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This paper reports findings of a main study and a

corollary study designed to clarify the relationship between
interpersonal and intrapersorial language by examining the spontaneous
classroom interpersonal verbal output of children 4-5 years old in
relation to social class and intelligence. The report presents (1)
preparation of the data of the main and corollary studies for
computer analysis, (2) extensive revision and refinement of the
specially designed Functional Category System (a comprehensive
jnstrument covering all verbal statements of the preschooler), and

) analysis of the results. Findings from the main study support
:igni.ficant relationships between some T0 effects and some soci-~’

class effects as indicators of linguistic effectiveness
(performance) . Ethnicity (black, white) was significant only in

interaction wi

+h some social class effects. Significant sex effects

were noted. The corollary study assessed effects of a school
readiness program or a child development program and indicated that,
in general, no subjects showed significant pre-post changes in IQ. 1IQ
scores of advantaged children (in accord with their initial
selection) remained significantly higher than those of children
seliected from the twc Head Start programs. (WY)




U.S. DEP '~ "MENT OF HEALTH, >
EDUC. {ION & WELFARE f’ - -
. OFFICE OF EDUCATION INATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN- S
. THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN Reppo. |ONS STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY
L UCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FrROM REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EDU
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG.  CATION POSITION OF =0 Y
20 SR N

BATK STREET COLTEGE 72F EDUCATICTT TRLY LLEHC S it

E search Divisicn rrogre..s Report z.ez.och Lt 28
216 West 1lhth Street deptember 1, 196 - april 30, LJ70
New York, N.Y. 10011

Differences in the Spontaneous Classroon Interpersonal Language
of Preschoolers Differing in Intrapersonal Linguistic Effectiveness

Frances Schachter, FPh.D.
Martha Friedricks, B.S.
Susie Kaufman, M.A.
Kathryn Kirshner, B.A.

EDO 56768

Tt is essential to distinguish between interpersonal language for communi-
cation and intrapersonal. language for thinking, in the quest for effective
language intervention programs for the disadvantaged preschooler, As

Vera John (1966) has pointed out, until we know more about the relation-
ship between inter- and intrapersonal language, wWe are setting up compensa-
tory language programs in the dark. Structured programs which purport to
teach language for thinking are making the untested assumption that we
know how intrapersonal language develops, much less Mow to teach it. On
the other hand, child development programs which pur=crt to teach language
for communication and language for thinking in some meaningful relation-
ship are handicapped by our 1limited understarnding of how the development
of inter- and intrapersonal language interrelate.

The objactive of the main study is to clarify this ~elationship between
interpersonal language and intrapersonal. language bty axamining the spon-
taneous classroom interpersonal verbal output of preschoolers in relation
to two indicators of intrapersonal linguistic effe. "iveness: social class
and IQ. A corollary study compares the interpersor .1 classroom language
of a school readiness oriented Head Start center w: . one in which the
program is based on a child development approacii,

Tt was necessary to devise an instrument to categorize the spontaneous
classroom interpersonsl language of preschoolers. A Tunctional Category
System was developed, a description of which can be found in .. discussion
of procedures below, The Category System lies at the heart of the study.

g Tt was developed to be comprehensive, covering all verbal statements of
Fﬂlﬁ the preschooler, and to contain all distinctions which seemed relevant
@qu for an understanding of the development of intrapersonal language.

gmad] The Functional Category System was developed during 1967-68 (see Progress

. Report 1967-68). During the following year, reliability of the system

ELf;) was established and data on the main and corollary studies were collected

. (see Progress Report 1968-69). The major tasks during the period covered

c;:; by the present report have been (1) the preparation of the data of the
main and corollary studies for computer analysis, (2) extensive revision

C::? and refinement of the category system, and (3) the analysis of the
regults.

This report will describe the findings of the main study and the corollaXry
m study . .
'1
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Main Study: Differences in Spontaneous Classroom Interpersonal Language
of Preschoolers Differing in Intrapersonal Linguistic F’ fectiveness

The purpose of the main study was to relate the scores on the Functional
Category System for interpersonal language to two indicators of intra-
personal linguistic effectiveness ~~ social class and IQ. Ethnicity,

sex, age. and school program were control variables, but their independent
effects were also analyzed. The term linguistic "effectiveness" rather
than "competence” is used because modern linguistic usage of the term
"competence' denotes capacity while usage of the term "verformance"
denotes fuactioning. We use "effectiveness" to describe performance.

That is, the IQ in our study refers to functioning rather than capacity.

Subjects

The basic sample consisted of L2 Ss selected from five schools that
have in common e "child development" approach. The Ss range in age from
4-0 to 5-0. Advantaged Ss include six white and six black children with
three boys snd three girls in each group. White Ss were selected from a
middle-class nursery in the Bank Street Head Start Evaluation sample, so
that IQs were available.l Since all but one white S tested at the nursery
scored 109 or above in IQ, only those scoring 109 or above were included.
The six white advantaged Ss constituted the total sample of tosted Ss
with IQs above 109 in the afternoon classroom., This classroom was selected
for observation because it contained the largest number of suitable Ss
plus a balanced sex distribution. The mean IQ in this group was 119.5.

The six black advantaged Ss consist of all of four middle-class four
year olds at a private school for middle=- and upper-middle-class families
plus two from a comparable private school selected to balance the overall

sex distribution. They range in IQ from 102 to 128, with a mean IQ of
115.8

Disadvantaged Ss include ten High (107 and above), ten Medium, and ten
Low IQ (below 92) black Ss from a Head Start center in the Bank Street
Evaluation sample., There were five girls and five boys in each group.
The IQ limits of the High and Low groups were defined by the availiable
sample. For the Medium group, those with IQs as close to 100 as possible
were selected.

Tn addition to this basic sample, the corollary study provided data on 12
additional black Head Start four year olds, six girls ard six boys, in &
"school readiness” program in the Bank Street Head Start Evaluation sample.
Sg were selected to include an equal number of boy-girl pairs at each IQ
level: High, Medium, and Low., When only one High IQ pair was available,

1, Stanford-Binet IQs were available on all Ss in the Bank Street Head
Start Evaluation sample. Ss were tested by members of the Evaluation team
shortly before they were observed for this study. Only four of the black
middle~class Ss needed testing for the study., Binets were administered
Q shortly after their observations. Two of the black middle=class Ss had
FRIC . WISC IQs available at their school. 9
JAFuitext provid: o LW
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an additional Middle IQ pair was added. The final sample included one
High IQ, three Midcle IQ and two Low IQ pairs.

The balanced child development subgroups of the basic sample were
selected with means tests in mind. When our statistical consultant,
Mrs. Jack Cohen, recommended multiple regression analysis, 3t was possibile
to add the school readiness subgroup plus three additional Ss who did not
fit the requirements of the above subgroups. The latter include a black
Head Start "school readiness" S who was six months younger than 4-0, a
white S whose IQ of 78 wss 31 points lower than any other white S, and a
black High IQ (107) Head Start S. owne girl in excess of the five girls
needed for that subgroup. Adding these 15 Ss to the basic sample of Lo
yields a total of 57 Ss.

Procedures

Observation Procedures: language Samples

For all 57 Ss, 12 three-minute verbatim language samples were collected as
described in Progress Report 1967-68. For the vast majority of these

Ss, six time samples were collected by each of two observers on four 4dif-
ferent days, with three samples per day. This optimal diversification

was not always feasible. For some Ss all 12 time samples were collected
by one of the two observers. However, a minimum of two different days

of obgervation was required. Again, for the majority of Ss, the two
observers did not know the IQ. However, this was not always feasible

for one of the observers, the senior author, since she needed to partici-
pate in the selection of Ss. Colleagues vere instructed to omit names

in these discussions but . slips occurred. Data collection was conducted
from October to February, except for four of the six middle-class black
group., The latter, all at the same private school, were considerabl,
younger than the rest of the group, so that it was necessary to wait
anbil the spring and, in one case, the fall of 1969, until all Ss were 4-0,

Scoring Procedures: The Functional Category System

The Functional Category System for Spontaneous Interpersonal Freschool
Language was comprehensive and contained all distinctions which seemed
relevant to an understanding of the development of intrapersonal language.
The approach was functional because previous rasearch has been almost
exclusively concewmed with structural analysis, though there are those
who argue psrsuasively that structural or syntactic development cannot

be understood apart from semantic, motivational or functional considerge~
tions (Fodor, 1966; Jacobson /see Bruner, 1966, Chapter 5/). 1In addition,
it was Telt that a functional analysis would have greater relevance for
the complex socio=-affective processes probably involved in class and

race differences,

The original caktegory system and reliability studies are fully described
in earlier Progress Reports (1967-68, 1968-69). Because the system was
designed to be comprehensive, it was extremely cumbersome with 205
scores. It was necessary to contract the system before proceeding to
relate the scores to the independent variables. A major task of this
period has been the revision of the category system based on frequency
of occurrence in the data of the main and corollary studies. Table 1
describes the original and revised category systems.

3
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Table 1

Comparison of Original and Revised Scoring Systems

1. Total Scores Original Revised
Scored Statements 1 1
Scored & Non-Scored Statements 1 1
Scores 1 1
Double Scores 1 1

Sum A &

2. Category_Scores

I Expressive 1 1

1T Desire Implementing 1 1

I1I Rights Implementing 1 1

IV Ego Enhancing 1 1

V Me Too 1 1

VI Joining 1 1

VIT Collaborative 1 1
VIII Reporting 1 1

IX Learning Implementing 1 1

Sum 9 9

3. Sub-~Category Score 32 34
4, Subscores, renamed Special Scores ! 131 22
5. Appended Scores 17 L2
6. Non-Scores 13 7
7. Combination Scores -—- 27
Sum of the Scores 206 115

.. Renamed Special Scores because in the revised system, they
can cut across cztegories. '

s
St
e
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The original system designates nine mgjor functional categories of inter-~
personal spontaneous language. These have been retained in the revision. The:
are: Expressive (I); Desire Implementing (I1); Rights Implementing (111);3
Egocentric Pride Enhancing (IV), covering personal motives; Me Too (V);
Joining (VI); Collaborative (VII), covering social motives; Reporting (VIII),
a miscellaneous category resembling the primitive social speech of Vigotsky;
and Learning Implementing (IX), covering a cognitive motive. As can be seen
in Table 1, the system as a whole yields seven kinds of scores:

1. Total Scores, which include the number of Scored Statements, the
number of Scored and Non-Scored Statements, the number o Scores, -
and the number of Double Scores (the maximum permissible per statement).

2. Category Scores (listed above), which designate the nine major
functions of interpersonal spontaneous language.

3. Within a category, Subcategory Scores, which desighate major avenues
for implementing a given function, e.g., implementing & desire by asking
for something vs. by stopping a frustrator of a desire. Many of the
subcategory distinctions are based on whether the statement involves a
positive or a negative assertion. For example, asking for something
denoted a positive assertion of desire implementing; stopping a frus=-
trator a negative assertion.

l.. Within a subcategory, Subscores, which designate the style or
specific context involved in the impiementation of a function, €.8.,
displaying pride in ccmpetence Vs. pride in possession. In the
revision, the term Special Scores has been substituted for "Subscores"
because some of these distinctions ~ut across categories in the revised
3y M.

5. Appended Scores, which include mainly structural distinctions such
as whether the statement is a question, whether it includes an intro-
ductory exclamation ("Miss B"), etc. Also included here is whether
the statement is directed to the teacher or to a child.

6. Non-Scores, which are designated for statements that are not spon-

taneous or interpersonal, e€.8., intrapersonal statements cr answers
to others' statements, etc.

7. Combination Scores, which combine any of the above. Several of
the Combination scores combine two or more negative subcategories
to denote a form of angry or frustrated talk.

It can be seen in Table 1 that the Total Scores and the Category Scores
have undergone no revision. The Subcategory Scores have undergone mini-~
mal revision. Five of the categories -- I, II, III, VIII, and IX ~~-
maintain the same subcategory structure. In two of the categories ==
Me "Moo (V) and Collaborative (VII) -~ the structure contained Subscores
only, and no superordinate Subcategory Scores. On the basis of the
same inductive~deductive process that determined the original sub-
categories, using frequency data from the main and corollary studies,
these Subscores were grouped to form new Subcategory Scores. For
example, Subscores for '"Disagreeing and Agreeing," in a collaboration,
were so infrequent that they were incorporated into a more jnclusive

o
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collaborative subcategory. For two of the other categories -- Egocentric
Pride Enhancing (IV) and Joining (VI) -~ the same inductive-deductive
process suggested a reorganization of the existing subcategory structure.
In total, as can be seen in Table 1, the number of subcategories was
expanded from 32 to 3k.

The major revisions iuvolved the Subscores, now called Special Scores.
Table 1 shows that their number was reduced by 108 -- from 131 to 22,
The main determinant in the reduction was the low frequency of occur-
rence of many of these scores. For 32 Subscores the score was moved to
a different subcategory or category. The remaining 76 were subsumed by
the directly supercrdinate Subcategory Score.

In addition, several low frequency Subscores were combined to form a
Special Score with a higher frequency. For example, "Sharing and Post-
poning"” distinctions occurred in the original as four Subscores in two
different categories ~~ Desire Implementing (II) 2nd Rights Implementing
(IIT). These four Subscores were combined into one Special Score which
now cuts across Categories II and III. Many Special Scores were also
clustered as Combination Scores, on a rational basis. For example,
"Sharing and Postponing" (a Special Score) combined with "Permission
Please" (a Special Score), "Collaborative Giving" (a Subcategory Score)
and "Modulations" (an Appended Scors) were clustered to make up the
“~mbination Score, "Quaiified Talk."

Other Combination Scores, derived by the same inductive-deductive pro=
cedure mentioned above, include "Angry Talk," "Frustration Talk," "Play-
ing with Words," "Academic Talk," etc. Although there were no Jombina=
+ion Scores in the original system, it had been anticipated that the
data of the study would suggest these clusters.

Finally, the reducticn in the Appended Scores and Non=-Scores was again
determined by frequency of occurrence and rational considerations. For
example, "Name Calling" and "Cursing” were so rare that they were combined
inco a single Appended Score.

he total number of scores has been reduced from 206 to 115, with a basic
system of 34 functional subcategories. Considerable rescoring was
necessary.t In addition to combining Subscores into supraordinate Sub=
categories and clustering the Combination Scores, rescoring was necessary
when Special Scores were created by combining Subscores, when Subcai2gor-
ies were reorganized, or when Subscores moved to new Subcategories.

We were very encouraged by the fact that the system seemed relevant

to the data, especially in the light of our aim to cover all inter-
personal statements of the four year old. No new scores were necessary,
although new combinations of existing scores appear promising.

1. A1l verbal statements affected by revisions in the category system
were rescored to accord with the new system, No statement was discarded
from the sample. , é;

.
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Tollowing revision and rescoring, a codebook and recodebook were coumstructed
for computer analysis (a copy of each is attached ).l Table 2 shows the
variables of the code and recodebooks as they relate to the variables

of the main and corollary studies. It can be seen that variables 1

through 6 of the codebook are the independent variables of our studies:2
school program, age, ethnicit;, class, sex, and TQ. The 115 dependent
variables of our studies, i.e., the 115 scores of the revised category
system, are covered in variables 7 through 83 of the codebook and

variables 84 to 121 of the recodebcolk.

The data were coded for two basic measures: (a) Frequency, the frequency
of scores per S, and (b) Interval, the number of three-minute observation
intervals in which the score occurred per S (maximum 12).

Statistical Treatment of Data: Study of Functional Catezory System
Variables -- Further Seclection of Variables

The basic statistical design involved a multiple regression analysis
with social class, IQ, ethnicity, sex, age, and program as the indepen-
dent variables, and the 115 scores of the Functional Category System

as the dependent variables. However, the number of category Scores,
though reduced from 205 to 115 in the revision, was still extremely cum-
bersome. In addition, the interrelationships among scores had not as
yet beeu studied empirically to evaluate the structure of the Functional
Category System. The latter was by far the more significant objective
sine:. as Cazden (1966) has pointed out, e know nothing about how
£iine cpultiple functions of interpersonal language develop and how they
y. i %: te the development of intrapersonal language. Tt should %e clear
that any eluacidation of the domain of interpersonal language as embodied
in the category system scores would facilitate the interpretation of the
results cf the maltiple regression analysis.

For these reasons, two Factor analyses.were carried out -- a.Fiva<TFactor and a
Ten~Factor analysis. All Subcategory, Specilal, Appended and Non-~Scores were
incluced in the Factor analysis matrix. Category Scores and Combinatlion
Scores were not included since the Factors themselves were to serve the

same purpose as these supraordinate scores. Tt may be recalled that

seven of the nine original categories were assumed to be interrelated

in a continuum of ego differentiation from the undifferentiated Expres-

sive category (I) through the pivotal Egocentric Pride Enhancing

category (IV) to the role differentiated Ccllaborative category (Vi1).

In addition, each of the seven categories contained Positive and Negative
subcategories (e.g., for the Egocentric Pride Epnhancing category, one

could boost one's ego or denigrate another). These negative scores were
clustered in the negative Combination Scores == Frustration General,
Frustration Rights, Angry Denigration, Angry Exclusion, and Indirect
Hostility.

1. A copy of the revised scoring system is in preparation,

2. The codebook order of these variables follows Head Start Evaluation
o Center protocol rather than the focus of our study.

ERIC ~ 7
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Table 2

Codebook and Recodehoolk Variables in Relation to
Independent and Dependent Variables {Category System Scoring)

CODEBGOK INDEPENDENT VARIABLE # PAGE #
School Program 1 1
Age 2 3
Ethnicity 3 4
Class 4 4
Sex 5 4
IQ 6 A
DEPENDENT VARIABLE # Frequency 3-min.intervals
Total Scored Statements 7 6 10
Subcategories 8~41 6-7 10-12
Special Scores 4254 8 12
74-82 9 14
Appended Scores 55-66 8-9 13
83 10 14
Non-scores 67~-72 % 13
Total Scored & 72 ° 14
Non-scored Statements
RECODE _BOOK Frequency & 3-min.intervals
Categories 84-92 1
Total Scores 93 1
Total Double Scores 94 1
Combinations 95-113 2-4
Percent Ccnversiens 8-113 5
Additional Combinations 114-121 65-8
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The following list will defcribe each of the Facvors and discuss them
in relation to the rirUctufe of the category system, Factor components
are listed in order of tvheir factorial loadings, the highest ilisted
first, A glance at the irst two or three components in each list is
sufficient usually to Wwderfsbtand the Factor. With few exceptions,
involving mainly the discarding of low frequency, low loading, incon=-
sistent components, Factor components were retained as analyzed. Each
component was weighted equally, because the small sample of Ss did not
appear to justify a refined weighting procedure at this time.

Tive~FPactor Analysis
L )

Factor 1: Adult Oriented (Dependent on and Identified)

Pexrmission Pleag? (\75).1 Special Score -~ Desire Implementing
(Category II) and Rights Implementing (Category III). Requesting
permission and/o” stating "please.”

Desire Reguest t© TeaCher (.75). Special Score -~ Desire
Implementing (Catesory II).

Teacher Directed Stgtements (.70). Appended Score.

Spinner Repetition (.SO). Non-Score indicating a seemingly
automatic rhythmic yedetition of a statement, not in the service
of persistence,

Modulation (.46). apbended Score 2xplaining, justifying,
rationalizing or persuading, often containing “because.”
Usually associated with Deasire Implementing (Category II) or
Rights Implementing (Category IIT).

Delight (.44). Special Score -- Reporting (Category VIIT).
With delight.

Learning~01d (.29). Subcategory -- Learning Implementing
(Category IX).

Discussion

Tt can be seen that Factor 1 is most related to the Positive stabement
of Desire Tmplementi an@ Rights Implementing (Categories II and III)
and to dependency on the “eacher, The latter introduces an interesting
additional element into the Factor. Together with Permission Please,
Modulations, anc Leafning=0l1d, the element of identifying with adult
values is added to the dePendency aspects of the Desire Implementing
category. With Delight gdded, we have a Factor suggesting dependency,
trust, and identificatiop with the adult world.

e T

1., Pactor loading.

o
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ractor 2: Angry Talk (Negative Self-Assertion)

Name Calling and Cursing (.89). Appended Score.
Negative Affective Tone - Additional (.86). Appended Score.

Denigrating Others - Direct and Indirect - General (.83). Sub-
category -- Egocentric Pride Enhancing (Category V).

Denigrating Others - Direct and Indirect - Power (.77). Sub-
category =-=- Egocentric Pride Enhancing (Category Iv).

Me Too = Different (.68). Subscorel -- Me Too (Category V).

Desire Implementing - Clowning (.67). Subscore -- Desire
Implementing (Category II).

Teasing and Testing Limits (.59). Subcategory ~- Egocentric
Pride Enhancing (Category IV).

Defending Against Exclusion (.57). Subcategory -- Joining
(Category VI).

Stopping a Frustrator of Possession Rights (.52). Subcategory =--
Rights Implementing (Category III).

Not Desiring (.45). Subscore -- Desire Implementing (Category II).
Excluding Self and Others (.43). Subcategory -- Joining (Category VI).

Defending Against Denigration - Power (.42). Subcategory --
Egocentric Pride Enhancing (Category IV).

Negative Expressive - Main (.41). Subcategory -- Expressive
fCategory I).

Defending Against Denigration - Evaluative (.40). Subcategory =--
Egocentric Pride Enhancing (Category IV).

Defending Against Other, Who is Stopping S as a Frustrator of
Desire (.37). Subcategory -- Desire Implementing (Category II).

Discussion

This Factor brings together almost all the negative statements in all

the subcategories. As such it subsumes most of the scores included in
the Combination Scores which were created for the same purpose:
Frustration - Rights, Frustration = General, Angry Denigration, Angry
Exclusion, and Indirect Hostility. It also adds the Negative subcategory
of the Expressive Category (I).

1. Subscores in the original scoring system are listed as such, In the re-
vised system they are listed under Special Scores (see Codebook ).

106
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Factor 3: Egocentric Thrust (Positive Self-Assertion)

Sharing and Postponing (.77). ©Special Score -=- Degire Impiementing
(Category II) and Rights Implementing (Category III).

Rights Assertion - Positive (.70). Subcategory -- Rights Implementing
(category IIIL).

Egocentric Pride in Possessions (.67). Subscore -~ Egocentric
Pride Enhancing (Category IV).

Me Too - Competitive (.64). Subcategory == Me Too (Category V).

Disagreeing in Collaboration (.52). Subscore -- Collaboration
(Category VII).

Continuation of Previous Statement (.61). Appended Score.

Denigrating Others - Evaluative (.59). Subcstegory -~ Egocentric
Pride Enhancing (Category IV).

Defending Against Other, Who is Stopping S as a Frustrator of
Possession Rights (.59). Subcategory -- Rights Implementing
(Category III).

Egocentric Pride ~- Competence (.56). Subscore -- Egocentric
Pride Enhancing {Category IV).

Song (.51). Nor-Score,
Persistence - Exact Repetition (.37). Appended Score.

Assuming Teacher's Role - Evaluative (.38). Subcategory -~
Egocentric Pride Enhancing (Category IV),

Egocentric Pride in Knowledge (.32). Subscore -- Egocentric
Pride Enhancing (Category IV).

Discussion

This Factor most closely resembles the positive assertions of Bgocentric
Pride Enhancing (Category IV). Also important is the positive assertion
of possession rights -- Rights Implementing (Category III). It adds

the Competitive - Me Too Statements (Category V) and Collaborative
Disagreeing (Category VII). These additions plus the Appended Continua=-
tion and Persistence scores enrich the image of positive self-assertion
denoted by Category IV.

11
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Factor W: Peer Interaction

Child-Directed Statements (.63). Appended Score.

Orders and Threats (.62). Special Score -- Desire Implementing
(Category IT) and Rights Implementing (Category III).

Joining - Specific (.57). Subcategory -- Joining (Category VI).

Stopping a Frustrator of a Desire (.55). Sutcategory -- Desire
Implementing (Category II).

Egocentric Pride =~ Evaluative (.146). S3ubcategory -- Egocentric FPride
Enhancing (Category IV).

Collaborative Dramatic Play (.45). Sub .ategory -=- Collabora:ive
(Category VII).

Collaborative Ziving (.43). Subcatezory -- Collaborative (Category VIL).

Collaborative - General (.43). Subcategzory -- Collaborative
(Category VII).

Introductory Salutation (.41). Appended Score.

Defense Against Denigration - General (.37). Subcategory -~=~
Egocentric Pride Enhancing (Category IV).

Intense Fxcited Tone - Additional (.34). Appended Score.

Expressive - Positive - Main (.29). Subcategory =-- Expressive
(Category I).

Reporting - Other (.26). Subcategory ~- Reporting (Category VIII).
Discussion
This Factor brings together two of the categories concerned with peer
relations -- Joining (VI) and Collaborative (VII), Together with Child-
Directed Statements, Stopping a Frustrator of a Desire (II), Orders and

Threats (II and IIT), and Excited and Positive Affects, this Factor seems
to characterize the give and take of peer preschool society.

12
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Factor 5: Linking to QOthers with Words (Self-Inclusion)

Mutual Chanting (.56). Special Score ~= Me Too (Category V)
and Collaborative (Category VII).

Report Self-Product (.49). Subscore -~ Reporting (Category VIII).
Report Self-Do (.h5). Subscore -~ Reporting {r ~~nry VIII).

Me Too (.42). Subeategory =~ Me Too (Category V,

Report Things (.36). Subcategory -- Reporting (Cz-czzo v VI.1).
Report Self-Attribute (.32). Subscore =- Reportin- . tego™ r VIII).
Discussion

Factor 5 is perhaps the most interesting Factor both becau - the :ombina-
tion was not anticipated in the structure of the scoriang s cem =zl
because the results show it to be significantly related tc _1trar=—"sonal
linguistic effectiveness. It combines the Me Toco =~ Genezz_. score (which
was expected to be related to effectiveness) with the Report Seli, Report
Things scores and Mutual Chanting. Since the Me Too denotes a self~
referring linking to another S's statement, while the Revport responses
link S's inner thoughts to others =und Mutual Chanting links to others
with word games, this Factor seems to denote the kind of social speech
that Vigotsky (1962) proposes as a basis for the development of egocentric
speech and inner thought. A rich network of social links seems to be
created by, and reflected in, a web of words which tie S to the other's
inner thoughts and the other to his inner thoughts. As such, this Factor
seems to create, define, and maintain, the undifferentiated pre-egocentric
social speech which we have designated pre-egoccentric social speech, while
Piaget's social &peech (Piaget, 1926), taking into consideration the feel-
ings and thoughts of the listener, defines our post-egocentric social
speech (see Progress Report 1967~68). We will return to this distinction
in the discussion.

Ten=-Factor Analysis

A Ten~factor analysis was undertaken for exploratory purposes. With a
small sample of 57 Ss, it was anticipated that many of the Factors would
be spurious. The zresults show that three of the ten Factors were essen-
tially the same as three of those in the Five-Factor analysis ==

Angry Talk (2), Egocentric Thrust (3), and Peer Interaction (4). One

of the ten Factors, Factor 7, combined elements of Factor 1 (Adult
Oriented) and Factor 5 (Linking to Others with Words). Another Factor,
8, was an interesting component of Factor 3, Egocentric Thrust. Finally,
Factor 6 represented a new cluster, not found in the Five-Factor analy-
sis. These three Factors seemed meaningful enough to add to the original
five, making a total of eight Factors.

33
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Tactor 6: Positive Interest in Objective World

Learning-01d (.53). Subcategory =-- Learning Implementation
(category IX).

Delight (.53). Special Score -- Reporting (Category VIII).
With delight.

Report Things (.47). Subcategory -- Reporting (Category VIZ

Stinner Repetition (.43). Non-Score indicating e seemingly au o=
matic rliythmic repetition of a statement, not in the service o
persistence.

Expressive - Positive - Main (.37). Subcategory -- Expressive
(Category I).

Discussion

Factor 6 aligns interest in the objective world of the Report Things
Subcategory with much of the Learning Category (IX), and with positive
affect. This is a logical cluster, similar to Piaget’s Adapted Informa=

tion category (Piaget, 1926). It concerns itself with the external world
rather than the self,

Factor 7: ILinking to Others Including Adults (Self-Inclusion)

Desire Implementing (.79). Subcategory == Desire Implementing
(Category II).

Report Self-Attribute (.71). Subscore -~ Reporting (Category VIII).

Report Self-Do (.65). Subscore =- Reporting (Category VIII).

Teacher-Directed Statements (.59). Appended Score.
Report Self-Product (.4l). Subscore -~ Reporting (Category VIII).

Me Too (.38). Subcategory == Me Too (Category V).

Discussion

Factor 7 combineg the dependent aspects of Factor 1, Adult Oriented,
including Desire Implementing and Teacher-Directed, with the self-linking
aspects Me Too and Report Self of Factor 5. By omitting Mutual Chanting
and Report Things, there is a shift from a linking by means of word

focns to a linking through interpersonal relating. Because Factor 7
shows this interesting shift, it was added to the list of Factors, though

it was obvious that Factors 5 and 7 would correlate very highly. The
obtained correlation was .76.

14
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Factor 8: Academic - Competitive Oriented

Egocentric Pride in Knowledge (.73). Subscore -- Egocentric Pride
Enhancing (Category IV).

Assuming Teacher's Role - Competence (.59). Subcategor:” -=
Egocentric Pride Enhancing (Ca.egory IV).

Me Too - Competitive (.50). Subcategory -~ Me Too (Category ).
Discussion

This Factor sesms like an interesting component of the Egoccen®tric Thrust,
Fachtor 3, espacially so for the study of school program effects. (Factor 3
correlates .74 with Factor 8). It seems to deal with the same distinction
a3 the Academic Combination score., Since Factor 8 was validated by the
Factor analysis, it wr.s substituted for the Combination Score.

Tt can be seen that the Factor analysis lends strong support to the
inductive-deductive process upon which the category systsm and its revision
were based., Factor 1 covers Categories II and IIIL; Factor 2 covers the
Combination Scores which include the negative Subcategories of the
Categories. Factor 3 covers Category IV mainly; Factor L covers

Categories VI and VII. Factor 5 covers Category V and aspects of

Category VIII. TFactor 6 combines spects of Categories VIII and IX.

Factor 7 is a composite of Factors 1 and 5. TFactor 8 is a component

of Pactor 3.

The factorial validity of the category system, while quite good, was far
from perfect. The factor analysis provides rich material for possible
future revision of the system. However, it seems premature to undertake
further revision until more data is available to verify the findings

of the factor anslysis.

The eight factors formed the core of a list of dependent variables which
were subjected to multiple regression analysis. Because it was considered
premature to rely solely on the factor analysis, 32 additional scores

were selected for multiple regression analysis.

The main basig for selecting the 32 variables was a correlation matrix
containing all 115 scores and all six independent variables plus a list
of the mean frequency of occurrence of each score. Any score which
correlated significantly with any of the independent varisbles taken
singly, and all scores with high frequency of occurrence were eligible
for selection. Where the correlation matrix of scores or the factor
analysis suggested that a score was redundant or that a combination of
scores was empivically unjustified, these scores were dropped. AlsO
included in the list of 32 were scores which the research literature sug-
gested as significant even though they showed no significant correlations
with the independent variables taken singly, e.g., Collaborative Dramatic
Play. The final 1list of 32 scores and 8 Factors covered all the major

15
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distinctions of th- scoring ~ystem, categories and subcategories, and
combination scores, except for ths Expressive category. Here the Negative
subcsgtegory was ¢ .red by the Angry Talk Factor; the Positive subcategor:”
was too infrequent to analyze by itself.

Statistical Treatment: Multiple Regression

It has been noted that correlation matrices including all 121 independent
and dependent variables were obtained. Since the scoring system provided
two sets of measures, Frequency and Interval, two such matrices ware calcu~
lated, one for each measure. The results of the two matrices Were very
similay, as migh® be expected since the correlation between the two
measures is .76 for Total: Scored Statements, However, the correlations
with the independent variables were generally slightly higher for the
Tnterval measure than for the Frequency measure. Fou example, the correla-
tion of the Me Too score with IQ was .48 for the Interval measure and <L
for the Frequency measure; Qualified Talk correlated .53 with social

class for the Interval measure, but .47 for the Frequency measure.

The results indicate that the Frequency measure was more subject to
error, as might be expected from the much larger range of the Frequency
measure. The Frequency Total varied from 4 to 156; the Interval Total
varied from 1 to a maximum of 12 intervals of observation. An added
source of error presented by the Frequency measure involved the phenomenon
of continuation in verbal sequences, conversations. If two children Were
engaged in conflict involving denigrations, this could include as many as
15 insults during a given interval, depending on the other child's reac~
tion or some interruption by an external event. For the Frequency
measure this would be scored 15; for the Interval measure only a score
of 1 would be obtained. If the child was frequently engaged in such
denigration he could obtain as high a score as 12 for the Interval
measure. On the other hand, if this was a 15 statement sequence never to
recur, the Frequency measure would give him 15 points for the single
sequence, That is, both individual 8'%s agnd individual conversations
could increase the error variance for the Frequency measure dramatically,
accounting for the greater stability of the Interval measure.

Finally, and most important, the Interval measure served to modulate the
effects of Total Frequency on each score. It was originally planned to
report the data in terms of raw scores as well as percent scores, since
both ways of examining the data appeared promising. However, the range
of Frequency scores (I to 156) and of Interval scores (1 to 12) was_so
great as to introduce a serious error into the percent conversions.

Ss who talked very little would have an inordinately powerful influence
on the means of a percent analysis. Ss who talked a great deal would
have a weakened influence on the means. Fortunately, the Interval
measure, with its inherent limited range of 0 to 12, served to minimize
the effects of total verbal productivity.

1. Our statistical consultant has suggested that in future work a minimum
number of statements per S, rather than a constant number of intervals
of observation, should be required.
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Tor these reasons, and because of the very high cost of the computer pro-
cedure, tae multiple regression analyses were carried out using only the
Tnterval measure. One Freguency measure, Total Number of Scored State-
ments, was of sufficient interest to include in the analysis.

Results
A report on the multiple regression analysis for Tctal: Scored Statements
will be followed by a report on the multiple regression analysis for the

Functional Category scores, the eight Factors and the selected scores.

Verbal Productivity

Tgble 3 shows the statistically significant effects of class, 19, ethnic-
ity, sex, age, and program on the Frequency and Interval measures Of
verbal productivity. The Frequency measure is based on the number of
scored statements (mean for N = 57 is 60.6, s.d. = 37.4); the Interval
measure is based on the number of intervals in which scored statements
occurred (mean for N = 57 is 9.2, s.d. = 2.8).

For the Frequency measure, it can be seen that class and IQ, the indica-
tors of interpersonal linguistic effectiveness, are significantly related
to verbal productivity, r = .33 and .27 respectively, while the control
variables, ethnicity, age, sex, and program, arc not. It can also be
noted that for the Interval measure only IQ rroduces a significant

effect, .34. The social class effect for the Interval measure tends
toward significance (.10 level of significance), with a correlation of
.23. The loss of significance is probably a statistical artifact,
resulting from the fact that the mean Interval score was 9.2,1 quite close
to the maximum of 12 intervals. In any case, the results suggest that
class has a stronger effect on verbal productivity when the amount of talk
within each interval is teken into consideralion, while IQ has & stronger
effect when the number of silent intervals are considered. 1In the latter
case, the effects are striking.

While 45% of the 168 intervals observed in children of IQ of 90 or below
were silent, only 17% of the 300 intervals of the Medium IQ Ss and 1h%
of the 216 intervals of the High IQ Ss were silent. Ss in the Low IQ
group Were silent almost half of the intervals observed. This finding
is consistent with the recent Harvard study comparing middle- and lower-
class children below six. In that behavioral study, lower-class Ss
spent significantly more time in "non-task'" activity., Silence, and not
doing anything, together with a clinically observed withdrawal from
others in our sample, suggests a syndrome of silent withdrawal. This
syndrome seems related to the phenomenon of "tuning out' noted by many
obsert . .s of the disadvantaged child (e.g., Blank and Solomon, 1969).
However, the syndrome of silent withdrawal is a broader concept which

1. None of the other scores selected for study exceed a mean Interval
score of 5.5 and an s.d. of 3.2 except for the Appended Score -- State-
ments Directed to Children (mean 7.4, s.d. 3.2).

17
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Table 3

Sienificant Partial CorrelatiOns1 between Interpersonal Verbal
Productivity and Social Class and 1Q (Intrapersonal Linguistic
Effectiveness Indicators) and Ethnicity, Sex, Age, and Program
(Control Variables)
(Multiple Regressiou, N = 57)

Independent Variables
Intrapersonal Linguistic

Effectiveness Indicators Control Variables
Dependent Variables
Interpersonal Verbal Social Class IQ Ethnicity Sex Age Program
Productivity
Frequency Total .33 .27 - -- -- -
Intervai Total ~-- <34 ~ - - -

1. An r of .27 is significant at .05 level; r of .34 is significant at .01
level.

1B
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could subsume and help to explain tuning out. The latter refers to cog=-
nitive operations, as if S was not also tuned out emotionally and socially.
The syndrome of silent withdrawal has been observed in preschool settings
where sjuucineous interaction with others, peers, teachers and materials
seems lacking. The syndrome of silent withdrawal directs our attention
to the social-affective context of cognitive functioning.

The verbal productivity results are consistent with those of previous
studies. Hess (1969) has pointed out that 2 significan’ relationship
between social class and verbal productivity is a consistent finding in
all interview and research settings. Our own work would add the preschool
setting as well, when spontaneous interpersonal speech is observed. We
would also add that IQ is related to verbal productivity, when social
class is controlled.

Hess (1969) notes that Labov, presenting data on adolescent peer street
culture, Ly questioned these consiscent findiangs. In fact, Labov (1968)
has not guestioned the findings. He merely questions a competence explana-
tion for the findings. He argues for a performance explanation. He
stresses the importance of the functional=-interpersonal aspects of language,
the social ccutext, for an understanding of the weak performance of urban
blacks on launguage tasks in school, in research settings, and on IQ tests,
all white middle-class settings with adults. As such, his approach is
consonant wWith our own. It is these functional-interpersonal factors

that the Category System was designed to study.

Punctional Category Scores

Tables 4 and 5 show statistically significant results for the Functional
Category Scores -~ Table 4 gives the multiple regression results, Table 5
gives the mean Interval scores. Table 4 shows that seven of the eight
Tactors were significantly correlated with at least one of the independent
variables, social class, IQ, ethnicity, sex, age, and program. For these
seven Factors, their stabtistically significant component scores are
1isted for the independent variable where the Factor was statistically
significant., This includes 13 component scores.

In addition, Table 4 shows a Non-Factor list with one Appended score and
three Non-Scores, not included in the Factors. Also listed under Non-
Factor are Qualified Talk, Frustration - General, and Learning Irplement -
ing, supraordinate scores which are members of more than one significant
Tactor and statistically significant in themselves. Altogether Table L
summarizes the statistically significant results of seven Foctors and 20
seccres.

Table 5 shows the mean Interval scores for the same list of variagbles in

relation to social class, ethnicity, and program subgroups. Identifying

data for each subgroup are also shown including age, IQ, and verbal pro=-

ductivity. The means in Table 5, while interesting in themselves, .re of
special significance in estimating the interaction effect between iocial

class and ethnicity.

19
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Table kL

Statistically Significant Partial Correlationst between Interpersonal
Tunctional Category Scores and Social Class and T1Q (Xntrapersonal
Tinguistic Effectiveness Indicators) and Ethnlcity, Sex. Age,
and Program (Control Variables)
(Multiple Regression, N = 57)

Independent Variab™:s

Indicators of
Intrapersonal
Linguistic
Effectiveness Control Variables
Dependent Variables

Interpersonal Functional Social Class IQ Ethnicity Sex Age Program
Categoxry Scores:

Factor 1, Adult Dependent

a.nd Identified - - - oz —.33 - PR
Desire Request to Teacher® e ——— - 030 = ——
Qualified Talk (Partial)3 ——— ——— - 229 == ~—

Factor 2. Angry Talk - Negative

Self'-'ASSel"tion .’-l-’?* Ll —‘)-!-3 - o o o, - o
Angry Denigration Sl — ~L7 - -
Angry Exclusion 40 ——— ~. 48 ——— - -—
Indirect Hostili'ty ‘L}l -y —_32 - - me bt e - -
Fl‘ustra'tion - Rights P L’-s -y ~ 3L]- -~ - ey ma e -
Frustretion ~ General (Partial)3 — ~—— -.36 - ——— ———

Factor 3. Egocentric Thrust - Positive

Self-Assertion .31 .27 — ——— e -
Song .39 e~ - o e -
Qualified Talk (Partial)d .37 —— — —. - ——

Modulations .Ll-s - [ ToT - - - o o - -

Factor 4. Peer Interaction not significant

1. A correlation of .27 is significant at .05 level; .34, significant at .Ol level.

2. Statistically significant factor component correlations are listed for each inde-
pendent variable showing a statistically significant correlation with the factor
Score.

3. Supraordinate scores whose elements occur in more than one factor in the Five-
Factor analysis. Modulations is element of Qualified Talk,

o ¥Variables positively correlated with class and negatively with ethnicity suggest
RJ!:significant interaction effects (see text).

IText Provided by ERIC y
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Table 4 (cont'd)

Independent Variables

Indicators of
Intrapersonsl
Linguigtic
Bffectiveness Control Variables
Dependent Variables
Interpersonal Functional Social Class 1Q Tthnicity Sex Age FProgram
Catagory System: )

Factor 5. Linking to Others with

Words (Self Inclusion) .28 .36 —— ——— ———
Me TOO - 29 o 37 L i - - - .-
Report Self - o o .29 - - - - - -

Pactor 6. Objective World

Positive Interest - o .32 - -———
Pactor 7. Linking to Othe»s and - .
Adults Tself'InCluSion)l ,28 .27 e om - - -~
Desire Request to Teacher .29 - - ——— e g
Me TOO .29 '37 . o -~ o= o - e
RePOI't Self Lakadend . '29 - L L - on -~
Tactor 8. Academic - Competitive J— - . ——— e .28
Egocentyic Pride = Knowledge e . —— - ——— 27

Non~Factor Scores

Answers to Pears — .39 R ——— ~ee ——
Questions —— —~— s w28 ~ea- e
Intrapersonal —— ~ ——— 28 wew ———
Non-Woxrd ——— —~—— —~—— il e ———
Qualified Ta,lk2 . 37 ~ —— - .‘29 - naom -
Frustration - General? - ——vi -.36 = - ———
Learning Implementing? —— i — cnm e .29

1. Factors 6~8 emerged in the Ten-Factor analysis. Their components also appeared
in the Five-Factor analysis, where the factor was sbatistically significant for
a given independent variable.

2. See footmote 3 on preceding page.

0. o1
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Table 5

Means for Social Class, Ethnicity and Program Subgroups -~
Identifying Data, Verbal Productivity, an@ilntexggrsonal Functional Category Scorses

Head Starrt Middle Class
School Child
Readiness Development Total White Black Total

Tdentifying Data

N 13 31 Ly 7 6 13
IQ
mean 95.1 96.9 96.2 113.6% 115.8 1iL.6
s.d. 13.6 18,6 15.0 10.8
Age
mean 5k, 0% 54,4 54.3 51.4 54.3 52.8
s.d. L. L 3.9 3.0 4.3
Verbal Productivity
Total Fregquency
mean 58.8 52,1 55.4  A4,1 104.,5 82.8
S.d. 36.9 33.2 31,2 k5.6
Total Interval
mean 9.0 8.6 8.9 10.6 11i.7 11L.1
s.d. 2.2 3.2 1.k .8
Interpersonal Functional
Category Scoresl
Interval Measure ~ 12 intervals
Factor 1. Adult Dependent
and Identified
mean 77.8 6h.2 69.8 116.7 10k,5 11l.1
s.d. 41,9 38.8 51.3  75.h4

%The white middle-class mean IQ is depressed by one deviant S (additicnal to the
basic sample).with an IQ of 78 and 13 statements, The school readiness mean ege
is depressed by one deviant 5, aged 3 years, 6 wonths. The effects of deviant
Ss are partialled out in the multiple regression analysis, tut they strongly
influance the means.

1. Means are listed for all 8 Factors and for statistically significant factor
components when social class, ethnicity and program are significantly correlated
with the Factor score, Also listed are Non-Factor scores significantly correlated
with social class, ethnicity and program,

T3
P4
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Table 5 (cont'd)
Head g tazrt Middle Class

School Child
Readiness Development Total White Black Total

Factor 2. Angry Talk =
Negative Self-Assertion

mean 78.6 49.9 59,7 66.4 209.7 132.5
s.d. 65.6 39.0 49.8 217.3
Angry Denigration
mean 2.3 1.1 1.5 .6 5.0 2.6
s.d. 2.3 1.6 .8 4.3
Angrv Exclusion
mean .8 .6 T .3 2,2 1.2
s.d. .9 .8 .5 1.2
Tndirect Hostility
mean 2.6 1.7 2.0 2.6 6.0 L.2
s.d. 2.8 1.8 1.5 4.3
Frustration - Rights
mean 1.2 1.0 1.1 1.b 3.5 2.4
s.d. 1.4 1.3 1.4 2.1
Prustration - Generall
mean 2.5 2.4 2.k .9 3.5 2.1
s.d. 1.9 1.8 .7 2.8
Fzctor 3. Egocentric Thrust -
Positive Self-Assertion
mean 114.9 oh.0  102.5 109.k 209.7 155.7
s.d. 95.6 63.6 75.5 1h45.h4
Song
mean 1.1 o7 .8 o 3.2 1.8
s.d. .9 .9 .8 L.3
Qualified Talkl
mean 2.7 3.0 3.0 6.9 7.7 7.2
s.d. 2.6 z.8 3.9 3.7
Modulations
mean Y .G .9 2.4 3.5 2.9
s.d. .9 1.2 2.4 1.4

1. Supraordinate scores whose elements occur in more than one factor in the Five-
Factor analysis. Modulations is element of Qualified Talk.

2
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Table 5 (cont'd)
He ad Start Middle Class

School Child
Readiness Development Total White Black Total

Factor 4. Peer Interaction
mean 121.0 110.7 116.4 113.4 177.0 1k2.8
s.d. 90.7 69.7 38.2 5Sh.1

Tactor 5. Linking to Others with
fords (Self-Inclusion)

mean 39.8 43.3 3.2 T7.4 88.7 82.6
s.d. 27.9 30.9 36.1 51.6
Me Too
mean 1.8 1.9 1.9 3.0 4,7 3.8
s.d. 1.4 2.1 1.9 2.2

Tactor 6. Objective World
Positive Interest:L

mean 31.9 " ol b o7.2 74,1 L1.0 58.8
s.d. 31.3 22.6 47.8 1k4.6
Factor 7. Linking to Others and
Kauits (Self-Inclusion)l
mean 61.8 52.3 56,4 108.3  99.7 104,.3
s.d. 34,8 34,5 32,2 69.7
Desire Request to Teacher
mean 2.2 1.k 1.6 b 3.5 4.0
s.d. 1.6 1.5 2.3 3.3
Me Too
mean 1.8 1.9 1.9 3.0 k.7 3.8
s.d. 1L 2.1 1.9 2.2
Pactor 8. Academic = Cc:mpe’s;it:i.ve:L
mean 23.2 8.2 12,9 1.1 17.3 15.6
s.d. 37.3 ik, 1 2h.2 28.5
Egocentric Pride - Knowledge
mean ’ 3 .1 .1 X 2 .2
s.d. .6 .2 N U

1, Scores were subjected to a Tive-Factor and Ten-Factor analysis. Factors 6-8
were added to the basic five factors on the bagis of the Ten-Factor analysis.

24
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Qualified Talk:
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Table 5 (cont'd)

Head Start Middle Class
School Child
Readiness Development Total White Black Total

mea.n 2. 3.0 3;0 609 7.7 7.2
s.d. 2.6 2.8 3.9 3.7
Frustration - Generall
mean 2-5 goh‘ 2-5 -9 3-5 201
Snd. 109 108 .7 208
Learning Img}ementingl
mean l.l -5 ar{ 9 -7 .8
s.d. .9 .8 7 .8
1. See footnote 1, page 16c.
(9 =4
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Intrapersonal Tinguistic Effectiveness Indicators

I0 Effects

1Q corrclates significantly with Factor 3, Egocentric Thrust (r = .27),
Factor 5, Linking to Others with Words (r = .36), and Factor 7, Linking
to Others Including Adults (r = .27). (It may be recalled that Factor 7
combines aspects of Factor 1, Adult Oriented, with Factor 5.) Within
Facter 3, there are no significant correlations in relation to IQ for any
compeilent score, though Pride in Possessions tends toward significance
with a correlation of .24, Within Factors 5 and 7, Me Too and Report
Self vield significant component sCOYe€S. Correlations with IQ are .37
and .29 respectively. Mutual Chanting tends toward significance with a
correlation of .26.

Among the W-n-Factors, Answers to Peers is significantly related to IQ
with = e~ -iation of .39. Such spontaneous responsive statements might
be view-1 : another aspect of linking with othewrs.

Socin: (iass Effects

The same 1i .-~ Factors show significant effects of social class.
Factor 5, Euncentric Thrust, .31; Factor 5, Linking With Words, 28
and Factor 7, L.nking Including Aduits, .28. Again, Me Too is a sipg=
nificant component score with a correlation of .29,

For social class, the component of Factor 7 which incorporates aspects
of Factor 1, Adult Oriented (Dependent and Tdentified) assumes greater
importance. Desire Requests to Teacher is significantly correlated with
social class, .29. Qualified Talk 1is significantly correlated with
social class, .37, as well as its component, Modulation, .45. Qualified
Talk, which also includes Permission Please, Sharing and Postponing,

and Collaborative Giving. is our strongest indicator of the socializa-
tion process. It 1s not surprising, though highly significant, that
these variables emerge as being related to social class. It may also be
noted ghat Qualified Talk tends toward a significant correlation with
19, .20,

Social Class-Ethnicity Interaction Effects

The findings on Angry Talk, Factor 2, as well as all other variables
showing a significant positive correlation for social class and negative
correlation for ethnicity (i.e., blacks more than whites), cannot be
interpreted without reference to mean differencesamong class and ethnic=-
ity subgroups (see Table 5). Because there were no white lower-class

Ss in the sample, it was not possible to partial out the effects of
interaction between class and ethnicity. In the absence of a white
lower=-class subgroup, a positive correlation with class when ethnicity is
partialled out in conjunction with a negative correlation with ethnicity
when class is partialled out, denotes that the black middle class exceeded
both the white middle class and the black lower class. Whether main
class effects or main ethnicity effects are also operative can only be
estimated by examining the means in Table 5 to see whether the white

26
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middle class joined the black middle class in exceeding the black lower
class and/or the black lower class joined the black middle class in
exceeding ths white middle class.

For Foctor 2, Angry Talk, it can be seen in Table 5 that there appears
to be no msin class effect. The white middle-class S& showed less Angry
Tall than “oth lower- and middle-c.ass blacks. There also appears to be
rn> main etmmicity effect. The lower-class blacks showad about the same
quantity of Angry Talk as middle-class whites., The siznificant effect
was the interaction between class .nd ethnicity. The blauck middle class
showed about three times as much { 1gry Talk as any other subgroup.

When the means of the statistically significant componers scores meking
up Factor 2 are examined (see Tablz 5), we find that the more socially
sontrolled forms of Angry Talk ar: related to intrapersonal linguistic
effectbiver~ss, Angry Denigration 2nd Angry Exclusion se=m to have sig-
nificant w i effects for ethnicit: with the lovsrecla:: black means
joining tn: middle-class to exces' the white middle-clzzs mean. In the
case of 1-1ir=ct Hostility (e.g.. Teasing and Testing -mits), the white
niddle~c - -# mean slightly exceei: the black lower-class. It is interest-
ing to neic t.at these social class findings are supported Ly the

results cc:e'ating the Tactor compcncats of Angry Talk with IQ. Because
Angry Toll {(¥rctor 2) was not correlsted with IG, the correlations of the
component znores are not listed in Table L, It was found that the cor-
relations of TQ with Angry Exclusion (r = .28) and Indirect Hostility

(r = .27) wave statistically significant, while the correlation of IQ
with Angry Denigration, the most direct form of verbal anger, was not sig-
nifTicant.

Stop Frustrator - Possession Rights (Frustration - Rights component of
Pactor 2) follows the same pattern as Indirect Hostility, that is, a
significant interaction effect with middle-ciass blacks accounting for
the significant ethnicity and class effects, and no apparent independent
main effects (see Table 5). In fact, as with Indirect Hostility, the
white middle-class mean slightly exceeds the lower-class black mean,
though they are both quite similar. Trustration - Rights can be con=-
sidered a socialized form of Frustration Talk in contrast with Frustra-
tion - General (no appeal to rights: "It's mine"). Frustration ~
General showed significant ethnicity efflects with blacks exceeding whites,
and no class effects (see Ethnicity Effects, below).

To summarize the Angry Talk Factor results, the amount of Angry Talk was
significantly greater in the black middle-class 8s than in white middle~
class Ss, but middie-class whites produce as much Angry Talk as the lower-
elass blacks. It is the form of expression of the Angyy Talk, whether

it is socialized or not, that appears to be significant in relation to
indicotors of cognitive effectiveness. It should be noted that the amount
of non-verbal anger was not under study. WNon-verbal anger would be assumed
15 be less socialized than verbal. anger even in its most direct form.
Finoliy, one other Factor component showed significant effects for both

. aos and ethnicity, Song (Factor 3, Egocentric Thrust), with correla-~
“inms of .39 and ~.36, respectively. As indicated by the means in Table 5,
tiis again appears to be an interaction effect with middle~class blacks
sreeeding all other subgroups, and the means of the latter being guite similar,
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Control Taricbles

Eﬁhnicity;@ffects

The one sigunificant correlate of black ethnicity which was not &lsc correlated
with class was Frustration - jeneral (r = -.36), Stopping a Frustrator

with no appeal to possession rights ("no"; "stop it"). This non-

socialized form of Frustration Talk, in contrast to Frustration - .ights,
shows widdle~ and lower~class blacks eguslly high and both excesediig the
white —iddle-clagss sample. Table 5 shows that this is the only score

where -he lower-class mean exceeded the middle-class, though the ¢ -ffer-

ence wzg not significant. Unlike the findings for verbalized attecks, it

may be that quantitative diflerences are important with regard to Frustra-
tion Talk as well as form of expression.

Tarle L shows that white ethnicity was related to Factor 6, Object-ve
World Positive Interest., The correlation was .32 and unrelated tc class.
That is, the middle-class blacks did not join the middle-class whizes in
showing a significant increment relative to lower-class blacks.

Tt is interesting to note (see Table 5) that this Factor is the least fre-
quent in occurrence (apart from Factor 8, which is a component of Factor 3).
Like Piaget's results on Adapted Information (Piaget, 1926), our findings
indicate that the spontaneous speech of young children is very rarely con=
cerned with the objective world.

Sex Effects

Factor 1, Adult Oriented (Dependent and Tdentified) showed a significant
correlation with sex, girls exceeding boys. Significant components
include Desire Request to Teacher, r = .30, and Qualified Talk, = ,29.
Teachgr~Directed Statements tends toward significance with a correlation
of .26. .

Non-Factor scores significantly correlating with sex include Questions
(r = .28), where girls exceed boys, and Intrapersonal Talk and Non-Words
(r = ~.44), where boys exceed girls. Nen-Words often occurred as boys
pushed their trucks meking car sounds, talking to themselves.

Age Effects

None of the Factors was significantly correlated with age, as might be
expected from the narrow age range. A11 Ss but one were 4-0 to 5~0 in age.

Program Effects

See Corollary Study, below.
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Discussior zni Relationships => Current State of Knowledgé

The results -an be organir—d or iiscussion by reference tq the phighs
stage sociz_-ation proce:: ;o eviously proposed to clarify eXi1STing Coplya-
d:story usaz- of the concent. z~ocentric and social speech (Progresg
Report 1967 --3). )

The important Linking to Others, Factors 5 and 7, seem to vesemble ¢Fa
Vigotsky type of social speeclk wiich he proposes as a basiy for the Aatey
development of egocentric spzach and inner thought (Vigotskys 1962),

With Report Self responses, tae child seemg to connect his jnner thetghts
to others as if the ego ir no: yet differentiated. With My Too pe y2kes
everything ne hears and links it to himself as if he is 1linged and 1AKips
to others. With Mutual Char-ing toos as Wwell as Desire Imblementing ang
directing his speech to the tzacher, he is eXpressing and

mainteining, producing ani ‘'z7lecting s state of wnity and

cohesiveness with others. It is perhaps the opposite of aljienation, of
segregation, and chaos or disorganization. There is Self-~inclusioy And
participation. It is interesting too that Hess (1969), in discussipf why
there is a lower~class language deficit degpite equal TV wytebing tile»
proposes "linking" and "meshii." as Dogsibly critical explynatory oot~
cepts. ILinking at face value seems highly related to the consigteny
finding of decreased verbal productivity related to socizl class. fhe
silent-withdravn child is anything but linked.

But linking does not appear to be the whole story. Our cOgnitively affec=
tive Ss also show more Egocentric Thryust, more Positive Seif-AssertiOn
(Factor 3), seemingly feeling their oats as separate, as Well as Peoling
united. It seems probable that they need the links to others and ¥
rich network of mutual stimulation that ensues (the opposite of styfung
deprivation) before they can venture out to act and think ror themg/lvag
(richly provided with a web of interconnected thoughts).

Negative scores, Angry Talk and Frustration Talk, are assQciated iy Out
sample with cognitive difficulties vwhen not counterbalancyg by posibive -
controlling forces. Positive Self-Assertion (Factor 3), Rositive Mlete
est in the Objective World (Fector 6), Links with Others (yactors 5 and
7) are all associated with indicators of cognitive effectiyeness. 1
seems likely that a basic feeling of trust and union with compleX iMtero
related ties to others characterizes g Pre-egocentric soCigl Phase,
before an effective egocentric phase can emerge. Factor 5 and FaQile 7
seem to represent this pre-egocentric phase, supporting 2 yigotsky
"social phase" concept.

However, the data also point to the importance of a Post-ggocentriy vovial
phase involving what is more commonly understood as socidl, taking Anto
consideration the needs of the other, This concept is cloge to Pighet's
use of "social speech.” Our data, associating Qualified g1k and he
socialized forms of Angry Talk and Frustration Talk with cognltive Arfec~
tiveness, point to the importance of the qevelopment of Piaget's 3y 4 of
social speech for cognitive developmen® Az well,

It is important to propose that the common-Sense (Piaget) vype of gQchai~
ized speech can probably not occur without Prior as Well as conconitant
linking (Vigotsky) social speech. It would seem difficuly to leaxy the

oG
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intricacies, modula’ and qualifications of taking into consideraticn
the feelings of cth:. _I there were no strong network of positive links
with others to stz <. Tn this context, the finding that girls are
more adult dependez- identified is consistent with the sex-typing of a
more protected chil:i- -:zring, with more and firmer links to adults. It
was the boys who w=r - .re apt to talk to themselves and use non-~words.
Girls,toos consiste: = <z better at reading, six times better (Ragan, 1966).
It is possible thar = - 1links in particularn are more important with
regard to school ac:.: "=ment than they are with regard to IQ scores.

In the light of the .~ .rse reports on language programming in the liter-
ature, it is importzi= O note what was not found in our study. First,
inadequate speech, _..__ible, non~words, interrupted sentences or one-
word statements whezz —:anings needed to be inferred ("Look," “"Teacher")
were not significam -ore frequent in the cognitively less effective

8s. This could lay = rest the brutal common practice of forcing a Head
Start child to form : -—ammatically complete sentence when he is trying to
say something., It s 1y contradicts Bereiter's contention that the dis-

adventaged child spezie in “single words" or "without exaggeration these
four Xgar olde could maxe no statements of any kind" (Bereiter, 1966,
P. 11h4),

There are one-word se--zaces like "No" and "Stop" which are more frequent
in the black Head Stzr— groups relative to the white middle-class. These
sentences might benefit from elaboration. However, they do not seem to
need structural, syntactic elaboration. They might benefit from functional,
semantic elaboration in terms of the socialization of the response (post-
egocentric social speech), discussions of sharing, turns, and postponing,
providing 8's links with others (pre-egocentric speech) are strong enough
to care about these i——ricacies.

Secondly, though cur rssults are generally consistent with those of the
recent Harvard studw with regard to their "on~task" findings as cited
above, as well as ti=ir findings about meking reguests of the teacher
and hostility (Ogil - -, 1969), we do not support their findings on adult
vole playing (White 1969). Though none of our concepts was defined in
exactly the same war7. our Dramatic Play score seems similar to their
Adult Role Playing. We were, in fact, surprised to find no relationship
between our cognitive effectiveness indicators and Dramatic Play since
abstract thinking is so obviously involved.

This brings us to our third and final point -~ the finding that Peer
Tnteraction, Factor L4, was not significantly related to the effectiveness
indicators. This finding is not unexpected. In an attempt to study
birth order effects, the family constellations of the Head Start sawple
were examined. TL. were so few Ss living in a single family unit that
‘he effort had ©+ b. _-andoned. Some multiple family units had as many as
eight or ten childrez . 2any had five., It would seem as if there is no
deprivation of peer - ~=eraction opportunities. In fact, fostering the

two kinds of social speech represented by Factors 5 and 7 may well require
a rich network of »os? “ive links from teacher to child in order to absorb
the dissonance, tt: i r, and the hurt of the alienatsed lower-class chill,
2~d include him ir tze communication network of the classroom.
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Labov (1968, in his linguistic studies of Negro Nonstardard English
dialect) has observed the language of adolescent peer culture on the black
ghettc streets. He emphasizes the silent withdrawal of the black child
from the white, middle-class adult teacher, tester, and researcher, in
contrast to the verbosity and eloquence of the language of the peer cul-
ture in the streets. Yet, he also notes that there are adolescents who
are withdrawn even from the peer culture, consistent with our data. The
fostering of the tender ties of pre-egocentric social speech would seem
most critical for this pervasively silent, withdrawn child.

Qualitatively, Labov describes many of the phenomena we observe at the
four-year level. Specifically, he notes the "tough! quality of the
dialect, in contrast to the self-controll:d (Labov stresses "overcontrolled")
quality of Standard English. Labov recommends that the schools hire more
indigenous paraprofessionals, especially young men from the ghettos to
teach the boys, so that they can communicate with the children in their
own "tough" yet eloquent dialect. Our data suggest that the ability to
talk the tough dialect may not be as critical as the ability to absorb
the toughness without returning it in kind, in order to establish the
"tender" ties and strong interpersonal links which may be needed for
teacher and child to work together. Altogether, Labov seems to minimize
the importance of what we have called pre-egocentric social speech, the

kind that reflects and maintains a state of being included and linked to
others,

For a relevant sociolinguistic theory of cognitive deficit in the urban
ghetto, the accumulating data support Lewis' (1965) concept of the "cul-
ture of poverty" rather than Bernstein's (1966) romesntic formulations
regarding group cohesiveness and mutual identity as a central feature of
lower-class life., Lewis stresses the absence of mutual ties and commun-
ity disorganization in the culture of poverty. While Bernstein's formu-
lation may be relevant to an understanding of lower-class white society
in stable England, it does not seem to be supported by the data on the
black urbtan ghetto,

Corollary Study: Comparison of Spontaneous Interpersonal Language in
School Readiness va. Child Development Preschool FProgram

Tue corollary study is part of a larger intervention study carried out at
the Bank Street Head Start Evaluation Center. For the school year 1968-69,
a number of pre~post measures were applied to compare a 'child development"”
approach with a "school readiness" approach. The Functional Category
System was one of the measures in this study (see Irogress Report, Zimiles,
1970 for a full description of the two kinds of programs).

Since pretesting was not completed until February, and since the use of
jinterpersonal language is assumed to be highly responsive to situational
context, it was expected that pretesting would show program effects, For
this reason, it did not seem appropriate to study pre-post change scores.
Instead, pretest and posttest data were examined independent of each other,
except in the case of total verbal pr~ductivity.
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Subjects

For pretesting, it was possible to utilize all the data on the 57 Ss in
the maia study by adding "Progran" to the list of independent variables
in the multiple regression analysis. Thirteen of these Ss were in a
school readiness program; 4l were in child development progrems.

For posttesting, only those Ss were availeble who were selected for the
pre-post study at the Head Start Evalustion Center. For pretesting, this
sample consisted of the 12 black Head Start four year olds in the school
readiness subgroup of the main study, paired for 1Q, sex, and age with 12
Ss selected from the sample of 31 Ss at the child development Head Start
Center of the main study. There were two High IQ palrs, six Middle IQ
pairs and four Low IQ pairs, with an equal number of boys and girls at
ecch IQ level. In addition, the six advantaged white, middle=~class,

High IQ Ss of the main study, also in a child development program, Were
gelected for the study.

By the time of posttesting, one school readiness S, one child development
Head Start S and one advantaged S were lost to the sample, leaving ten
matched Head Start pairs and five advantaged Ss, a total of 25, Table 6
shows the mean age and IQs for the two Head Start groups and the advan-
taged groupe.

Procedures
Pretesting was carried out from October to February, following the proe
cedures described in the main study, with 12 three-minute language samples
per S. FPosttesting was carried out from April to June, using only six
three-minute language samples per S, It was felt that six time samples
would be sufficient to assess change in relation to the 12 pretest ohser-
vations per S. One observer, the same as one of the two in the prestesting,
collected all the post data. FEach S was observed on a minimum of two
different 4dzys.

Tt should be noted that the Category System was applied only when S was
free to initiate spontaneous talk if he so desired, The observer's clock
was stopped with teacher=-initiated and teaching~machine-initiated activi-
tiez. The latter was obviously much more frequent in the school readiness
program, However, the school readinessg Program was Montessori-like, with
additional unstructured art and construction material available, so that
often S chose and pursued his own activity or "work" (as it was called)
without teacher direction, These were the times during which he was
observed.

1. There were no teaching machines at the child development center.
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Program Bffects on IQ Scores

Head Start Middle Class
Black White
School Readiness Child Development Child Development
(W =_10) (W = 10) (W =5)
Pretest Age meanl 54,2 53.9 52.0
Pretest IQ -- mean 95.6 o4.2 119.2
Postbest IQ ~- mean 93,0 87.7 121.0

1. Posttest age was five months later for all groups.

2. Pre-post differences are not significant for any subgroup.
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Statistical Treatment of Data

For the pretesting the multiple regression analysis of the main study the
used, specifically, the correlations relating to the program variable.

The sample for which there is posttest data was too small for multiple
regression. Analyses of variance were carried out on the same eight
Pactors and 32 scores, However, since the advantaged group differed from
the Head Start in social class, IQ, and ethnicity, the combined effects
of these three variables served to produce significant F-tests mainly where
the advantaged group differed from the Head Start., Differerices between
the two Head Start programs tended to be obscured by the inclusion of the
advantaged semple in the anelysis. To study these differences it was
necessary to carry out t-tests., With ten pairs, the likelihood of signi~
ficant differences was very small. Therefore, significance levels at the
.10 level will also be revorted. For those variables showing significant
pretest differences, the .10 level can be viewed as .05 on a one-tail
test, since posttest differences would be expected to occur.

Results and Discussion

The language findings need to be placed in the context of any pre-post
changes in IQ. Table 6 shows the effects of program on IQ score for the
sample of 25 8s who were both pre- and postiested. It can be sesn that
no group showed significant pre-post changes in 1IQ, the advantaged group
remaining significantly higher than both JHead Start groups, in accordance
with the procedures for selecting subgroup samples,

Verbal Productivity

Table 7 shows the effects of program on verbal productivity for the Fre-
quency measure and the Interval measure. Pogttest means, based on six
intervals of observation, have been doubled to allow ready comparison

with pretest findings, based on 12 intervals. It can be seen that neithei
pretest nor posttest differences between Head Start groups were significant.
These findings relate to time intervals when S was free to engage in spon-
taneous talk. Though the school readiness group was much more often
engaged in teacher~initiated activities, the latter activities did not

seem to depress verbal productivity during intervels when the school readi-
ness Ss were free to talk spontaneously.

Tabie 7 shows that both Head Start groups gained in productivity from pre-
to posttesting, but these gains did not approach significance for either
the Frequency mezsure or the Interval measure. While the mean gains on
the Frequency measure appear large, the error variance was a@lso very large
{(i.e., only three of the terr school readiness Ss accounted for all the
gains in Frequency from pre- to posttesting).

At posttesting, the advantaged group is showm to be significantly more
productive (.0l level) than both Head Start groups on the Interval measure
(see Table 7). In contrast, the Fregnency measure shows a lower posttest
mean for the advantaged group relative to the two Head Start groups,
though the Head Start variance is SO great that the differences are not
significant. The instability of the Frequency measure (noted above) shows
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Verbal Productivity

Measure

Frequency

Pre
Mean
s.d.
Postl
Mean
s.d.

Interval
Pre
Mean
s.d.
Post
Mean
s.d.

Program Effects on Total Productivity

Frequency and Intervai Measures

gchool Readiness Child Development

Head Start

Middle Class
White
Child Development

53.6
31.9

3.0
44,2

Lo

-

o
N O
w O o

€l.5
40.4

87.6
49.0

= O
~ O O ~d

~}

[« )W €)) ~ &

10.8
.8

11.6

%Post scores are doubled for ready comparison with pre scores. The pretest
is based on twelve intervals of observation; the posttest on six.

1. Pre-post differences are not significant for any subgroup.
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itself most strongly on the posttest data where the sample size is reduced
from 57 on pretesting to 25, On pretesting, the Frequency measure was
significantly correlated with IQ and clags; the Interval measure with IQ,
as shown in Table 3.

Like the Head Start group, the advantaged group showed no statistically
significant pre-post test changes in verbal productivity. Though the t-
value for the pre~post change was 1.90, a t of 2.13 is required for sig-
nificance at the .10 level with only four degrees of freedom.

Furicticnal Category Scores

Pretest results on the Functional Category Scores which are significantly
correlated with the program variable are shown in Table 4 in the last
column. Table 5 shows the mean Interval score for these variables. It
can be seen that Factor 8, Academic-Competitive, with a correlation of
.28, and its component, Pride in Knowledge, with a correlation of .27,
were significantly correlated with program, the school readiness sample
exceeding the child development sample. The non-factor score, Learning
Tmplementing, also correlated significantly with the school readiness
program, .29.

It may be recalled that Factor 8 emerged in the Ten-Factor analysis as

a component of Factor 3, Egocentric Thrust (Positive Self-Assertion).
Factor 3 was significantly related to social class, .31, and TQ, .27, when
taken as a whole. When Factor B is taken singly. the only significan®
correlate is with program, .28, .hough the correlation with IQ is almost
as high, .26, it falls short o significance. The results imply that
Positive Self-Assertion as a general phenomenon is as significantly
related to cognitive effectiveness &s the academic, competitive self-
assertion fostered by the school readiness program, In fact, Pride in
Possessions was the only individual component of Factor 3 that tended
tOWar% a significant correlation with IQ (see IQ Effects, Factor 3,
above).

The posttest results (mean Interval scores based on six intervals) on the
Functional Category Scores can be found in Tables 8 and 9. Table 8 shows
the statistically significanit t-tests for differences between the two Head
Start programs. Table 9 shows the statistically significant F-tests for
these two groups plus the advantaged whites. It can be seen that the

same academic~-competitive orientation was maintained in the school readi=
ness group.

Table 8 shows a significantly higher mean for Pride in Knowledge, and
Table 9 shows a significantly higher mean for Assuming the Teacher Role =
Competence, As noted above, these two variables plus Me Too =~ Competitive
constitute Factor 8, Academic - Competitive. The factor itself shows a
tendency for significance (.10) on the F-test (see Table 9). The school
readiness group also shows a tendency toward significance (.10, Table 9)
for the Non-factor score, Answers., This may be related to the question-
answer orientation created by children assuming the teacher role with
each other.

TW P
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Table 8

Program Effects at Posctesting; Significani t-Tests
(IntervAl Measure - 6 “ntervals)

Head Start

Interpersonal Black
Functional School Readiness Child Development
Category Score (N =_10) N = 10) t P~Value
Egocentric Pride

in Knowledge A _ 0 2.11 .05
Modulations 1.4 .5 2.00 .10
Teacher Directed 2.7 2.0 1.82 .10
Collaborative

Dramatic Play .1 1.0 3.00 .01
Joining - Specific A 1.3 1.75 .10
Report Self Do .3 .9 1.84 .10
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Table 9

Program Effects at Posttesting:
Significant F-Tests
(Interval Measure - 6 Intervals)

Head Start Middle Class

Interpersonal Black White
Functional School Readiness Child Development Child Development P~
Category Score (W = 10) (N = 10) (N = 5) ¥ Value
Assuming Teacher

Role - Comnetence .9 .5 .0 4,30 .05
8. Academic =

Competitive 38.0 20.h .2 2.93 .10
Answers to Peers .8 1.2 02 3.08 .10
Report Self .9 1.6 3.0 6.94 .01
Report Self Do o3 .9 1.8 6.03 .OL
Modulations 1.h «5 2,0 L,07 .05
5. Linking with

Words 29.3 45,0 68.4 3.23 .10
Qualitative Talk 2.5 1.7 L.2 3,12 .10
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Posttesting also shows that the school readiness group tended toward sig-
nificance in Teacher-Directed and Modulations, both components of the
Adult Oriented Factor 1, This contrasts with the peer orientation of the
child development group. Table & shows this group significantly higher in
Collaborative Dramatic Play at posttesting, and tending toward significance
with Joining. Both variables are components of the Peer Interaction
Factor 4. These findings adequately reflect the contrasting structures of
+he two programs, with much greater teacher involvement in the school
readiness Head Start program, relative to the child development. It
appears that when the Ss speak spontaneously, they refiect these differ-
ences.

Table 9, with the analysis of wvariance results of posttesting, shows the
mean of the advantaged whites significantly higher in Report Self, its
subscore Report Self - Do (voth components of Factor 5, Linking with
Words), and Modulations (component of Factor 1, Adult Oriented snd @ sub-
score of Gualified Talk). Tending toward significance were Factor 5 and
Qualified Talk, All of these scores were also significantly related to
advantaged social class or IQ at pretesting.

It is interesting that the child development Head Start group at posttesting
resembles the advantaged group with regard to Factor 5, Linking to Others
with Words, while the school regdiness groups resemble it with regard to
Qualified Talk and Modulations (see Table 9). With its child~centered
approach, the child development program seems to fogter what *re have called
pre-egocentric social speech, a basic linking together with others. With
its greater adult control, the school readiness program seems to fostexr
what we have called post-egocentric gsocial speech, taking into considera=
tion the needs of the listener. FPerhaps the encouragement of both kinds

of social speech is in order, since both kinds seem correlated with cog~
nitive effectiveness. Yet, if post-egocentric social speech rests on the
prior development of pre-egocentric speech, the school readiness program
may be pressuring for more advanced behavior on a tenuous foundation.
Developrenbal studies are in progress to clarify these issues.

€3
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Functional Category System of Spontaneous Tlassroom Intcrpersonal Language

A. Fregueuncy of Statements Per Category

B, Number of Time Intervals in Which
Statements Occ irred Within Category

Rarnige of
Column Number No. of Columns Valid Codes Ttem Description
. ,',"Tr-i:“
1=l SRR 0001-5999 Child/EGR Center ID Number
5-6 2 bl only Spontaneous Language Behavior
7 _ 1 1-3 1 -~ Pre & Post Data Available
2 - Only "Pre" Data Available
3 -~ Only "Post” Data Available
8 1 1-0 Evaluation Phase
X FRE
1 - 12 obs. FS (#16)
2 - 12 obs. XK (#0L)
3 - 12 obs. FS & KK (#16 & #O04)
POST
4 - 6 obs, FS (#16)
5 - 6 obs. KK (#04)
6 - 6 obs. FS & KK (#16 & #0k)
OUTSIDE FPRE/POST DESIGH
7 ~ 6 obs. FS (#16)
8 - 12 obs. FS (#16)
9 - 12 obs. KK (#04)
0 - 12 obs. Fs,,_é#m & #ol)
9 (D 1 1-§ Evaluation Sample
Basic Sample
T - fval. Control (MH -~ PM) _
5 - Eyal. Comparison (Union Meth.)
3 - Non-Eval, Mid-Class (Blacks)
4 - Non-Eval. Head Start
(Dixon, Rogers, Exum, Glover)
Additional Sample ‘
5 - fval, Control (MH - AM)
6 - Eval. Comparison (St. Marg.)
y . Secondary Sample
Q 4% | = Fval. Control (MH - Gurland)
ERIC ' . 8 -~ Eval. Comparison (Union - Davis

9 ~ Eval. Comparison (st. Marg. -
- : _ Hicks)
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Range of

C. .o s.umber No. of .c.umns Valid Codes Item Description
10 i 0-9 Pre Coding: TFor children with pre &

post data or pre data only:

A) Interval in weeks between child
. enrollrent (i.e., £all 1¢68) and
: first series of observations (desi.
nated date between 6th & 7th of
12 three-minute observations).

1) 3~k weeks

2) 5.6 "

7"8 111

9_ O 1”

11-12 weeks

13-1h "

15-16 "

17-18 "

19 or more weeks

not applicable -~ data coded
on post only in Colwmn 11

O\ P~1 v FW
o e S N s

| Post Coding: For children with pre
post data only:

B) Interval. in weeks between first
series of observations (as desig-
nated in A above) and second serie
of observations {designated date
between 3rd and bth of 6 three-
minute observations).

1) 12-16 weeks

2) 17-18 "

3) 19-26 "

L) 23.22 "

2324y "

25.26 "

27-28 "

29_30 "

31 or mor -~ weeks
not applicable

O\W O~ O\
P e e e

@
R




Column Number

11

14-15

No.

of Columns

1

-3 -

Range of
Vzlid Codes Item Description

0-9 Pre Coding: code O for all childrein.

Post Coding: for children with post
dats only (code O for children with
pre/post data).

Intervael in weeks between child's
enrollment (i.e., fall 1968) and
post-only observations (designated
date betwesen 6th & Tth of 12
three-~-minute observations or
designeted date between 3rd & Uth
of 6 three-minute observations).

1) 22-24 ireeks
2) 35-27 "
3) 28-30 "
hg 31~33 "

5) 34-36 "

6) 37-39 "

7) ho=lk2 M

8) h3-k5 "

9) 46 or more weeks

0) not applicable: coded in Col. 10

1-9 Tester Ethnic Group:

- Negro

Mexican-American
Puerto Rican

Other, White

American Indian
Oriental

Eskino

Polynesian

Other (including mixed)

O oo FWpH
!

1-2 Tester Sex:

1 ~ Male
1 2-~=.Femanle

2y .72 Child's Age in Months at Time
of Observation
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Range of
Column Humber No. of Columns Valid Codes Item Description

16 . 1 1-9 Tanguage Spoken in Child's Home:

1-- Standard English

2 = Mexican Spanish

Cuban, Puerto Rican Spanish -
Oriental

American Indian

Polymesian

Eskimo

Other Language

Standard plus other than
standard (bilingual)

1 1

t !

O 00 ~] AW £ W
1

17 @ 1 1-9 Child's Ethnic Group:

Negro

Mexican American

Puerto Rican

Other, White

Anerican Indian
Oriental

Eskimo

Polynesian

Other (including mixed)}

O O~V &EW N
]

18 W 1 i1-2 Child's Social Class:

1 -~ Middle Class
2 -~ Hesd Start

19 OR! 12 Child's Sex:

1 - Male
2 - Female

20-22 @) 3 000-160 1Q Score
23 1 1-h IQ .ank (for Pre Union Meth. only;

except ID #1269, who is coded #A --
not part of 30-child evaluation).

High (107+)
Medium (93-106)
Low (92~)

ot applicable

W
1

24-25 2 C0=90 Mental Age in Months as pex
Pre/Post Binet

1AS
&
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Range of
Jolumn Number No. of Columns Valid Codes Ttem Description

2629 : 1 0000-1339 Tor Evaluation Sample pair members:
1D # of matched pair member.
Code COOO for unpaired children.

30-33 : b 0000-1339 For unique extra pair {one of whose
members is Non-Evaluation Sample)
code ID #. For all other Ss code
0000,

34~35 - e 00-31 - Rank order of Parent Participation
: in Head Start Program (Pre Union
Meth, only). Code CO for not
applicable,

36~37 2 00--31L Rank order of extent to which
family fulfilis needs of child
(Pre Union Meth. only) code OO
for not gpplicable.

38 , 1 Jalp For Union Meth. only: person rais-’
ing child:

1 ~ real parent
2 - grandmothex

i 3 = foster parent
I - not applicable

fia'd
N
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A. FREQUENCY OF STATIMENTS PER CATEGORY

. Range of
Column Number N_o. of Columns Valid Codes Item Description
39-k1 [\fﬁi“w" 000-999 TOTAL NUMBER OF SCOREL
’ STATEMETLS
| EXPRESSIVE - X
42 ® 1 0-9 Main X+
43 @ 1 0-9 Main X-
L) W 1 0-9 Main X*
DESIRES - D
45-46 @ 2 00-99 D
47-48 (2R 00-99 SFD
49 G2 0~9 DSFD
RIGHTS = R
50-51 W 2 00-99 RP
52453 | 3 2 | 00-99 SFRP
5k @ 1 | -9 DSFRP
EGO - E
5556 @ 2 00-99 EP
5T @1 0-9 EPT
58 1D 2 0-9 NYEP & NOtEP
59 20) i 0-9 DHYEEP + DNGHEP
60 1 0-9 EE
61 ) L 0-9 EET
£2-63 | 13) 2 00~99 NYEE & NOtEE
6l @Y1 | 0-9 DNYEE & DNOLEE
65 €91 0-9 NYE & NOTE
6667 . ) 2 | 00-99 DNYE & DNOTE
68-59 WK 00-99 EETT,

AR



Range of
Column Humber No. of Columns Valid Codes I1tem Description
(VAniABLE) ME TOO - MT
70-71 29 2 00-99 MT
72 aPD1 0-9 MT >
JOIN = J
73-Th o =2 00-99 3
75 Gy 1 0-9 NJ
76 GD 2 0-9 DNJ
T7-79 3 Blank Blank
80 1 1 onlj card #1L
CARD #2
1-8 8 Basic Info: same as
Card #1, columns 1-8.
-3 COLTABORATIVE - COL.
0-11 @ 5 000-999 col.
12-13 2 00-99 Col. Dram.
14-15 @ 2 00-99 Col. G
16-17 @ 2 00-99 Chant
| REPORT - ET.
18-19 37) 2 00-99 Rt., Self
20 1 0-9 Rt. O%.
21 29) 1 0-9 Rt. Tgs.
LEARNING -~ T
Go 1 0-9 )
@ 1 0-9 Lold




Column Number

30-31
32-33
34

3%

37
38-39
Lo

hi-k2
43-45
L5k
48-49

50-51

53-5k
55~56
5758
59-60

No. of Colurns

49 1

Go1

5y 1

e

) 1

‘Giﬁ .

57 2

6 -

- Ci 2

N e

-8 -

Range of

Valid Codes

0-9
00-99
0-9
0-9
0-9
00-99
00-99
0-9
0-9
0-9
9-9
00-99

;0-9

00-99
000-999
00-99
00-99
00-99
0-9
00-99
00-99
00-99

00-99

Ttem Description

SPECIAL SCORES
EXT
ITh (Orders & Threats)
PerPl (Permission Pleaée)
Sh & P (Sharing & Postponing.
EPP
EPA
EPA Explicit
EPK
(hel.)
Rt. Self At, H, W
Rt. Self Do
Rt, Self Pr
L(cor.)
APPENDED SCORES
t (teacher-directed)

chi (child-directed)

- ? (question)

¢ (continugtion)
M (modulation)

X+ (expressive)

X~ (expressive)

X% (expressive’)
t (introductory saluiation)

( ) (scorer inference)
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Range of
Column Number _No. of Columns Valid Codes item Description
VARIABLE) '
61-62 : 1"@@*2‘ 00-99 p (persistent repetition)

63 N @ 1 0-9 ne & ur éniﬁi;;aléj).lng

NON-SCORES
6L -65 (1) 2 00-99 Intra
6667 BE 00~99 U (inavdible)
68-69 () 2 00~99 nw (non-word)
70~T71 @ 2 00-99 sng (song)

72 @ L 0-9 Ans. (answer to peer)
73-T4 @ 2 00-99 3p (spimner repetition)
7577 @ 3 000~999 TOTAT: SCORED + NON-SCORED

STATEMENTS
78=79 2 Blank Blank

80 1 ) 2 on\ij Card 2

CARD #3
1-8 | 8 Besic Info: same as Card #1,
columns 1~8,
ADDITTONAL SFECTAL SCORES

9-10 @ 2 00-99 D-t

11 s 1 0-9 W-D

iz Go 2 0~9 | DCL

1314 @ 2 00-~99 NYEP, NYEE, NYE
15-16 @ 2 00~-99 NOtEP, NOtEE, NOTE

17 @ 1 0-9 MPAiff
GO 2 00-99 MIch
®&D 0055 3
€)e 00-99 Col Dg
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Range of
Column Number No: ’3{ folunms Valid Codes Item Degcription
. Qgﬁgﬁi%tiéj ADDITIONAI: NON-SCORE
el a3 1 0-2Q Incpl.
25-27 3 Blank Blank

B. NUMBER OF TiME INTERVALS IN WHICH
STATEMENTS OCCURRED WITHIN CATEGORY

Card #3 continued

TOTAL NUMEER, OF /TIREE-
2829 > 00-12 MINUTE OUSkEMirdis IN
WHICH SCORED STATEMENTS

OCCURRED

EXPRESSIVE -~ X

30 @ 1 0-~9 Main X+
31 ' @ 1 ' 0-9 Main X-
32 O | ' 0-9 Main X )
DESIRES - D
33-3k QD P 00=-12 D
35 @ 1 0-9 'SFD
36 ®) 0-9 DSFD
RIGHTS - R
37 (@ 1 0-9 RP
38 15) 1 0~9 SFRP
39 i1 0-9 DSFRP
5
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Rang= of
Column Humber No. of Columnsg Valid Codes Item Description

UhRINBLED RGO « E
Lo Cﬁ 1 0~3 EP
v (91 09 RPT
L2 1P 1 0-9 NYEP & NOtEP
u3 @ 1 0-9 DNYEP & DIOtEP
My @)1 0-9 | EE
L5 271 0-9 EET
46 @1 0-9 NYEE & NOtEE
L7 @ 1 0-Q DNYEE & DNOtEE
48 @? 1 0-9 NYE & NOTE
ho | 26) 1 0~9 DNYE & DNOTE
50 771 0~9 EETL

ME TCU -~ MT
51 @92 | U=9 MT
52 (9 1 0-9 MT >
JOIN =~ J

53 1 0-9 gJ

1
rd

55

€D
Gy 0-9 NI
@ 1 0-9 ONT
: COLIABORATIVE ~ COL.
56-57 63 2 00-12 Col.
58 ’ @ 1 0~9 Col. Dram.
59 G3) 2 0-9 Col. G
G9

60 1 0-9 Chant




Range of'
Colurn Mumoer No. of Columns Valid Codes _ Item Description
S =
3 g Z
i C\m}‘ﬂ%}/ REPORT - RT
61 G 0-9 Rt. Self

62 1 0-9 ORLOL .
63 GY1 0-9 Rt. Tgs.

IEARNING -~ L

6 GO 1 0-~9 7

65 @D 1 0-9 ' Iold
SPECIAL SCORES
66 GHa 0-9 EPW
67 @32 0-9 ITh (Orders & Thresis)
68" @ 1 0-Q PerPl (Permission Please)
69 4s) 1 0-9 Sh & P (Sharing & Postponing
70 (D! 0-9 E7P
L - G7pa 0=9 EPA
72 MR . 0-9 EPA Explicit
7 @ 0-9 EPX
T4 Go1 0-9 (Del.)
I @ 1 0=9 Rt. Self At, H, W
76 @ 1 _ 0-9 Rt. Self Do
77 G3)1 0-9 Rt. Self Pr
78 G 0-0 L(cor. )
79 1 Blank Blank
80 1 3 onLj Caxd #3
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Range of
Column Numbex No. of Columns Valid Scores Item Description
, VARIABLE)
— o CARD #h
1-8 o 8 Basi~ info: same as Card #1
APPENDED SCORES
9-10 . 55) 00~7i2- t (teacher-directed)

1-12 - ' S 2 00-12" Chi (child-directed)
13 GD1 0-9 ? (question)

ih-15 3 2 00-12 ¢ (cont. tion)

16 G 1 0-9 M (modulation)

17 @ 1 0~9 X+ (expressive)
18 : ‘@D 1 _ 0-9 X~ (expressive)
19 @l 0-~9 X%t (expressive)

20-21 BE 00-12 { (introductory salutation)
22 ' @l 0~9 ( ) (scorer inference)
23 @l ' 0~9 p (persistent repetition)
2 l 0-9 ne & ur (na,me-:calling &

cursing
" NON-SCORES
25-26 : @ 2 00-12 Intra
2728 (3) 2 00~12 u (inaudible)
29 @ 1 0-9 uw (non-word)

30~31 o) 2 00-12 rng (song)

32 @ 1 0-9 Ans. (answer to peer)
33 | N1 0-9 Sp. (spinner repétition)
3k 1 Blank Blank

52
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Range of
Column Number No. of Columns Valid Scores Item Desecription
35-36 CQE-*Zi:)z 00-12 TOTAL # 3-MINUTE INTERVALS
IN WHICH SCORED + NON-SCORED
STATEMENTS OCCURRED
37 Z 1 Blank Rlank

ADDITIONAT, SPECTAT, SCORES
38 @ 1 0-9 D-t

39 1 0-9 ND
Lo (o1 0-9 pCl
41 771 0-9 NYEP, NYEE, NYE
42 791 0-9 NOtEP, NOtEE, NOTE
3 G C-9 MTQiff
Bly @01 0-9 MTch
L5 @D 1 0-9 J
b6 )1 : 0-9 Col Dg..
ADDI''IONAL NON~-SCORE
y7 @ 1 0~9 Incpl. )
48-k9g 2 00-24 Rank Order of Real Parent's

Participation in Head Start
Program (Fre Union Meth. only,.

50-51 2 00-2k Rank Order of extent to which
Real family fulfills needs of
ohild (Pre Union Meth. only).

52=79 28 Blank Blank

80 1 i only Card #4
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x RECODE BOOK

Functional Category System of Spontaneous Classroom Interpersonal Language

~

Measures Page
Recode Variables Frequency and 3" 1~k
Recode Percent Frequency and 3" 5
Scores
Non~Scores
Recode Rating Frequencyvs 3''; 6-7
Total Freguency 9%; 3"%
Total Rt.
Positive
Positive Rt. °
Recode Variety Frequency 8
Categories Frequency %
Positive
Sub-categories
Positive



- RECODE VARIABLES .Page 1
. FOR FRREQUENCY
- FOR 3" INTERVALS

Variable x Description Varisble : TInstructions

aly Expressive 8 Add

9
10

85 Desires 11 Add
12
13

ct

86 Rights ik Ada
15

16

87 Ego Enhancing ' a7 Ada
18
19
20
21
22
23
2k
25
26
27

88 . Me Too , 28 Add
_ 29

89 Join . 30 Add
31
32

90 Col. 33 - Add
34

35
36

91 .eport ‘ 37 Add
39

92 Iearning Lo ' | Add
L3

23 Total Scores 8 through Il Add
Inclusive

oL Total Douile Scores Do ~ Subtract Variable 7
93 from Variable 93

Q 5563




Variable B Descripiion Variable Instructions
a5 Denigration & Defense - EP Add
NYEP & NOtEP 19
DIYEP & DIIOtEP 20
96 " Academic Talk Add
EPT 18
NYEP & NOLEP 19
DKYEP & DNOTEP 20
19 Lo
Iold ha -
EPK Lo
7 E Plus (w+) Add
EP 17
EE 21
98 EP Total Add
ED A7
EPT 18
: NYEP & NOLEP 19
¥ DNYEP & DNDtEP 20
99 ERE Total - A Add
EE 2L
EET 22
NYEE & WOtEE 23
DNYEE & DNOtEE 2k
100 EE Total - B Adéd
EE ‘. 21
EET 22
NYEE & NOtEE 23
DNYEE & DNOtEE o
EETL 27
1OL Frustration « Genergl Add
SEFD 12
DSFD 13
102 Frustration - Specific Add
- SFRP 15
DSFRP 16
103 Frustration Talk Total Add
SFD 12
DSFD 13
SFRP 15
DSFRP x16
g by




2le

et

Description

Ansry Tallk -~ Denigration
NYEP & NOTEP
DIIYEP & DNOTEP
NYER & IOLEE
DNYEE & DNOtEE
NYE & NOTE ,
DNYE & DNOTE |

Angry Talk - Hxclusion
NJ
DNJ

Angry Talk - Total
NYEP & NOLEP
DNYEP & DNOLEP
NYEE & NCGUER
DNYEE & DHOtEE
NYE & NOTE
DYE & DINOTE
EETL

! NI

DNJ

Qualified Talk
Cel G
PerPl.
Sh &P
M

Defensive Total
DSF¥D
DSFRP
DHYEP & DNOtEP
DNYEE & DNOtEE
DNYE & DNOTE
DNJ

Play With Words
TL
Chant
DCi

Indirect Hostility
TL
MT >

NOtEP, NOLEE, NOTE

MT gif?f
Col dg

Vax :‘r:’a.b le

19
20
23
2y
25
26

31
32

19
20
23
2k
25
26
27
31
32

35
L
W5
59

A3
16
20
ak
26
32

58

Tnstructions

Adgd

Add

Add

aAdad

Add

Add



Variable Descripyoion Variable Instructions

kil MI % MT Chant Ada

MT 28

MT > 29

MT ch 80
= Col, and MT Chant

: Col. Q0 Subtract Variable 80

MT ch 80 ' from Variable 90
A3 ‘ Inadeauate Tolk adad

U 68

( ) 6L

nw 69

Incpl. 83




n5n

RECODE PERCENT

x FOR FREQUENCY
TOR 3" INTERVAL

Scores

Tnstructions: Divide by Variable 7 for %

Variaples 8 through 6. inclusive
and
Variables T4 through 82 inclusive
- and
Variables 84 through 12 inclusive

Non«Scores
Tnstructions: Divide by Variable 73 for %

Variablegs 67 through 72 inclusive
. and
Variable 83
and
Variable 113

636!
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RECODE RATING

. FOR FREQUENCY
FOR 3" INTERVAL
FOR FREQUENCY %
. FCR 3" INTERVAL %

VARIABLE

3

114 Total
Instructions «- Multiply the Tollowing:

Variable 84 x
Varizrle 85 x
Variable 86 x
Variable 87 x
Variable 88 x
Variable 89 x
Vaxiable 90 x

QO EW N
Cuononouonn

Instructions -~ Add the above.
3 .

115 Total - Rt.
Instroctions ~~ Multiply the following:

Variable 84 x
Variable 85 x
Variable 86 x
Variable 87 x
Variable 91 x
Variable 88 x
Variable 89
Varisble 90

O3 O\ W
YR I I S S I

Instructions == Add the above.

LYY




VARTABLE
16 Positive

Instructions ~-- Multiply the following:

Variable 8 x
Variable 11 x
Variable 1h x
Variable 97 x
Variable 88 x
Variasble 30 x
Vaxrigble 90 x

~I O W N
| R VR I I

Instruetions -- Add the above.

117 Posgitive ~ Rt,

Instructions =-- Multiply the following:

' Varisble 8 x 1
Variable 11 x 2
Variable 14 x 3
Variable 97 x 4
Variable 91 x 5
Variable 88 x 6
Variable 30 x 7
Variable 90 x 8

nonononnnn

Instructions == Add the above.
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RECODE VARIETY

2 FOR FREQUENCY ABOVE ZERO
FOR VARIABLES 118 THROUGHE 121:
DIVIDE BY VARIABLE 7
VARIABLE
118 -- Categories:
Tnstructions -=- Count the number of variables with frequency above

zero,
Variables 84 through 92 inclusive.

310 e Onterories Positive:

Tnstructions -- Count the number of variables with freguency above zero.
Variables 8, 11, 14, 97, 88, 30, 90, 91, 92.

A
120 -~ Sub-categories:

Instructions -- Count the number of variables with frequency above zero.
Variables 8 through 41 inclusive.

121 -~ Sub-categories Positive:

Tastructions -~ Count the number of varisbles with frequency above zero.
Varizbles 8, 11, ik, 17, 18, 21, 22, 28, 29, 30, 33
through 41 inclusive.







