blishen Scale was used to determine occupational

status. Most parentggfell into the lowest category.)
Child's Mother Works:, ’ ’ ’
Yes e » 35.0 13.3
No 65.0 86.7
Child's Birthplace: |
' Canada 90.0 . 86.7 -
: - Ttaly ' - 10.0 e.0
: : Elsewhere ~N 0.0 13.3

> . «.continued

\
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TABLE 9
(cont inggd)
- ' A I ‘ ﬂ |
g . . General Compa;}éqn - ’
Items on Parent Questionnaire - : Flercer Gréu . Q? .
— ‘ ) (N = 40 ( N = 15) '
~ %
~ k ]
Father's Birthplace:
_ Southern Italy ’ 45.0 . 53.3
Central Italy 45.0 : 26.7
Northern Italy or Sicily 7.5 13.3
. Elgewhere - 2.5 6.7
o i Mother's Birthplace: P
Southern italy 37.5 60.0
Central Italy 47.5 . 26.7
Northern Italy or Sicily I 12.5 . 13.3
B Elsewhere * 2.5 0.0
Father Came to Canada:
’ ' Less. than 5 Years Ago 17.5 6.7
5 to 10 Years Ago 40.0 66.7
- More than 10 Years Ageo 42,5 26.7
. Mother Came to Canada:
) ~\\\\ © - Less than 5 Years Ago 17.5 6.7
7 ', 5 to 10 Years Ago 50.0 73.3
-, More than 10 Years Age: - 5245 20.0
Child's Firgt Language: l ‘
" Italian ‘ 95.0 73.3
.English 2.5 0.0
Both at the Same Time 2.5 13.3
. Dther 0.0 ° 6.7
No Response 0.0 6.7
Child Understands :
. S i .
Mainly Italian 40.0 20.0
;-aﬂy Italian & English Equally -+ 40.0 . 60.0
. % 4 Mainly English 17.5 6.7
' Other 0.0 6.7 {
_ No Response - 2.5 . 6.7
- . ¢
" Child Speaka ¢
se .
LY - Mainly I;anam .52.5 26.7_ -
Ny - Italian & English Equally 32.5 33.3 .
\ , . Mainly Englieh o 12,5 26.7 é
- Other - 0.0 6.7 1
No Response 2.5 6.7
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TABLE 9
(continued)

General -  Comparison
Mercer Group

‘Items on Parent Questionnaire ‘
(N =40 (N = 15)

(

Father Speaks:

Mainly Italian ) ) 67.

Italian & English Equally 25.

/ Mainly Englis . 2.

' , Other ~ - . 0.
e No Response 0.

[=N-RV: NNV,
o
WO OO

Mother Speaks: '

R Mainly Italian
4 Italian & English Equally
" Mainly English 4
Other
No Reapowse

Father Speaks to Child:

In Italian

In,talian & English Equally
. In English

In Some Other Language

Mother Speaks to Child: 'ﬂ

In Italian '

In Italian & English Equally
In English

In Some Other Langﬁ%&e

Father Speaks to Mother:

In Italian

In Italian & English Equally
In English

In Some Other Language

Older Siblings Speak to Child:
4 - Im Italian

In
In
No
No

Italian & English Equally
English )

Siblings

Response

Child's Babysitter:

Family
Grandparent

% Other
- No Resporse
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TABLE 9

(con

tinued)

Items on Pégcnt Questionnaire

General Comparison
Mercer Group
(N = 40) (N = 15)

Babysitter Speaks to Child:: (for this item only N = 10 for Gefl. Memer

“and N = 1 for Comparison Group)

In Italian

In Italian & English Equally

No Response

Previous School Experience:

None
Italian Kindergarten

_ Readingoto Child in Italian:

Never

1- 28Timea per Month
1 - 3 Times per Week
Daily

No Response

Reading to Child in Engliah:-
L

Never

1 - 2 Times per Month
1 - 3 Times per Week
Daily

No Response

Watching Televigsion on Weekdays in

None

-Less than 1 Hour per Day
More than 1 Hour per Day
No Response '

Watching Television on Weekends in

Iggrian:

Italian:

Noa
. Less than 1 Hour per Day
- More than 1 Hour per Day
’ No Response '

Watching Television on Weekdays in

Eggllg&:

None

Less than 1 Hour per Day

More than 1 Hour per Day
oy No Response

Watching Television on Weekeamds in

* ) *
English:

Fone
Legy than 1 Hour per Day
More than 1 Hour per.Day

No Response

,70.0

©20.0
10.0 -

17.5
37.5
10.0

N = LU
NN ON
* o e &
v Ow

[ M=)}
ouwuhN
OO wLu

= wun
ourN N
[N eV, RV,

o N
ecahel o)
0.0 O

[= 20 SV, 38 N
o nowm

0.
6.
100.

.

(>N eNe]

100.
0.

(o N o]

33.
13.
33.
6.
6.

NN WWwWw

40.
20.
~20.
6.
6.

73.
13.
- 6.

6.

66.
20.
6.
6.

NN O

R O
ATOCLLAL
~N N LW

6.
.. .continue

o)
o
A oow

NN O OO
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.
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) TABLE 9 r
' (continued)
General - Comparigpn
Items on Parent Questionnaire Mercer - Group
(N =40) - (N = 15)
- #
Number of Talks with Teacher:
.0 ’ 0.0 0.0 /
4 1 -2 40,0 40,0 ’
7 3-4 45.0 20.0
‘ More than 4 3 15.0 26.7
No Response 0.0 6.7 .
Number of Talks with Teaching Assistant:
0 | o 32.5 46.7
1 -2 50.0 33.3
3 -4 : 10.0 6.7
More than 4 - 7.5 6.2
M Response 0.0 6.7
Nugber of Talks with Principal: ' ]
0 90.0 86.7
1 -2 10.0 6.7
3 or More 0.0 0.0
, No Response 0.0 6.7
*
’)(Number of Visitg to School: i .
0 . 5.0 20.0
1 -2 (&= ;7.5 46,7
3-4 7.5 13.3
More than 4 17.5 13.3
No Response 2.5 6.7 .
%k /
Attended Open House:
- : R . G $
Yes N 87.5, 26.7
No ' 12.5 ~66.7 .
No Response 2 0.0 6.7
A A :
‘Attended Interviews with Teacher: ) ‘
Yes v 90,0 40.0 )
- Ko ! 10.0 53.3
) No Response 0.0 6.7 '
. *
~ . Attended Generé& Meetings:
Yes | . . 62.5 '20.0 )
No , 37.5 73.3
‘No Response O.Q\k' 6.7
Attended'Other Meetings: o
Yes v 15.0 6.7
No : . 85.0 86.7
~_ : . No Responge 0.0 6.7
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TABLE O | -
(continued)
Co : . *General Comparison .
Items on Parent Questionnaire ’ Mercer Group
‘ (N =40) (N = 15)
% 3
Helped With Class: . .
: Never ~ 45.0 60.0
. * Once or Twice R 45.0 6.7
More than Twice : \> - 7.5 13.3 -
No Response 2.5 20.0 N .
i “Was Asked to Help: ' ; N
Yes o - 77.5 46.7 =
No "~ 15.0 26.7 &
.No Response 7.5 . 26.17
Volunteered to Help:.
’ Yes ‘ 52.5 . 53.3
No 40.0 13.3
No Response 7.5 33.3
A
Willing to Help: . Jﬁy?
Yes . 87.5 73.3
No 10.0 6.7 2’
No Response : 2.5 20.0
Child Talks About School:
Less than Once per Week ' &)' , 5.0 0.0
2 to 3 Times per Week f 15.0 6.7
DDAy v \ 80.0 86.7
No Response ' 0.0 - 6.7
\ Parents Asks About School: Y
[/Less than Once per Week . 5.0 6.7
2 to 3 Times per Week : 22.5 13,3
- Daily ‘ 72.5 73.3
No Response 0.0 6.7
- ¢
. TOPICS DISCUSSED BY CH;LD: ‘ . .
Friends: Yes 80.0 ; 66.7 Y-
No 20.0 20.0 - C .
- No Response 0.0 - 13.3 \ ..
: Teacher:  Yes 90.0 66.7 <L ah
. No 10:0 20.0 ', e N\
Teaching Assistant: Yes 57.8% 60.0 <. %jfw
' : ©  No - " 42,5 - 26.7 .
. u~ﬂnEinue
" ...continue
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~— TABLE © -
(continued)
. . - General Comparison
Items on Parent Questionnaire Mercer Group
(N = 40) (N = 15)
TOPICS DISCUSSED BY CHILD (continued): B
Stories: Yes . ' 80.0 66.7
No 20.0 20.0
Gamés: Yes N 85.0 73.3
) No - i 15.0 ‘13.3.
Ghild's Behaviour: Yes o 47.5 33.3
No 52.5 53.3
) School in General: Yes. 62.5 46.7 i
: No " 37.5 4Q.0
TOPICS DISCUSS.ED -RY PARENTS: . . .
* ‘
! Friends : Yes 75.0 33.3 J
No 25.0 - 53.3
' Teacher: Yes 75.0 46.7
No 25.0 40.0 -
Teaching Assistant: Yes 50.0 46.7
No 50.0 40.0
N . Storles: Yes 85.0 . 53.3
No 15.0. 33.3
) Games : Yes ' 80.0 46.7
No 20.0 40.0
*
Child's Behaviour : Yes -72:5 26.7
' . No 27.5 60.0
Séhool in General: Yes 62.5 48.7
No - 37.5 40.0
. d o
’ =]
* p 7,05 . A
. ® *
PR ‘ \
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4
INSTRUCTIONS - PRIMARY SELF.

A

. — —

ons to Adm?nistrotar - »

—~<

<7 I —

CONCEPY

[}

0...‘,,,,V .

Tah inventory is intended for use with pupils in kindergarten and Grades 1 o

nd 2. 1t shébld be

administéred in small graups of ten to twelve by two peopl
and items; the second personWwill-circulote among the pup
ftem. - ' ' ' !
A\

-

Procedure ond lnstructions
T

Pasg out the fesponse sheef\ond ask
If a pupil is unable to da this himself, please provi

the pupil's nome is marked clearly on the front page.

Read:
T

There are three facés on the front page of your bo

hard on the side-walk, you might wear o sad face,
find the sad foce? 'Put you finger on the sod foce.
it isn't really happy ond it isn't really sad.. It's th
feeling betw¥en happy and sod.

-To pick the face thot yau would weor, you put an
(Demonstrate gn your sample inventory). o

Ty
¥

, . j
Now, | want you to answer this question "How dé
Whot fcce%ﬁld you wear? Put an "X" on it. If.
time you might pick the foce with o smilel. If yoy'
pick the sad foce. If you're not sure, sometimes v
you dan't, yau mifq/bk pick the face ip the middle

e
4 3

Mow move down.te 72,
%// . ) ) ] . N

Periodjcally repeat the meaning of the ; foces as
. r t .

/ ’
y

4

S

/iﬁ

98

. One person will read the di;ésﬁohs P

il

smile. If someone gave you o piece of condy;, you mi

s ensuring thot they are-on the ca

-

S

pupils to print their first ond last names on h
de appropriate assistanee.

en’th
i

9

.QOﬁe
bf

We're going to ploy a.gomeé todoy to find out how yybu féel ob
boys andigirls sametimes put on masks.to laok like other peopl
thelr faces to laok happy amgad. You change your fdce
7ou ta think of the faces that yat feel like weqring'gv}g
j i :}? TR
aklet.:

et

P{i”?Cf

.

~

.’

e front page.
At°is jmpartant that
A . :

{ -
out schoal. You know that =
e.’ Sometimes clowns paint
es’every day. [ wont

i
»gmgﬁoppen to yau.~

H

,j‘q‘gf the foces has o big

finger on the smiling face. (Paint to the smiling ngcé);/

(Paint to the neuf}al.‘fnce).

es rou like to go shopping and sdmetimes
il
§

, N@w; jurn fhe rp@g<:d levfﬂs stort, - . o
. .ﬁ)ﬁu? yout finger on ﬁh the ?o%uf the page ond V‘i&fgn to the question ) CoC

RS
Ay
a,
I

d ram

]
»

f Weqf o big gmile. Put your .
Fing. But, if you fell down °
(Po}ni‘ fg the sad face). Can §au

- The facg in the middle 1t in between,

@ foce you would wear when you're

v

»

"X! on that face. Like this.

R

7

yiru feel about gofng shopping?;'

you _"E’e going shapping mast of the
don't like going shapping, you might

\i\/ tever f?ce you pick is oll right.

i.

)

N

3

inder.

b
BV
Al
peov
1

F

A
S
o

e
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P . REVISED NORTH YORK PRIMARY SELF CONCEPT INVENTORY
, . . |
\\\ “ TORONTO BOARD OF EDUCATION )
i . / o
' JUNE 1974
L - e B S ~ - I
- < \ . f y
N EXAMPLE:.  HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT GOING SHOPPING? - F = - .
! . °-‘_U" . o ,h_v ) g . ' b
\\E; ) v . . . L ”(
'\ ' . ’ N . . . v " Co
" 1. Hew DO YOU FEEL ABOUT SCHOOL? * . - ST

~

, " . 2. ‘HOW WOULD YOU FEEL -IF~YOU FELL DOWN AND HURT YOUR§£LF?

3.4 HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT SHOWING YOUR SCHOOL WORK TO YOUR FRIENDS?

e HOW WOULD YOWFEEL IF YOU DIDN'T HAVE TO GO TO sgé;OL? B |
[ L “ . oo
. Y . .
5. HOW DO YOU FEEL WHEN YOUR PARENTS COME TO VISIT YOUR TEACHER AT. SCHLOL?

* ’

O~

.‘ HOW .DO YOU FEEL WHEN THE TEACHER fELiS YOU TO DO- SOMETHING?
[", e ' ) 1}

" 7. 'HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE WAY OTHER CHILDREN TREAT- YOU?

£. 'HOW WOUiD YOU FEEL ABOUT SHARING YOUR\QAVORITE TOY WITH OTHER.CHILDRENI
R B L . ) - . oa . B
: — : - .
’, 9. HOW WOULD YCU FEEL IF YQU NEVER HAD ANYONE TO PLAY WITH? i .

P> “ . ‘ o ‘.é'
10. HOW DO YOU FEEL WHEW YOUR FAMILY DOES SOMETHING TOGETHER? St o

a ~ v 4 i X it
- . . - 4 - : / . A - ) J

. 11. HOW DO ¥OU FEEL ABOUT SCHOOL WORK? . - T ’
. .- o :4 N

) - - . \
12. HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT THE .WAY YOU GET ALONG WitH THE CHILDREN IN YOUR ‘
: CLASS? ) - 2. .

" 13. -HOW WOULD YOU LIKE TO GO TO ANOTHER SCHOOL? . ‘
. * g . N

14. HOW DO YOU:FEEi ABOUTTRYINGNEW THINGS AT SChOOL?

15. HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT YOUR FAMELY? o . ' T

»




16: HOW WOULD YOU FEEL IF ONE oF,YOUR FRIENDS MDVED AWAY ? ' -

- = ' v

'7’i HOW DO §OU FEEL WHEN XOU WORK WITH NUMBERS9

b s s
. Y

¥8. HOW WOULD YOU LIKE TO BE A DIFFERENT PERSON? = .

19." HOW DO \YOU FEEL ABOUT THE WAY GROWN-UPS TREAT YOU?

~

FAY
e

20. HOW DO YOU FEEL WHEN YOU TAKE HOME THINGS YOU MAKE AT SCHOOL?

0

. 21. HOW WhuLD YOU FEEL IF, YOU LOST YOUR FAVORITE TOY?

22, HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT STANDING UP IN FRONT OF OTHER CHILDREN TO
* ' TELL SOMETHING? :
» ” ’ r

»

23. 'HOW DO_YOU FEEL WHEN THE TEACHER ASKS YOU A QUESTION IN FRONT OF -
. - OTHER CHILDREN? - . -

¢ ’ Lt D * . , : N T R Y
 24. HOW DO YOU FEEL ABOUT OTHER. CHILDREN IN YOUR CLASS?. ‘
' J ’ ~ v’ : . N P \
25., HOW DO-YOU FEEL WHEN YOU TELL YOUR PARf.ENTS ABOUT SCHOOL? . o |
. i ‘. y Y ' ¢ ]
26. HOW WOULD YOU LIKETO STAY HOME INSTEAD OF GOING TQ SCHOOL® - =~ — '
‘ . R _’ )
. 27. HOW DO YOU FEEL WHEN THE TEACHER IS ANGRY?
' ¢ . ) 1]
n : v . x : . | | .
' 28. HOW DQ YOU' FEEM ABOUT THE WAY OTHER PEOFLE LISTEN TO YOU? v
o f ¥ ' ' .
Fa ‘29, HOW DO YOU F WHEN IT -IS_TIME TO ‘GET READY TO GO TO SCHOOL? ’
';'. . . , . . - N h

-
1)

30. HOW DO YOU FEEL WHEN YOUR FAMILY IS ALL TQGETHER AT HOME?
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. DEVELOPMENT OF THE
o SEMANTIC*PHONETIC PREFERENCE TEST e
oo ‘ ‘ o 4
; . . - - » “

.- In developiné the Semantic-Phonetic Preference Test, words were

'

selected from children's books, primary dictionar}ea and from the more

frequently occurring words listed in the Teacher's Word Book of 30,000 Words SN

T " (Thorndike & Lorge, 1963). Most of the words are nouns; some, although .
»

more commonly known as-verbs can also be used as nouns and a few are used
1

) k' )
- . . . .
. ! \ )

solely as verbs. All were monosyllabic.

. . v o
From this word list, trlads were selected to contaln one stimulus

word, one word which was related phonetically to the stimulus and one word
which was geléted in meaning to the stimulus word. In each of the 46 triads

developed, the sémantic choiée bore no phonetjc simllarity to the stimulus ’ i

A ) .
and the phonetic choice was not at all aemantically‘related.to the stimlus. ,

‘ . ’
Some words appeared in more than one triad. The 46 triads which #ere pilot '

tested are presented in the table which follows. RPN o

N . .

It can be seen that the phonetjc similarity was in the initial
. . .
consonant and vowel scund and not in the final phezeme. In this matter, we

have followed Ianco-Worrall; she found that position biases were.greater for

«

- the items whose phonetic similarity was in the final word sound. The type

- of semantic relationship -varied among t$iads; Bome were synonyms Or near- .

symonyms, some had cogpon' superordinates, some were related functionally.'

-

To pll?c test the triads, the list was divided in half so that

wérd-répetitiona,within a set were minimal. In addition, both sets of triads

.

were duplicated so that.the semantic and phbnetic choice in each triad was
) A

pfeaented in bpth the first and second positions. Half of the triads in each ,
of the four sets so created had the semantic choice presented first, half

had the phonetic choice first. -Each set was presented equally often; each

MY

R | | 103 .

7/
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TABLE 1

WORD SETS: PILOT

. L=
No. -on Cards Stimulus Semanticgg Phonetic
/ . ,
— —
1 arm hand art
2 bag purse °. “ . bat
3 bed . cot ~ bell
4 bed , crib bell
5 boat ship bone
6 book read box
7 boot shoe book |
8 boy girl book
9 L - bus van bug
. 10 cake pie cage
zgf 11 call name car
S, 12 cap R , hat / . can
2 13 car truck © cap
14 t cat . dog’ . can
“ 15 chick J hen . chin
16 class school clap
17 clock N = watch . cloud
718 coat - dress. . cone
19 cup mug cut
20 . cup . glass . cut
21 drink Juice dream
n 22 five o, four fire
* .23 foot ' leg food
=24 game play gate-
Co 25 / gate ~ fence : game
i 26 knife spoon - night
7 27 lamb o sheep land
. 28 laugh smile lamb
29 mask face - . . match
30 ' math count mask
31 mouth . tongue mouse
32 page 0 ) book pail
33 pet dog pen
34/ plane jet ‘play
35 plate dish plane
36 * rat , ' mouse % rag
37 red blue rest
38 rest sleep red
‘ 39 road street rose
40 rock stone road
41 shop store A\ shot
¢ 42 snbw ice stone
43 sound DU / noise ¥, son
44 tire wheel ' time
45 & week day wheel
46 work job word
- 2N
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" were not known to the children.

o’

. :
: e T . S
AN , ' '

triad was presented 'in tﬂa,fofm of a two choice ques%ﬁon, e.g8., "which - .

one i more like 'tire', is it 'Wheel: or is it 'time'?". -

) The children selected for pilot testing were mainly of non-English- ' P

apeakiégbbackgrounds since these children Wége~more likely to represent the
. . *. 4 ’ /
vocabulgry attainment of the experimental group. Comprehension of all

~

the words in each triad was a prerequisite for an item to discriminate between

< .

the child who attends to ﬁeaning.énd the one who attends to sound. Some ttiads

were eliminated immediately after the first day of testing because the words

. .- j

.

LAll other\elimimations were based on regponse biases of three .
different types: an exaggerated tendency .to choose the word in_the second

. & ~ . -
poasgion regardless of its relationship to the stimulus, a bias toward. e
. S , I ° N ,
selecting: the semantically ;eléted word or a bias toward the phonetically
. - a ‘ .
For each of these, when two out of three responses were in, the

-

same direction the triad was eliminated. Items with a more ‘@xtreme pdéition

L
similgr word.

.

e .
blas (80% selecting the second position word) were eliminated ‘earlier in

1
the testing process, after they had been administered to about 16'chi1dren. .

ro Twenty triads remained. This set was reduced to 16 triads by
. . * c -

omitting word repetitiona.29 For each pair of triads in which worda.were
peated, the one with the lower position bi’agl was ‘retained. The final

list had only jone repetition, the wérd "mask" wgich appears once as a stimulus
word, and ozpe as the ﬁhone;ic choice. During the pilot téats, word repe-

titions had \no effect on the selections made by the_children probably because

. +

the presentation was auditory and repetitions could be easily aeparatea in time.

’

29. The final 16 triads are presented in text in Table 2.

’
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