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In recent years, we have witnessed renswed interest in the leaming of the preschool
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age child, As is wéll-known, this interest was initiolly marked by an almost unbounded

; enthusiasm about the value of early education, particularly for those groups of children who
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i - were likely to experlence difficulty in later academic work. When many initial efforts

failet; to ylsld significant results, signs of disillusionment arose ond investigators begon

-
-
-
L
X
o
"% H
=
&
= -
ey
E

to doet;:phaslzo the early years in order to put greater effort towards the leaming of the

%{; 4 older child (see Silberman, 1970),
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| Unfortunately, much of this debate has had to proceed on the basls of inadequate
&

. information. Thus, while thers has been great emphasis on the early yaars os a period of

. rapld *’Ieomlng and high modifiability (Bloom, 1964; Hunt, §96!), the actual skitls and abilities

TGP LT A JTUPAT ST BCOR

of the young child have not been clearly estabftshed. The picture is even more complex thon
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this, however, for in many studies where skills have been analyzed, the flm‘lings have been
interprated fo indicate that the young child does not have those skills which might profit

from exposurs to formal educational efforts. This omph’o?’ls Is seen most clearly In the work of

40

Piaget (1959) where he states that the vast percentage of the young child's thinking ond

language Is egocentric so that it Is extremely rare to have any meaningful intellectual inter-

chcmgo ot that age. This is not fo deny that his thinking constantly develops; fﬂﬂw it tends
o deny thc possible value of structured intentional effort ot education. '
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Quosﬂom about tha leaming skills and styles of the ysung child must be answered If we
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are fo make udiclous declslons about the feasibility and practicabllity of eot’iy cucation..

- Any decision, however, cannot be arrived at un*tl we have a much wider understanding of

the intellectual strangths and weoknesses of the young child. The work | am about t: describe
represents one of the éfforh that is currently being developed in this area. It concerns an
oxtet;si’vs test designed to tap o brood range-of cognitive skills in the three }o flve year age
range. s lﬁblo} 'pv:u}:oses ore:

1. to define some of tho,moi& cognitive skills available in the preschoo! yeors,

2. to identify some of the major parameters thot Increase ot decrease the co‘mplexﬁy
of some of the majer cognitive tasks o young child mlght confront (¢.g., the presence vs.
the absence of concrete cues; the presence of conflicting cues, etfc. ),

3. to ldenﬂfy the skills that differentiate children who are likely to function
effectively in-the academic sphere from those who are Jikely to find difficulty In this
-sphere,

4. to determine the pattems of thinking that underlis Incorrect responses
(e.g., associationol responses, Irrelevant verbalization, ete.) in an effort to ascertain
whaether such patterns differ systematically

(o) among individuals
(b) among age groups
(¢) according to the type of cognitive skill demanded )
With these goals in mind, | would now like to describe the test that has been developed.

We are just in the midst of data collectlc;n. Therefore, | will not be able to repost conclusive

findings olthough | will be able to offer some preliminary results that were obtained In the pllot
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- work, The moiér thrust of the poper, however, will be directed towerds elaborating upon
the design of the test and upon the ossumptions and ideas underlying the vorious items.
i The test cov;m skills within four main spheres = these are:
L Cognltlv:cl_y Directed Perception

. .. 2. Concepts and the Process of Verbal Coding >

PR

3. Problem Solving Skills
o 4. Spotial Represantation
In fum, wl;hln each of these areas, a number of separate abilities or skills have been
delinected. “As the test cdnai':ly stands Cognitively Dirocted Perception sompl’e; 4 moln

skills, Concepts and Coding somple 15, Problem Solving somples 8, and Spa}lol Representation

PRy e

sampjes 4. Each of these skill areas is assessed by approximately eight to ten questions. A
basic-assumption of the: tdsf’ls,’h;at when a child passes (or falls) a porticular question, he

does 50 not because of the specific information Involved, bu!lrr;tim—becauu hs has mastered

(or falled to master) the skikor ability underlying that question. For exomplo,. a child may be

A o
p

asked o.quution where he must consider two attributes of an object (0.g., “find me o car that
is 1ittle and groen”). If he Is able to sccead on this task, then It Is hypothesized that he will
be able to succsed on all comparable tasks, even though the Information involved is different

oy T
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(e.g., “find me a doll that s sitting and smiling®).
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This assamption Is naturally subject to qualification. Thus, If o child did not comprehend

o porflwla' word or phi’ou, he might well fail one item while succeeding on another. The * y ~1

o _ H

possibility of this occurring will be lessened however, If the informational aspects of the ' :

iteras are kept to o minimum. Accordingly, the items are uriiformly designed to employ simple, i ;
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Blank ' 4.
commen moteriols that are familiar to oli children both in terms of thelr ssnsori-motor
experience end the specific verbal labels attached to these objects.

Though useful, these constraints do not settle the basic problem == namely, by what
principles does one dotermine the pt_n?lcular items that will be formulated to tap each skill
are. This s a difficult qn;esﬂon to ;ﬁ;wcr, for so many factors came into play, including
the theom;icol wotk in this area (\}ygotsky, 1962; Ploget, 1959), normctive moterial

obtained from tests such as the Stanford-Binet, and anecdotal reports on the skills of young

~ children (lsaacs, 1930). The most central influence, however, was the experience gained

CN

theough structured dialogues with preschool oge children (Blank & Solomon, 1963, 1969).
BGSQ&QPOI! these interchanges, o framework was constructed to define some of the moujor
coénlﬂn skills d?veloptngtnﬂu 3 to 5 year age period (see Blmic, 1970 for a fuller
déscil;;tion of this fr@newoik)‘."z

A? this point, it is perhops bcsﬁt to exemplify the way in which one set of skills was
defined since this wlllﬁ express much of the thinking behind the design of the test. for
example, ore of the higher level concepts that appears fo become ovallable to the preschool
age child is the concept of not. By this, | do not refer to simple grammatical negation
(0.9:, "l don't want. ... ") but-rather to the use of not to modify a category (e.g., name
some things you can travel in that are not cars). This latter use of not is vital to cognitive
functioning for it ollows the child to svaluate an object, not by 'Ifselﬂf, but by its relation=
ship %o o broader, but relevant fromework. In this sense, fho concept of not may offer the
young child an entree into thinking about objects according to superordinate groupings.

The ease with i‘yhlch the child may eccomplish a task invelving this concept of not
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Blonk -2
will, of course, depend upon a varle?y of factors. Based upon the pilot work, It appeared’
that the factors most likely to be significont were wheM
(a) the objects under discussion :cctuolly were present or just ralsed through
verbal problems . T
: _(b) the type of grouping that had to be negated (e.g., a single abject, a

clunc; of items, etc.). ) | ‘

Accordingly, ¢’u shown In Table 1 , and in line wltl"t’Gce-! 2 cbove, a group of items
were devised which reflect these charatteristics. The items Hllustrated In that table:
represent 6n|7‘6 of the 138 ltems that cu;c actually in the t;n fo assess the child's grasp of

-

o the concept.

= —35 This type of analysis was used In the construction of all the items iIn the test; that Is
major skill wos defined and items were constructed. In addiiion bosed upon the pllot results,
two or thres key factors Iikely to offect performance in this skill were defined and permutations
of the items were devised In order to assess the Importance of these factors. Vhile the

particular factors so assessed vary across the different skills, some of the most comman onas
are

(a) the presence or absence of concrete cues

(b) the effect of indirect verbol definitions as opposed to single labels (s.g.,
' nf,mlt'ag to on object os 0 “sclssors” vs. referring to it as "something that cuts”)
.(c) the imposition of demonds prior to the pfmnfaﬂon of the m&t'erlal ‘;r after
the withdrawal c.:'.' the material (e.g., saying “look at these things corefully becauss | wont
you to remember thom" vs. showing the some objects without any specific instructions end then

asking the chiid to recall them ofter the objects have been withdravn frem view). This permits
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of locating a particulor cbject. Figure 1 shows one item designed to test this ability. As in

3
e o
4 us fo assess the strategles used by children In the obsence of specific diraction from the adult.
: The test contains 240 items in all. The items are distributed Into four separate testing
sessions, with cach sassion lasting epproximately one half hour. The Items designed to test
‘ any one skill are not o;!tnlntmmd together (In conirast to the procedure used In the Wechsler ]
+ : lmell.lm« Tests), but rather they ore distribifed across the days of the test. This procedure :';
g ;ﬁ : was established to’gnxlmlu the child’s interest ond to lessen the risk of a block of fatlure, ;
i should the child be confronted with a porticulor kind of tosk that he Is unable to handle,
i :{ The test Is glven In two &;mc the items in each form ore Identical but the order of the ?
f?{; ; ftems varles. This enchles us fo determine whether vorlations in pesfarmonce (e.g., improve= :
%% ’% ment oves time) in an area ore due to the particulor content of the item or to practice over i
b ; Ts-cavey o clearer picture of the test, it seems useful to presant ons Item from each ;
?:% major q:hen Thus, In the sphere of Cognitively Directéd Perception, one of the abilities :
%%’i}: sompled 13 Visual Search- == that is, the ability to scon a complex visval array fcf the purpose
ey |
f%‘ the case of the not items, the task is presented in a vorfety of pemutations, given over o
g;? perlod of doys. These are: ' - 7
' ;’:{x 1) search guided by a physical model == thot s, an oblect Is shown, it is

withdrawn, the cord Is exposed, and the child is asked to find a picture of the object he

has just seen
2) secech gulded by a verbally definad function =~ the chlld is given a

functional definition of on oblcct (0.ge.. “xomothtng to cu! w!th“) ond 1s osked to find o

: “‘ plcture of tl\ls Ttem
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3) search gulded by a verbally defined function ond on assoclated perceptual
cus ~- an item is shown (e.g., on egg) and the child is asked to find o ptctur; of on

object necessary to ;‘mform soms activity with this item (e.g., “find me something to

" cook this in®) (ses Hooper, 1970 for related type of design).

‘lhm variations are included In on effort fo determine whether difficulties In lsalaﬂng
parts of o fleld depend upon a) perceptual complexity of the field itself, b) the need fo use
verbal information to gulde o perceptuol analysls, or c) the need to interpret perceptual
cues, rather thun‘to use them simply os direct Mols (as, for example, occurs in the first
permutation).”’ '

The sscond major sphere that Is cssessed Is Concepts and Coding. The Not example:
chove nproﬁntrom of the skills tested in this sphere. Another still that Is sampled is the

concept of “some” and “different.” This skill is included not because of its prover importonce
in-the general assessment of Inteliigencs, but rather becouse it is deemed central fo the long~

standing issue of the relationship betwesn the word and its referent. Specialists in the crea
of language development have consistently emphasized the way in which the child binds the

word 1o Its referent (0.g., once hc {sams fo label o particuler object he will object vehemently
1f one suggests, In some way, thot the lobel is arbitrary ond could bq_chonged). This binding

process seems fo have Importont-ramifications for the way in which the child will perceive
momiol. in poﬂlw!w, whot seems fo occur Is thot
1) s!mllu mms with different labels lose their similarity (e.g., a houso ond o

garage ore olmstpwcr seen as alike once their differentiating labels are acxuired)

ﬂ) different items with the some label lose their distinctivenass (e.g., so many

[y
Z
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different kinds of animals ore called "dogs" that the child overgeneralizes this lobel to many

four-legged furry animals)

| order fo begin to test this process mora adequately, we have constructed a series of
v X b .

items yyhich contaln po.tfs of objects == each pair elther o) shores a common label (e.g.,

cup == cup) or {s designated by different lobels (e.g., truck == bus), or b) shares many

é *tghysleol.chmacmhﬂqs (o.g./color, size, texture) or ts marked by very different charac=

2 teristics (e.g., a red poper cup without a handle vs. a blue gloss cup with a hondle).

" ‘Elgure 2 depicts two such ftems. The.questions put to the child In each case are ~= How

: ore these thl‘n.gs altke? ond How cre these things different? Among ths findinés that are

é‘l cipc’ctea are: ‘ ‘ ]

;z 1) even wh?n the perceptual Impression is one of difference the presence of o

E% comman label will h;Ip the child report slmll;ltlgs whilo the absence of o co;nmon label will

gé' interfere with the awareness of similorities; : |
?‘ _ 2) when the perceptucl impression Is one of simtlority, the presem';o of a common
iﬂ: iobel will make it difficult for the children fo report o difference while the presence of

;E";; _ . .differant lobsls will facilitate the aworeness of differences.

2‘5’ The third sphers that Is assessed is that of Problem Solving. The range of skills In this

ff‘l . sphere focus on questions represented best by the terms "why” "how" and “if." One skill
3 tested is that !nvolvln'g'lmcg’uy where hypothetical changes are propoud rolaﬂvo to on item

i L DL
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‘ora sol of ttems. For umplo, a child may be shown a vertical stack of eoloud blocks. The
: mlnu polnh to the block on the bottom ond asks. "if | took this one away, what would
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happen?® From the pilot work, this sphere appears to tap some of the striking differences

between children who perform well in the cognlﬂvo setting and those who do not. At ﬂrsrf,

it may appecr that the dlfforenee; are caused by the complexity of the languags (e.g.,

possible fallure to compfi;hend the "If" formulation). Further dnalysis suggests, however,

that tho major factor is not the question alone, but the relationship of the question to the
context. {n particulor, three features seem centraly these refer to whether the question

refers fo a sttuation 1) which is unusual vs. one which Is common; 2) which contains @

limited number of stimuli .. vs. one which contalns o complex array; 3) where an action hos.
been pesformed thot the chlld hos observed vs. a sitvation where no action has beéen observed.
, Becouse of the Importance of these factors, the- ldenﬂcol question can be exceedingly

 difficylt or remarkably simple for the young child. For example, In a naturalistic sttuation, the
child might be asked the question, "Why is it light In this mom?‘” A correct answer would be
almost eemln i the condltions hod been such that initially the room a) hod been dark (2
relatively unusual occurrence in the school); b) contained relatively few objects in view
(limited stimuli) and c) was lighted by the teacher tuming o switch which the child could
observe (action observed). On the other hond, a correct answer 1s much more doubtful if the
child walks into a room where ) o light Is coming in through the windows; b) many objects are
prmn! and c) no actlon wo; performed to change the state.of the lighting. This example is,

. of course, somcwhot oxtumo since in any two mmrcl settings,. it is unlikely that all three
parameters would be 50 dramatically opposed. it wos included here merely to highilght the
Importance of eonmml,vmloblos in offwﬂng children's ptoblom solving performance and to

Tilustrate the fact that it is rarely valucble In a cognitive <-tting to consider lingulstic para-

meters apart from any other factors.
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The fourth sphere cssessed In the test Is Spatial Ropmcnt'oﬂm.. in this area, the

Rl

bt VI

children cre asked to reproduce spatial pattems of varying types (e.g., geomeﬁic forms such
k a3 a )quare; o sequence of colors, tc.). Motor skill Is kept to a minimum by avolding any
need to draw ond relying ‘Instead on preformed moterlals which the child must place into an

WE At

organlu.:ﬂpﬁ (e.g., dlscs, &lck:, blocks, etc.). A somple skill in this sphera might be the
reproduction of complex éequencas such as copying a row of discs where the discs are’
alteinutely red or yellow. The psmutations in this task, ond on all the tasks In this sphare
are different from those In the three spheres outlined above. In particular, the pemutations
here are basedupon & systematic set of techniques designed o simplify the Items In those
cass where a child falls. This prooeduu wos selc,c’fodfslnco't‘hb spi\ero lends itself to more
caroful control than do the other oreas. Thus, the most complexdumnd presented to the

child is one where he Is shown a two dimensional (pictured) modcl q an ob[ocf or detign,
 the model is withdrawn and then the child s asked to repn.:duc.—lt fmm—mcmory with three
B dimensional materials. The first simplification following t‘hls Is to have the M!mmslaml
madel In front of the childs the next ls o present a three dimensional model Identical fo the
one he 15 fo moke, ond the lost skmplification ts to actually construct the mods} In front of
the child and then have him moke his model following this, |

B T A N R SO T AL AP S L ST 40 e Pt

An lssue of central concern in o test with such a broad array of skilfs Is the method of
. Intezpreting the reslts. Any answer to this problem hinges, In lorge meowu, on the method
of scoring == that Is, on the way !n which the children's responses are ossosscd. Curumly,
we ore working on three major porometers, These ores
i. ﬂn correctness of ﬂn; responee =~ this Is based on o thrae polnt scale of correct,

port correct md Incorrect, “This is only-o gross assessment but It permits us to goin an overview
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of the skills that moy be strong or weck In a child, an age group, or any other particular
subgroup (e.g., sex, soclo~economlc background, etc.).

2. the form of the incorrect response. For this purpose we have devised a serles of
onalyses to permit us 1o code any Incorrect response. Three main types of analysis cover the
enllu: test, in thot ony ftems analyzed falls Into one of these three patterns. One such

pattern Is presented In Table 2. (ngeneral, it procseds from higher level, albeit incomrect,
petformance to lower level performance. Thls,pqﬂculcrmolysis I;qppl!c&blo to the-
majority-of ltems — and it Is porticularly wlhdzto:ihms,ﬁhorn:ihe child must producea 7
, varbol response. Table 3 shows the poftern that hos been devised for the analysis of errors
on the spotiol @gmtdbml items (m—Hawbﬂh;'*fdf"d—simllar'andiyils). The thzrdicnclysxls,
:‘, whlch has been.developed, 1s designed mainly-for multiple-choice items (e.g., thoss-foks
: é where the child,glwn 5 Items,is asked to select o particular ene on the basis of some concept
,, or principle); It !sjdc'signed to l:idleaio whether there wers porticular preferences in-the-cboics -
i of abjects when an Incorrect cholce was made. |
5— . The anolysls of the efrors Is vital for any future effort ot diagnostic teaching in that-the
%2 paths open fo the teacher vory significantly as o function of.—:hp—enor that lm been committed
%} (e.g., If asked “why did the knife cut better than the spoon ?" a child who says “because It's-
% {onger™ (termed an asseciational error) must bo responded to differantly from o child who says
? "| saw one like that in the store, "). What we are particula: / inferested in at this polnt-is to
éj dohmino whether pa’ﬁ'ﬁslu groups of children establish different but coﬁsi;nnt error ‘;q!tem
’ ) (e.g., do the errors of hyperactive children toke a different form than do the ervors of
S withdrown children?), |
i {
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3. Reaction time Is the third measwre of assassment. it rofers to the length of time it
takez o child to offer a response (and, In a few tasks, such as reproduction of forms, it refers
to the length of time a child works on a problem). This measura can serve a varlety of
putposes. First, the speed of response has recelved particular attention in resecrch on
children’s leaming since it Is deemad to be o measura of impulslvity == refla st '~ (Kogan,
1963). Our own werk hos suggested that this lotter continuum might be mou...ed to Include o
dlsﬂncﬂon‘mng'children who are slow to respond. Thus, while some of these children ore
reflective and use the time to ponclu over the materlal, o'h_aﬁc/n withdrawn, non-responsive
children who avoid the tasks. If these pattems of reaction ore on Important feature of the
child's Interaction with his environmen?, then we should be cble to see relatively consistent
pcﬂoms of reaction time ‘across the four days of the test. Any such pc.;mem of reaction might
well Interact with skill attainment In-thot the children may show diifierent pattemns of response
to Itams where they are successful and to those where they fail.

Ancther possible application of the reaction tims measure Is the assessment of fask
difficulty.. Rosenberg (1970) in analyzing the referential function of longuacs discusses this
use of reactlon fims. For example, he suggests that In situativ:is vinere the listener must
carefully evaluate the information he Is receiving and attempts o do so, his latency will
be slow; on the other hand, if he mokes no such effort, his latency will be much foster.

We may find an analogous pattem In our results In thot In the Inltlal acquisition of a skiil,
the reaction times may bé much more than when the skill has been socurely estoblished. For
example, 3 yeor olds may pass the ssarch item os effectivaly os 4 yeor olds, but they may
take & much longer time 1o do 10 since ths task Zemonds much more of them than It doss of
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Blank 13.
the oldes child (just os having to read a st of words for an adult can be almost an effortless
task while it Is arduous for the first gradar).

At this polrt = » o7 directly in the midst of the data collection and therefore | cannot
present any f—{nu rewlts. However, | thought it would ba worthwhile to point up soms findings
from the pllot study In order to Indicate some of the expected results. Table 4 presents some
of thm ﬂpdlngs and for most part, | belleve they ore self-axplonatory. | would, however,
like to emphasixe one feature thot ssems of porticulormlevance to issues In compensatory
preschool education. As shown in the first four tasks outlined In-Table 4, thers are almost no
differences batween the lower closs and middle closs children on skills which require the chitd
to produce relavont.verbal associotions to materlal (e.g., labaling objects, completingo
sentence, etc.). -

Morked difierences occur, however, when the child must independently Impose on
organization on materlol (e.9., sequencing plcw into ¢; story), evaluate material according
t. & broad, rather than o specific constralnt (the. "not"” ltem), and In.general, us'o the
immediately presented materiol not as a sufflclent unit but merely as ; beginning point of
reference through which he can evoke relevan?, but not present, ldeos. Results such as these
seam fo have relevoncs o the major conﬁovmy about language acquisition and language
usoge amang children from disodvantoged backgrounds. Thus, If these results are maintained

in our new mlu of tests, they would suggest that It is not only valueless, but ectuolly

mcmy to develop compznsatory progroms geared to G undifferentiated pres for the
enhoncoment of longuoge. Instead, they suggest the need for much more dellneated programs
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Blank ' 14
whers ths child is helped to leam how to bring to beor the language he processes in coplng

with relatively cxnplex probbem situations. Any generalization, such as this, must bs token

-

with extreme caution; for the results ara far from final. They are presented hers only to
tHustrate the woys In which thess findings might serve in the ddvelopment of curricula for

the yourg child. ‘ , -
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) ) . QUESTION TYPE-RATIONALE FOR OBSERVATION,
5 . . L BEHAVIOR AND EVENTS

<

-

P

5 DA
L T 1

' wuestion: Picture of a smiling vs. a non-smiling girl--"This girl is happy
and this one is not. How do I know wh&eh‘ene is happy?"

kot ho

<
)
o m L

.y o P T
s SN A

8

'ORRECT S '; DIRECTLY NOTES RELEVANT CHARACTERISTI
’ “She's smiling.'

1

caoa e

. L. Yo e
233 Yoo HpnLlis v A

-
Ny

GIVES RELEVANT CHARACTERISTIC WITHOUT CLEAR a{
SPECIFICATION. , 3
g "She looks happy A
v "Because her face." ' S

( (NCORRECT .~ R _
| DIVERGENCE . = ¥ DESCRIBING VALID BUT NOT FOCAL ATT@IBUTEﬂf

: X : S -{ . "She's not crying." - & qjCﬁmibu Cfﬁg%;

fore,
e
.o
Ve, L e

'

EATE

Si4

"~

- § CHARACTERISTIC * " 4 GIVES CHARACTERISTIC WHICH IS ASSOCIATED BUT
2 : NOT TO THE STIMULUS
"She has nice pants.'

A

- DA A
e i L LR AT B A e 2

UNFOCUSED RESPONSE WHICH CANNOT BE ASSESSED WITHOUT
CLARIFICATION. * : :
"I can see." (Th151esponse is prompted.)

< STV . SO A Y
BNAIRN T

.

REPEATS BDESCRIPTION. ¢ P
: “She's happy." 3

N P
T 0

X

- e,

e R TEIESt ST 1, TNTD T YN e AT L S T O BN NN ATIRTSY T YT A TS

OPPOSITE'MATCH . . REPEATS DESCRIPTION ; MODIFIED FOR OPPOSITE PAIR.
‘ "She's not happy."

[

% IRRELEVANT - - STATES SOME CONTEXTUAL ASSOCIATION TO THE MATERIAL.
i . ce C aRE - "She got hair like my mommy

3 _ L4

“DON'T KNOW"*(VERBAL) : - .

S NO RESPONSE * +*

ES

é

NON-WORK /. -

185 DON'T KNOWX(GESTURE OR
g ‘§-1 ‘ SHRUG)
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” . . TABLE 3 > ANALYSTS OF RESPONSES FOR
REPRODUCTION OF GEOMETRIC FORMS 7
CORRECT - - . CORRECT FORM., . , - <k _ R | X
. r *nn. M
[ . . P ,
PART CORRECT SIMILAR TO FIGURE BUT WITH A MINOR MISTAKE. ;||+ o L
_ A ” ’ "“.. . \. ni .,
, INCORRECT . : R
| ROTATION OR REVERSAL ROTATION OF WHOLE. ANY CHANGE IN ORIENTATION INCLUDING MIRROR IMAGE. 1&;4 ‘, '

ROTATION OR PARTS/WRONG ORDER | ONE OF THE PARTS IS IN WRONG 'ORIENTATIQN. ::ng h t

OMISSION INCOMPLETE, LEAVES OUT A PART OF FIGURE. ™ ~ \ . , : . :
* . . —
‘ rd . . :
= v 1
- DISTORTION o RETENTION OF SOME PARTS. SOME BASIC STMILARITY. , - 1
- . ﬁ " ,”
USED EXTRA . "| PLACES ADDITIONAL PIECES THAT ARE PROVIDED. ==
A RANDOM | PLACES STICKS ON TOP OF EACH OTHER OR IN RANDOM PATTERN.
— - ) : —
"UOM'T KNOW" (VERBAL) . . - ,
O RESPONSE . |
NON-WORK T |
°  DON'T KNOW (GESTURE L '
OR_SHRUG) : . .
o | of !
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TABLE 4 - PARTIAL SUMMARY OF Tuy INITIAL TEST RESULYS

% who succeeded (approximately 8 to 10 S's per group)

MC

1C

MC

1C

MC
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Task Age

Separation of Word
and Referent

Description of-Pictured
Events '
Completion of Verbal
Sequences, -

" Constraints of
Group '

’
&

Pictorial ‘Sequences

Separation of Word
from its Context

90

.79

100

" 44
00

38

88

100

70

67

95

98

84

89

100

61
44
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" 7."" EXAMPLE TEST ITEMS OF RESULTS DESCRIBED IN TABLE 4

cOnceptsslayel - "What is this" - referring to a cup, car, pencil,
CEerRe scissors.

Separatlon of Wordqand Referent -~ Look at this. Don't tell me its name
" L now., Later, when I take it away, tell me.

7

Descriptlon of Plctured EVents ~ Tell me what's happening in the picture
_;f? f_; Co '("boy rldlng a bicycle")

Completlon of Verbal Sequences ~ Finish the sentence :
: . ' "Every mornlng I go to "

l «\~t~\

~ .

Negatlon f Spec1f1c - “Get me something that is not a car."
“a.:}:fh Constralnts,on the group ~ "Get me something dlfferent that

AR . wrltes that is not a pencil."

. ,'- - - jz

-

P1ctor1a1 Sequences - "Put these pictures together to tell a story."

.,x K .- -

Ratlonale for Codlng - "Why do we call this a buttonhole and not a

;75 i; L if" ( keyho‘e’"

Separatlon of Word from its Context - ng 11 say something loud and you

. ‘
S8 % whlsper it to me.
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