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ABSTRACT

A STUDY OF INTERACTION TECHNIQUES TO
FACILITATE LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT
AMONG PRE-SCHOOL CHILDREN

By
James Joseph Haf

Language development and competence in language usage is
a critical dimension of early childhood competence., Although
many early childhood programs incorporate language development
components, much of the research reports either the results
of didactic, pattern drill forms of language development tech-
niques, or the more casual, undocumented approach to language
development of whole-child programs. None of the programs
reviewed for this study seemed as effective as they might be.

The purpose of this investigation was to compare the
effects of two specific adult-child interaction patterns in
small group settings. For purposes of this research, a lLan-
guage Interaction Model was developed, presented and tested.,

Audio Tapes and Observational Data were collected over a
five-week period. Subjects were 24 three to three and one half
year old children attending a day care facility in a lower
socio-economic neighborhood randomly selected to be in one of
two grouping conditions: +those exposed to language interaction
techniques and those exposed to more traditional techniques.
The program consisted of half hour sessions four days each

week for five weeks.,
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There were three categories of dependent variables.

Child Language Type consisting of the number of child initi-
ated communications, the number of responses for the complex-
ity of these communications.

Child Language Style consisting of the number of direct
or interaction types of communications used by the subjects.

Child Affective Variables consisting of measures on vari-
ables defined as enthusiastic, happy, unhappy, and negative
affective display.

Significant differences were expected on the following:

1. More unsolicited Initiations and Complex Initiations
by treatment subjects than by control subjects.

2. More use of interaction types of language (i.e., re-
flections, interpretations, new ideas/uses, etc.) by treatment
subjects than by control subjects.

3. More displays of positive affect by treatment sub-
jects than by control subjects.,

4, More Language Interaction techniques used by adults
in the treatment groups than in the control groups.

A One-Way Analysis of Variance was used to test the
Observational and Audio Tape data. Several significant find-
ings surfaced in this investigation.

First, treatment subjects initiated more communications
and these communications were more complex than communications
by control subjects, This was a major finding in the study
since it was considered important to create an environment
where children were free to initiate communications with adults

and other children in the group.
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Second, control subjects used more responses and complex
responses than treatment subjects,

Third, treatment subjects had significantly longer state-
ments than control subjects and openly expressed themselves
in the small groups.

Fourth, treatment subjects showed more enthusiasm than
control subjects because of the more relaxed atmosphere
created.,

Fifth, treatment group subjects received higher ratings
on the Group Interaction Schedule measuring the amount of
interaction with the adult and other children.

The evidence here strongly suggests that adults can create
an atmosphere in which communication can easily take place and
that this communication can influence positive growth in lan-
guage development. Although some variables were examined that
did not show significance, enough evidence exists to warrant

further investigation.
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CHAPTER 1
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Language development in young children has been found
by many researchers to be profoundly influenced by what the
adult says and does in the communication setting (Cazden,
1970, 19723 Bruner, 19753 Bloom, 19703 Bernstein, 1970;
Bates, 1975). It is doubtful, however, in light of the
evidence examined and reviewed during this investigation,
that adults operating within preschool programs have used
the results of the research to maximize their effect on the
language development of the child. Furthermore, it seems
apparent that teachers could more effectively stimulate the
use of language for communication,

Preschool programs have incorporated some of these find-
ings into language development programs. Bartlett (1972)
reported formidable evidence that structured, didactic pro-
grams favorably impact language development. One such well-
recognized program, however, reported side effects of passivity,
dependence, withdrawal and fearfulness (Blank and Solomon's
Tutorial Program). Cognitively oriented programs recognize
the importance of language and comprehension but do not system-
atically provide language stimulation or training opportunities.

Finally, whole-child oriented programs, being responsive to



the child's activity, do not specifically focus at all on lan-
guage development. The general conclusion is that none of
these programs is as effective as they might be.

Research reported by White (1973) adds an important insight
to the problem. He reports that effective mothers respond to
their child with shared enthusiasm in ten to thirty second
interchanges during which give and take communication takes
place. White's research identifies children who are especially
competent in language usage and the ability to use others as
resources, An interesting observation can be made at this
point concerning whole-child preschool programs, White's re-
search on early language competence, and research on effective
language development programs. Whole-child programs seem to
come closest to White's idea of the good home environment.
However, Cazden (1972) reported that while interaction with
the environment and short language exchanges are important,
it is the more didactic programs which are more effective,

A solution to the problem might be to make whole-child
programs more effective by increasing the focus on language
development. How this might be accomplished is the major

thrust of this research.

Rationale

Language development is a major concern addressed in
many research efforts involving early childhood competence.
Within this body of language research, there are two distinct
research paradigms: research that is specifically focused on

syntax and grammar, and research that is primarily concerned



with non-cognitive, social and situational variables (some-
times referred to as the "pragmatic dimension").

The study reported here is based on the need to develop
techniques for stimulating language usage for communication
while at the same time influencing language development. The
basic paradigm is that of pragmatics. The study focuses on
the use of language techniques which adults can employ to
facilitate language development and stimulate language usage
in early childhood education programs. It is believed that
these techniques could be used systematically and informally
to enhance children's language development within the frame-
work of preschool programs emphasizing the whole-child approach.
Since there is a lack of research to study attempts to directly
influence children's language usage and development within
whole-child programs, this study will attempt to contribute
information concerning language stimulation and modeling
techniques that can work within the philosophical framework

of such programs.,

Overview

Specifically, the study reported here examines the influence
of adult language usage on preschool age children in a small
group setting. Two different language styles were used by
adults in half-hour communication sessions with each four mem-
ber group. The amount of language produced, its length and
complexity, and the affective nature of the interaction in

which it took place, were systematically measured.






Purpose

This research will attempt to show that an adult can
make a difference in such things as the amount of language
used by the child, its length and complexity, the number of
child initiated statements and other key variables. The spe-
cific purposes of the study are tos

l. Present and examine the implementation of a model
of language interaction that can be used by adults with young

children in preschool settings.

2, Identify important factors in language modeling by
adults which stimulate children's use of language and influence
language development.,

3. Measure differences in language usage between groups
exposed to language interaction techniques presented in the
model and those groups exposed to traditional, direct teach-
ing techniques.,

L, Measure differences in children's affect, both non-

verbal and verbal, between these same groups.

Assumptions

The framework of this study is grounded in several basic
assumptions concerning language development. These assumptions
are examined extensively and grow out of the literature review
presented in Chapter II. The goals of this project and the
results in relation to those goals presented in Chapter IV can
only be understood in relation to these basic assumptions,

They are as follows:






1. Language is a tool of communication and is intrinsi-
cally related to the attempt to convey a message--therefore,
the opportunity to express this communication is extremely
important,

2, Language development and competence in language usage
is a critical dimension of early childhood competence--~there-
fore, it should be a major component of any preschool program,

3. Situational variables and the context within which
language is used influences both the development and usage of

language by the child--therefore, careful attention must be

paid to the setting and situational context of the teaching
condition.

L4, As models, adults have the potential to significantly
influence children's language development through the way that
they elicit, stimulate and react to children's language usage--
therefore, techniques which enhance these factors need to be
identified and used by adults.,

5. Preschool and compensatory programs can significantly
influence language development of young children--therefore,
programs should use the research findings that grow from inves-
tigations like this which study variables associated with the

preceding assumptions.

Language Techniques

The model proposed in this study flows from the assump-
tions stated above, This can be better understood by looking

at the model's:
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1. Function, an explanation of how the model was developed,
the rationale behind its use, and basic goals, and;

2, Structure, an explanation of the basic steps used in
the language interaction, the purpose of each step, and some

examples.,

Function

The model itself is an adaptation of Gary Stollak's (1975)
system of communication, which is intended for use by parents
with young children. His major concerns are to maintain in
the child a feeling of psychological safety, love and belong-
ingness, while still dealing with the many discipline and
mediation duties of parenthood. The parents, he maintains,
should also be models of controlled behavior and emotional
expression., Most communication should involve:s

1. Reflecting back the actions or expressions of the
child.,

2, Offering interpretations of what the child may be
thinking or feeling.

3. Telling the child how the adult feels for the purpose
of relating the action to other actions and to serve as a
model of expression.

4, Setting limits on behavior by telling the child what
action is expected in the immediate situation.

5. Offering alternative behaviors and guidelines for
subsequent behavior.

The language interaction model proposed in this investi-

gation follows the above steps, in general, but extends the



process for use with small groups. Its major purpose is to

stimulate language usage first and second to provide an oppor-

tunity for the adult to teach by labeling, expanding, modeling

language usage, explaining concepts, and mediating the environ-
ment., It also provides an opportunity for children to practice
language they already know and to add to their repertoire by
learning new language usage.,

This language interaction model uses any stimulis situa-
tion, especially the child's own language or interests, as the
beginning of a two-way language exchange., The adult first
stimulates conversation by reacting to the child's actions or
communications, and then uses the opportunity to model language

usage .

Structure

The following section is a general description of each of
the five different parts of the model, It is important to
notice that although the interaction usually begins with re-
flection, following that, any of the other four parts of the
model can be used. The more parts used in each interchange

the better.

The Model

First: Reflection of Action. This involves simply stating

what is going on or restating what one or more of the children
have said, It usually begins by simply noticing what the child
is interested in. The purpose is to show that you are interested

in what the children are doing and offering them a chance to




react and become involved in a conversation. "You dropped
that big block and it made a loud bang and knocked over those
dolls. Oh, you're going to try it again." "You're handing
me the ball and laughing." In group situations, actions of
any member of the group can be reflected,

Second: Interpretation. These are explanations of the

child's action. It involves saying what you think the reasons
behind them are, what you think the child is feeling or think-
ing, etc. Interpretations can also be related to other group
members., It can be simple like "You think that's pretty funny,"
or "You tried to hurt me,”"” or "You're angry about that." It
may be more complicated and involve explanations such as "You
laughed and are surprised because it made a bang and it sort
of scared you at first; but everybody started looking at you
so you want to try it again. I think you like to have people
look at you." The purpose of this step is to provide labels
for what the child is feeling and experiencing and help make
sense of what's going on. It models language usage for ex-
plaining feelings and emotions and conveys a message that you
care and understand,

Third: Relating. This involves relating the action or

feeling to the speaker, another adult, to other actions, or to
the actions of other group members., This helps the child see
that his action or interests are linked to other actions in
the past, future and/or present, as well as to others in the
group. It shows that they are legitimate because others have

also done them and felt that way. The stimulus may be a problem

TeexaLy It L.
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or crisis situation such as a child causing a disturbance to
get attention, "It's really nice to get attention. I like
people to notice me, too., I think everybody likes people to
pay attention to them." Another example: "I saw you doing
that yesterday, too. You threw the blocks down. I think you
do that a lot to get attention." If the stimulus is not a
problem situation, relating can be about climbing or building
with the blocks. "You stacked the blocks up so you could
¢climb on them. John's climbing on them, too." The point is
to legitimize the action by relating it to something that is

done or felt by other people and to other actions in time.

Fourth: Limits and Alternatives--Problem Situation. If
the situation is a problem, a limit should be set. A limit is
what the adult considers appropriate behavior or how far the
child can go. For example, being angry is OK and understandable
but hitting is not. A proper time and place for the action may
be prescribed, or the action may not be allowed at all. ' The
child should be told how the adult and/or others feel and an
alternative behavior should be offered. The purpose is to
handle problems, be firm and authoritative, while still main-
taining the psychological safety and belongingness needs of
the child., It also serves as a model for handling emotional
events, and appropriate behavior and expression during these
events. "I know you like to do that and you can get attention
that way, but it might hurt the other kids (disrupt the room,
etc.) and I don't want you to do that again. You can come to

me and tug on my pants or make a sign and wave it at me instead,
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but no more throwing blocks." A consequence of violating the
limit may also be added such as not being able to play with
that object or have free time, or some other punishment., How-
ever, ideally, punishment should be avoided if possible.,

Fifth:s New Uses/Ideas--Not a Problem. If the situation

is not a problem, new ideas and alternate uses of the object,
or any additional feature or activity related to the stimulus
should be offered., Again, the adult should say how he feels,
This is related to Cazden's "Extension" which adds a new idea
to the child's comment. "I like how you figured out that if
you drop blocks they make noises. You really discovered some-
thing; maybe you can do other things with blocks, too, like
build bridges (climb on them, make houses, pretend they are
cars),.,"

The examples and explanations presented were complicated
monologues., Included was the problem situation component of
the model, However, the general model can apply to more routine
and simple stimulus situations. For example, a boy looking at
and pushing on a trees

Reflection: "You're really pushing hard on that
tree. You keep walking around it and pushing it. It
doesn't move at all no matter how hard you push."

Interpretation: "You wonder why it doesn't

move, I think you're really surprised because other
things move when you push them (chairs, toys, flowers).
Trees have roots that go deep down and hold them in

the ground, etc.,"
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Relating: "I can't even push the tree over

(can model same actions as child) and I'm bigger

and stronger,"”

New Ideas: "I really like trees because they're
pretty and they give shade if the sun's too hot. You

can sit under them and climb in them. You know the

wood in your house? That comes from trees. They

cut them down and make boards out of them."

These monologues may appear long and complicated., How-
ever, very often the adult does not get a chance to carry one
all the way through. Most of the time children interrupt early
in the sequence to offer their own interpretation or correct
the adult. These provide new stimulus situations and the se-
quence can begin over or continue., Often, group members add
new ideas and the interaction changes direction.

Language variables in this study flow from attempts to
operationally define the types of adult-child communication
expected when this language model is being used by adult inter-
actors, The review of related literature will consider per-
tinent research in the pragmatic dimension of language develop-
ment, as well as research examining language development issues
important to this study. The general theme of the chapter is

to establish a rationale and a need for research examining

situational variables, adult communication style and the com-

municative intent of language. It reviews literature related

to envirommental impact on language development, language

development programs, the importance of language facility for
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early competence as well as self-concept development and
school success, and finally, methodological concerns in studies
of this design. This review is presented in Chapter II.

Chapter III presents the methodology used in the study
to investigate the variables of concern, Four main factors
are accounted for:

1. Procedures used in observation, recording and measure-
ment of child language variables,

2, Procedures used in observation and recording of adult
language variables and determination of model implementation
scores.,

3. Procedures used in determining the reliability of
observational and audio tape data.

4, Procedures used in the statistical analysis of the
data,

The results of the analysis of this complex set of data
is presented in Chapter IV. The key areas presented are:

l., Findings pertaining to child variables,

2, Adult implementation data,

3. Ratings of group interaction by observers and inter-

actors.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THEORY AND LITERATURE

theory and literature review provided in this chapter
more thorough understanding of the complex nature of
research and theory. It also provides a rational
research project.

review is structured along these following dimensions:

Language development as a component of research on

early childhood education.

2,

The importance of the study of noncognitive components

of Jlanguage development in the perspective of pragmatics.

3.
ment,

4.

5
Success,

6.

Proposed

The impact of parents and others on language develop-

Programs for language development.
The importance of language usage ability for school
social relations, and self-esteem.
Methodological concerns in studies such as the one

here.

Two Distinct Research Paradigms:
Psycholinguistics and Pragmatics

Research in the area of language development is complex

and diverse. Much of the work done in the recent past has

13
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involved the systematic study of syntax., The work of Chomsky
in the field of psycholinguistics is representative of this
type of research., Moerk (1974), however, speaks of a counter
movement which developed stressing meaning as an important
rart of language development. This movement was based on the
idea that the child wants to convey a message when he talks,
and that these messages are meaningful. Thus, language is
seen as a tool of communication and situational and environ-
me ntal variables take on more importance,

Cazden (1972) used the word pragmatics to define the

paradigm which is concerned with the study of situational
variables and suggests that language develops best when moti-
vated by powerful communication intent. At the same time,
Bloom (1970) demonstrated that language behavior and verbal
expression are highly dependent upon situational variables

in the home. These two studies emphasize the importance of
envir-onmental variables to the content and form of language
deve} opment. Furthermore, Francis (1969), referred to vari-

ables which facilitate or restrict communication. This work

impljes that situational variables and the intent of the com-
munjication are important concerns that may be partially under
the control of those who interact with the child. Certain
'YPe s of adult communication may actually inhibit language
eXPr-ession.

Schacter et al, (1974), in a study designed to provide
datg on developmental and sociolinguistic patterns of inter-

Personal speech usage, reported that research has yet to
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address itself significantly to the more social aspects of
speech even though it is generally assumed that young children
have communication needs which can come under the control of
the adult. Since children come to school with various levels
of ability to use language, it seems more research efforts
should attempt to determine variables which may impact lan-
guage development in the social setting of the pre-school.

In view of these observations, it seems that the examina-
tion of situational, motivational, and interpersonal aspects
of speech in the perspective of pragmatics is an important

research area.

Research in Pragmatics

The research basis for the pragmatic view of language

deve lopment is reviewed in an article by Katherine Nelson (197%a).
It is described in her paper as the "perspective of pragmatics
and sociolinguistics.” Noted researchers in this "language as
communication” mode are Hymes (1974), Halliday (1973, 1976),
Ervin-Tripp (1973), Bernstein (1970), Bloom (1970), Cazden (1970,
1972), Nelson (1973), and Bruner (1975). Nelson states that
wha -+t the child has to learn has gone far beyond the complexi-
ties of grammar as explicated by Chomsky (1968). There are
Per formance rules, rules of address, concern for appropriate-
ness' and conversational postulates as well, This view sees
the ¢nild less as a language acquisition device and more as

% Dartner in a two-way communication system with intentions

to we expressed and received.
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Purthermore, Bates (1975) reports research which lends
support to the important role of the adult in this communi-
cation system. In a review of language research, the almost
unanimous conclusion was reached that peer speech is less
conducive to language learning and mature language use than
is speech from an adult. Bates also noted that "first born"
or "only children" are found to be faster in language develop-
me nt than twins or younger siblings. This is probably the
result of more opportunities for interaction and communica-
tion with the parents as well as increased exposure to modeled
language. Unfortunately, past research has concentrated on

either the child or the adult., Much would be gained by re-

search concerned with process variables--interactions within
the dyadic or speaker-listener system as a whole. Shatz and
Gelman (1973) have reported research which analyzed communica-
tion interactions and concluded that adults and even four-year
olds adjusted their speech to the level of the younger child.
Research of this type should investigate two possible
directions: the child's language in the interaction and the
adult's language., Furthermore, the interaction can then in-
Volwe what the child knows, is interested in and initiates,
OT what the partner chooses to talk about. Nelson (1976b)
States that the child learns about the categories of the world
the ough his own exploration, and should be allowed to do so.
H°Wever, the adult can play an important role by responding
£0 the initiations of the child, and by allowing the child
to sShare his knowledge about those categories with a namer

Who will supply the needed label., (Also see Bruner 1975).
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Important Dimensions of the Communication System

Nelson identifies four major factors that define the
communicative context of early child speech and of language
learning, which appear to be relevant to this study:

l. The situation--in which she concludes the dyadic
interaction and the adult model are important.

2. The function--which should include functional analy-
sis of both the adult and the child.

3. The content--what the child knows and understands,
what the adult knows, what they share together and most im-
portantly, what they derive together,

4, The code--involving the complexity and style of the
adult's speech--e.g., length of utterance; sentence structure;
and variety of language forms used.

Nelson concludes that few studies have been done which
consider all of the above. Especially lacking is research
examining both members of the communication dyad. This study

represents an effort to close that research gap by investigat-
ing interactions between adults and children as a system and
taking into account both the content and code of the inter-
actions. Language within this system is seen as an interaction
Somewhat under the control of the adult. For purposes of this
Study a language interaction model has been developed and im-
Plemented based on much previous research investigating both
énvirommental impact on language development such as mother-
child communication and contrived language techniques and/or
Programs employing language stimulation techniques such as

extension, expansion, and pattern drill exercises.
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Environmental Impact on Language Development

The purpose of the following section is to review research
that has concentrated on the impact of envirommental factors
on language development. There are some basic assumptions in-
herent in the research about to be reviewed. They are as fol-
lowss

l. That language develops as a result of interactions
with the environment--the early environment includes the mother

(and father) and child,

2, That this interaction results in language learning
attributable in part to peer and adult models as well as situa-
tional variables, i.e., opportunity to interact, amount of
stimulation, etc,

3. That the environment becomes increasingly more com-
pPlex as the child's world and his movement in it expands and
the child is exposed to "other" models who also impact lan-
guage learning.

L4, That certain language stimulation techniques have
the potential to influence language development.

5. That programs incorporating language development
techniques also have this potential and these programs can
be implemented in educational settings with success.

These assumptions can be stated more clearly. To put
it very simply, what the adult does and says make a differ-

ence,
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Results of Language Deficits
in the Child's Early Environment

Much of the thinking about the impact of the environment
on language development was stimulated by research which showed
that lower class children were deficient in language ability.
(Hess and Shipman, 1965; Bernstein, 1964). This finding sup-
ported environmentalist notions of the influence of culture
on development. Bernstein's (1964) research examining family
interaction patterns, identified two types of interactions.

The first he called the "Restricted Code," which was charac-

terized by short, simple sentences lacking detail. Families
using this form of language show little interaction with their
children and neither allow nor expect input by the child. 1In
typical adult-child communication there is no weighing of
alternatives, mediating of verbal cues, or relating of events
to other events. By contrast, some families were found to
use an "Elaborated Code" which is more complex, Communication
in this mode is related to the individual child, and language
is in direct response to the child's input. These families
allow verbal give and take and thus foster adult-child inter-
action. It was theorized that deficits in language ability

Were related to little language usage in the home as well as

few opportunities for interaction. This reinforced the envi=-

ronmentalist view that experience is a most important determiner
0f development and stimulated the development of more structured
l&nguage programs which make use of basic learning principles

(see Engleman, et. al., 1972).
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Other work examining the influence of adults on language
development involved the analysis of mother's speech, called
motherese by some researchers (Bates, 1976; Newport, 1976).
Motherese is defined as the unique speech of the mother to
the child, The focus in much of the research has been on how
the mother adjusts--makes simpler, changes tone--speech to the
child in comparison to speech used with an adult. It has been
shown that this speech is typically different in pitch and
intonation, and is modified to use restricted and concrete
vocabulary as well as simpler, shorter sentences. As Nelson
(1976) reports, the finding that the length of a mother's
sentences tracks the complexity of the child's language pro-
duction, is one of the most reliable of findings. These ad-
justments of the mother's speech to the level of the child
only aid language development, however, when they actually
interact with the processing strategies or biases of the
child, Since much of adult speech consists of either impera-

tives with subjects deleted or of gquestions as reported in

Bates (1975), this adjustment and the use of special speech

to children may not actually aid language development. Hub-

bell (1977) reports that questions are a form of commands and

a&s such are constraints on spontaneous talking. In addition,

e ——————————————

mother's questions do not appear to contribute to the child's
acquisition of words. Another factor is that all mothers are
not the same in the way they adjust their speech.

Ringler et., al, refers to research with two groups of

mothers--one a traditional post natal group and the other an
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extended contact group. There were differences between the
groups on a variety of utterances, use of function words,
questions, use of verbs and commands, and mean utterance
length, The extended-contact group, it was concluded, had a
verbal output distinctly greater in variety, elaboration and
length « + « and that these represented more appropriate forms
for imparting information, eliciting a response from the child,
and for elaborating on simple concepts. As Shatz and Gelman
(1973) report, much of adult speech to children involves a
"talking down" phenomenon, and this is also found in speech

of peers to younger peers. As defined, talking down involves
adapting the sentence length and complexity to the level of
the listener. In their conclusions they say that young chil-

dren receive from adults and from older peers a fairly narrow

and simple subset of the varieties of adult speech. They con-

clude by saying that for language adjustments to be beneficial,
they must add new information from which to build linguistic
knowledge, and not just be at the level of the child's pro-
duction. The evidence as to the benefit of this restricted
Speech for language development is certainly inconclusive.

Any language development model such as the one suggested in
this project must consider the amount and complexity of the
adult's language in view of both Bernstein's "Restricted" and
"Elaborated”" code research and Hess and Shipman®s "Motherese"

research.
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Expansion and Extension as Techniques
to Facilitate Language Development

Another possible factor in language development has been
explored in research on language expansion techniques, first
identified by Brown and Bellugi in 1964 (Nelson, 1976). Ex-
pansions are products of the interaction itself, Use of this

technique involves filling in the missing parts of the child's

speech, with the adult imitating the child's speech but ex-
randing or altering it into a well-formed adult equivalent.

Some examples of expansion:

Child: Daddy outside.

Adult:s Yes, Daddy is working outside,

Child: I go.
Adult: Oh! You go outside.

Child: Ball, mine.
Adult: That's your ball,

Another form of imitation of the child's speech involves
extension. This is more of a comment on what the child says,
a response with new ideas, questions and evaluations. Exten-
sion, according to Cazden (1972), provides semantic information
which extends the meaning of the utterance for the child. An

example of extension:

Childs Doggie bark (when a dog is barking).
Adults Yes, but he probably won't bite.
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Cazden found that extension had much more impact than expan-
sion in assisting young children in language development. It
is useful in communicating information relating to concepts
and the many relationships between them,

The importance of this cannot be overstated., Stenroos
(1979) believes that there is an interaction between thought
and language and that the manner in which the child presents
his own representation of this interaction might be called
"creativity" or creative expression. In school, oral lan-

guage experiences too often become artificial and contrived

+ o o unrelated to the reality of the world or the inner
essence of language., Creativity then becomes stilted and
learning becomes an obstacle course., Children use language
to both interact with other people and to understand the
world. Language is used to classify objects and experiences,
to relate these experiences to others encountered and to con-
trol or adapt to them. In short, language is a work of art
which involves both affective and cognhitive aspects of exper-
ience, It seems that children must encounter environments
which allow this creative expression to occur as well as adult
models who can provide information which helps to clarify and

relate the experiences they encounter.,

Language and Interaction

The research on expansion and extension demonstrates
that language techniques which are both a product of the inter-

action and which are reactions to the child's initiated speech



24

do impact language development. Studies by Halliday (1973,
1975) went a step further and examined speech production from
the view of the functions served by the child's speech and
the developmental order in which they emerged. These studies

strongly support the speech as interaction ideas which are

important to this study. Language is used, according to Hal-
liday, to express demands and desires, to regulate actions,

to form a social bond, to state explanations, to express imagi-
nation and most importantly to impart information. These cate-
gories of functions show that language is a communication
effort and that the ability to engage in dialogue is extremely
important for language development. In fact, Halliday believes
the ability to engage in dialogue is prerequisite to the attain-
ment of the informative function.

Bruner (1975) also lends support to the idea that lan-
guage develops in the context of an "action dialogue" in which
joint action is being undertaken by the infant and adult.
Bruner states that in an instance of language interaction the
child is grasping initially the requirements of joint action
+ « « made possible by the presence of an interpreting adult
who operates not so much as a corrector or reinforcer but
rather as a provider, an expander and idealizer of utterances
while interacting with the child.

In view of the research reported here which examines the
impact of adult models on language development, it can be con-
cluded that adults do have an impact and that impact depends

to a great extend on the form and style of language used in
interaction with the child.
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Furthermore, it would be wrong to assume that only parents
have an impact. As Bates (1976) pointed out, adult models (not
just parents) seem to be superior over peers as language models,
In addition, Cazden's research involving expansion and exten-
sion techniques was conducted with teachers in preschool set-
tings and demonstrated conclusive proof that the language of
non-parent adults can indeed impact language development. The
movement towards early education, the nursery school experience,
and day care assumes that "others" are (or can be) extensions
of the parent. This gives the teacher and programs in general
an important responsibility to provide experiences which make

the best use of their potential influence.

Research and Compensatory Programs

If language development depends somewhat on situational
variables, it seems that research within the pragmatic frame-
work could focus on identifying and examining those variables
which are under the control of the adult. This information
could then be used to make preschool programs more effective.

In the past, a major concern has been the development of
compensatory preschool programs of which there have been mainly
three types (Schacter et al., 1974): (a) didactic programs where
the focus is on intensive language training which concentrates
on language structure and the cognitive functions involved in
language development; (b) cognitively-oriented programs which
encourage comprehension, understanding and transfer through

understanding relations or interactions between the learner's
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cognitive processes and aptitudes such as attribution, motiva-

tion, encoding, memory, cognitive styles and cognitive structures

(Wittrock, 1979); (c) whole-child programs where the teacher is
responsive to the child's activity, where the emphasis is on
play and interactions in a free enviromment, and where language
is assumed to be something the child will produce when he feels
like doing so. None of these types of programs is as effec-
tive as they might be, especially for language development.
White (1973), for e.g., reports research concerning effective
mothers and the nature of their interactions.

He reports that the most effective mothers respond to
their child with shared enthusiasm, help and an occasional
interesting and naturally related idea during 10-30 second
interchanges., It is the whole-child programs which come the
closest to White's idea of the good home environment for stim-
ulating natural development (Schacter et al.). However, Cazden
(1972 ), has suggested that while interaction with the environ-
ment and language exchanges as suggested by White is important,
it is the more didactic programs which are more effective.,
According to Cazden, a solution to this problem is to make
whole -child programs more effective by increasing the focus
on language development. An important question remains as
to how this might be accomplished. It is this question which
provides the major thrust of the research reported here,

As stated in Schacter et al., (1974), prior research does
not Speak directly to the problem because those who adopt a

whole-child paradigm have not focused their attention speci-
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fically on language development, while those who emphasize
language development have not been enough concerned with non-

cognitive factors.

Language Development Emphasis
in Four Compensatory Educational Programs

Much of the research reviewed above also notes that varia-
tions exist in the language used by adults with children. As
has been said, the working assumption of compensatory educa-
tional programs is that these variations .are linked to indivi-
dual differences in language ability and that some children
enter the school situation with language deficits. A primary
goal of these programs is to erase these deficits. Following
are brief descriptions of four such programs,

In the Distar program, there is a marked departure from
traditional development-socialization views involving direct
instructional techniques, and coordinated, sequenced learning
tasks in language. Basic academic skills, especially language
skills considered primary to school success, and instruction
are arranged in hierarchies of successive complexity and in-
clusiveness centered on mastery of essential objectives.

Given the basic assumption that the value of a program
is based on the extent to which it reaches its stated goals--
Distar *s major strength is its implementation. Within this
framework, several features are important contributions. It
incorporates many concepts from learning psychology such as

active involvement, immediate feedback, sequential learning
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tasks, transfer techniques, highly specific objectives defined
in behavioral terms, and emphasis on academics and content
mastery.

Of course, depending on basic philosophies regarding
early education, the strengths of didactic programs such as
those listed may be considered weaknesses. Developmental and
humanistic psychologists would probably question the learner's
passive role and the teacher's didactic role and others would
challenge the lack of emphasis on affective concerns.,

Blank and Solomon used a tutorial approach to language
development. This program is based on the assumption that
children need consistent guidance to develop a firm basis for
thinking. The purpose is to provide tasks that can be accom-
plished successfully, ample practice in order that new skills
can be reinforced frequently, and adult instruction specific
to the development of language tools pertinent to the class-
room. Questioning and probing skills as well as use of lan-
guage in structuring and guiding thought process is emphasized,
to enable students to infer, estimate, deduce and classify in-
formation. However, some negative side effects were noted by
observational methods such as resistance to the tightly or-
ganized approach, passivity, dependence, withdrawal, and fear-
fulness. Weikert's Cognitively Oriented Curriculum attempts
to integrate language development into a developmental frame-
work which allows for active participation by the learner and
support and guidance by the teacher. It recognizes language

as a key experience in development and communication as a




29

primary function of language. Conversing, describing, and
expressing feelings are considered highly important to making
corrective feedback possible, to reduce egocentrism and to
facilitate social transmission of knowledge. Although this
emphasis on language development recognizes the importance

of language in cognitive development, no systematic method

of using language techniques to both stimulate language for
communication and relate personal experience to developing
cognitive structures have been reported.

In programs such as that developed at the Bank Street
College of Education, the most important factor is active
interaction with the environment--both physical and social.
There is an emphasis on interaction with the adult and trying
out new experiences. This system stresses the educational
value of play and playful experiences and is based on the
child's spontaneous activity. Structure, drill, specific
tasks and instruction is de-emphasized while exploration and
interaction are highly encouraged. The child selects the
experience, is the active learner, and the teacher is a
guide, Achieving a positive self-image is central to class-
room practices. The teacher's major role is to create a
healthy climate for learning. This philosophy and these
goals are in contrast to the two programs described previ-
ously, which strongly emphasize language development. The
Bank S+treet approach to early education is typical of whole-
child programs and drastically different from didactic ap-

proaches, Some language stimulation techniques are used in
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this approach, however, systematic research efforts on lan-
guage development or on the implementation of systematic use
of these techniques has not been reported.

Evidence reported by Cazden (1972) suggests that programs
such as Distar and the Tutorial Program reviewed above do have
a substantial impact on language development.

In a final report to the Office of Education by Abt
Associates, Inc., results of a study involving 20,000 third
grade students concluded that structured educational approaches
seem more beneficial. Kennedy, in a secondary analysis of the
data which adjusts for design weaknesses, supported some of
these findings. In this report some negative effects (in lan-
guage ) were reported for the Cognitive Curriculum and no size-
able effects were reported for the Bank Street Model. Positive
effects (in language) were found in only the Direct Instruction
programs (Distar, etc.). However, Kennedy qualified these
findings by suggesting design weaknesses and alternative ex-
planations for effects. Two points were made in this research
which are pertinent to this study: (1) the direct instruction
Programs may have more systematic, aggressive approach to
teacher-training and measurement of program goals and (2)
Program variations may be a result of differences in imple-
mentation of programs--structured programs are more easily
packaged and implemented.

It was also suggested that direct programs may have their
primary effect in the early years of school and may produce
diminishing returns as the components of instruction move from

factual knowledge to application of knowledge.
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The goals of the Bank Street Model and the active learner
approach in the Cognitive Curriculum are seemingly ambitious
and appropriate for early education. However, the de-emphasis
in language instruction by Bank Street and the non-systematic
emphasis of language instruction in the Cognitive Curriculum
seem to translate into no-effect at least on research examin-
ing Follow-Through data.

It seems reasonable, in light of this evidence, that ways
of combining the goals for language development as established
in these contrasting programs can be found. It should not

have to be a choice between one approach or the other.

Implications of Interactions
Techniques for Social Success

A logical argument can be made for the hypothesis that
higher levels of language usage ability aid a child in succeed-
ing academically in the school enviromment. Schools place a
Premium on verbal ability and in the past several years many
Programs have been developed which attempt to influence lan-
guage development. The need for these programs was generated
by the belief of educators that marked social class deficits
in language usage exist by age four or even earlier (Evans,
1971), which place some children at an academic disadvantage.
Evans states that by the time they go to school, children
have acquired basic knowledge of grammatical features and how
1o use them at varying levels, which indicates that the early

years are most affected by variations in the language environ-
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ment. Richness and variety of early language experiences
may influence large individual differences in vocabulary size
and modes of expression. Language programs for early child-
hood have been developed for the express purpose of erasing
these early deficits.

Language is a means to communicate the knowledge a person
has, to gain the attention and help of others, to express feel-
ings, ideas, and emotions. It is perhaps the only socially
acceptable and effective way to gain the attention of adults
for the purpose of using them as resources. Adults are often
used by some children to answer inquiries and direct their
natural curiosity and exploratory behavior. These are factors
which often spell success in the school by transmitting enthu-
siasm to the teacher. Many of these factors have been inves-
tigated by respected researchers (White and Watts, 1973; Clark-

Stewart, 1973) in attempts to identify early competence.

Implications of Interaction
Techniques for Social Adaptation

Another aspect of success in the school enviromment in-
volves the child®s ability to adapt socially. Language usage
ability also appears to be a major factor in this process.
The social world of a person for a good portion of life is
the school, The interactions within the school system form
the foundations for later social interactions. Many re-
Searchers have included interpersonal skills as measures of

competence, Stollak (Reif and Stollak, 1971) called them
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"emotional skills" in research which identified four major
categories as indicative of positive mental health and early
competence, two of which deal expressly with skills which are
basic to interaction with others., These are:

l. Awareness of the feelings, thoughts, desires, emo-
tions and behavior of others and ability to express evalua-
tions of these,

2, Interpersonal skills, which are capabilities that
enable one to experience mutually satisfying and constructive
relationships with peers and authority figures,

White and Watts (1973) listed the following social abil-
ities:

1., To get and maintain the attention of adults in
socially acceptable ways.

2, To use adults as resources.,

3. To express affection and hostility to adults.

4, To express affection and hostility to peers.

5. To praise oneself and/or show pride in accomplish-
ments,

If social adaptation can be defined as the ability to
get along and interact with others in society in a way which
brings about positive feelings, then language usage ability
must be an important factor. If positive mental health and
a8djustment involves the ability to be involved in social inter-
actions which allow people to meet their needs, then language
usage and the "ability to express" must be key factors in

Social adaptation.
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Implications of Interaction
Techniques for Self-Esteem

There can be little doubt that social interaction is
an important part of "school life." Most of the things that
are done in school are done with others. There can be up to
1,000 interpersonal interchanges per day between teachers and
children and many more peer interchanges (Jackson, 1968).
These interchanges can be thought of as "opportunities" for
success in interpersonal skills. They can help build up one's
self-image or they can tear it down.

Kelly (1962) has defined the self as consisting of the
accumulated experiential background, or backlog, of the in-
dividual . . . what has been building since his life began,
through unique experience. Kelly continued: "This self is
built almost entirely . « . in relationship to others . . .
Since the self is achieved through social contact, it has to
be understood in terms of others." Much of the self is deter-
mined by the history of success in a person's background,
which acts as feedback to the person about the adequacy of
the self to perform the "task at hand" (Coopersmith, 1959).
It is reasonable to believe, given this description of the
self, that the numerous interchanges mentioned above do, in
fact, have an influence on self-image development. Since
interaction depends upon communication, it is also logical
1o conclude that high language usage ability may allow more
opportunity for feelings of success within these interchanges

8s a result of positive feedback from others.
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Language ability has been included in measures of the
psychological construct of "locus of control" which attempts
to measure the feelings of power one has over the enviromment.
This seems important because power over the environment, a
feeling of "I can do it" is essential to the "fully function-
ing self" (Kelly, 1962)., lLanguage can be considered a tool
that helps a person gain success experiences and thus confi-

dence in the self.

Enhancement of Self-Esteem
Through Language Programs
There is another aspect of self-esteem that is important
to this study. So far the concern has been for language's
impact on self-image. Also important is the enhancement of
self-esteem through language programs, or the importance of
4 concern for self-concept in language programs. Thus inter-

changes which are purposely structured to allow success exper-

iences, to allow and even enhance self-concept development,

may be a critical component of language usage programs.

In a report on the lasting effects of preschool programs
with language emphasis, these programs were cited to positively
impact low-income children. These children more often met the
minimum standards of schooling--less special education required,
less retention, and fewer dropouts. In addition, preschool
was found to impact low-income children in non-cognitive ways.
They were more likely to express pride in specific achievements

and rated themselves as better students. Furthermore, mothers
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held higher aspirations for their children. This has direct
implications for the development of self image.

"The self,"Kelly says, "looks out upon the surrounding
scene largely in terms of its own enhancement or defense. It
extends in the direction of that which promises to make it
better off + « . and withdraws from that which seems likely
to endanger it." Kelly speaks further about the development
of a "psychological shell" or "selective screen" to hide be-
hind in order to protect the self. This can be a barrier to
communication and a protection that is really isolation and
withdrawal, This inhibits, of course, self-growth because the
self needs feedback to continue to develop., It also inhibits
the opportunity for language usage and development in that
the person will not become involved in the interaction. Those
who are open to the experience will have an opportunity to prac-
tice using language already a part of their repertoire and to

learn new language.

Conditions for Self Development

Theorists have identified several conditions for self
development which seem to be of importance to language pro-
grams, Many of these are based on the conviction that the
Self seeks out enhancing experiences and withdraws from "per-
ceived" endangering ones.

Carl Rogers (1951) has said that "trust" is the impor-
tant ingredient which the interactor provides., Of major im-

Portance to communication is the ability to be open and free
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to express, This results from trust that it is not harmful

to expose oneself, Hamachek (1977) speaks of "empathic listen-
ing" as another important component for self development. This
type of listening responds to the person's feelings as well as
his words. It implies not evaluation, no judgment . . . and
conveys an effort to communicate the notion that a person's
feelings and ideas are valid for him if not for us.

It is important for interaction that adults convey a
feeling of acceptance. This includes acceptance of personal
feelings which may disturb the adult. It also seems important
to convey empathic understanding which does not evaluate,
rather is sensitive to the concerns of the other (Rogers, 1951).

The above discussion has strong implications for programs
which involve interaction with others. Specifically, it is
the responsibility of the adult to create a non-threatening,
accepting atmosphere., Such an atmosphere should increase the
amount of interaction and language usage, as well as maintain

and promote healthy mental growth.

Methodological Problems Encountered
in Language Development Research

There are several methodological problems that need to .
be dealt with in a study which occurs in a natural setting

and is an attempt to measure the dimensions and effects of a

treatment or program., It is becoming increasingly more evi-
dent that there must be a concern for both process and product.

Evidence is needed not only on the impact and effectiveness of
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the program or treatment but also on the dimensions, charac-
teristics and essential components of the program. Miller
and Dyer (1975) in a study of four preschool programs, con-
tend that there are few research efforts which report on
operational characteristics of programs and whether or not

"they exist only in program prescriptions."

Of particular concern in their study was the verification
of program implementation as well as the difference between
the programs actually implemented. It was necessary to dis-
tinguish between the models or programs described and the
actual programs which are implemented. There is no guarantee
that the teacher or researcher will actually implement what
they have been taught. The first step in verification involves
careful definition of the essential components of the treat-
ment programs, and analysis of them along several dimensions--
pPhilosophy, curriculum, methods, class atmosphere and teacher's
role, and goals for children.

The next step in the Miller and Dyer study was to compare
Pprograms on more specific variables (e.g., feedback, modeling,
and imitation) using observation and videotaping to assess
teacher behavior. Discrimination analysis was then done on
these and other variables to determine whether or not they
differentiated the treatments. In view of the research, it
Seems important for determining program effects that both the
actual degree of implementation and the differences between
the programs be verified, so that measured effects can more

meaningfully be attributed to the differences in programs.
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The large variation in programs found in the reanalysis of
the Follow Through data by Kennedy demonstrates the need to
focus on program implementation., Kennedy concludes that lack
of implementation is a strong competing hypothesis for nega-
tive findings.

This study will be concerned with a process view of re-
search, One of its major concerns will be the verification
of whether or not the interactor is actually applying essen-
tial components of the model. Data is reported on key vari-

ables which differentiate the treatments from each other.,

A final series of methodological problems involves in-
strumentation and data collection. Several methods of observ-
ing and recoding behavioral and verbal behavior in naturalistic
settings have been reported (Stallings, 1975; Miller and Dyer,
19753 Shatz and Gelman, 19733 Schacter et al., 1974). The
techniques for collecting this type of data fall into two

ma jor types:
l. Time or event sampling methods with some form of
Observation system.

2, Video and/or audio-tape analysis with some system

of categorizing behavior and verbalization per unit of time.

An example of the first kind is that reported by Stal-
lings (1975). An observation schedule was devised called the
Classroom Observation Schedule (COI) to record classroom
arrangements and elements of events considered educationally
Significant by Follow Through sponsors. This schedule included

602 categories describing behaviors of teachers and children
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in classroom situations, interactions between two or more people

are also included, Of particular interest were the FMO or
Five-Minute Observation variables that were recorded. A series
of four-celled frames were used to record in a shorthand system
each interaction that occurred in a five-minute period. The
method identified the speaker, the person spoken to, and the
message being delivered, as well as the emotional affect dis-

played, It allowed for recording of two-way interaction se-

quences. Variables of interest were then formed from the com-
plex codings. This procedure was of great help in devising
the observation schedules for this study.

An example of extensive audio-tape analysis was presented
in a study by Shatz and Gelman (1973). This study focused on
the length and complexity of utterances produced in interaction
sequences with different-aged listeners., Of interest is their
use of audio-tapes in obtaining data on utterance lengths and
complexity. Mean utterance length was examined. Utterances
classified as long--over four words in length--were further
examined for syntactic complexity.

Schacter et al., (1974) also used audio-tapes to obtain

verbatim language samples for subjects. This was obtained
by having the observer crouch or sit as closely as possible
to the subject, avoiding eye to eye contact, and adopting a
benign facial expression. The observer was, they reported,
almost invariably ignored. (See also Cherry, 1974, for an
example of preschool teacher's usage of audio-taping in free

Play situations.) Many of the audio-tape procedures suggested
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in these studies were adapted to data collection in this re-
search.

The purpose of the preceding review of literature per-
tinent to methodological concerns in naturalistic studies,
was to give background information on some of the problems
encountered in this type of research and some possible solu-
tions to them. These studies were helpful in the planning

of this research.

Summary

The purpose of this review has been to identify important
factors concerning language development which are relevant to
this project. Research has shown that situational variables
add an important dimension to language study. Furthermore,
Cazden's expansion and extension techniques, Halliday's devel-
opmental categories of functional language research and Bruner's
ideas about "action dialogues" contributed valuable information
about variables of concern in this study. Several programs
with language development components were reviewed as examples
of attempts to impact language development. However, it is
the feeling of this writer that careful examination of lan-
guage stimulation techniques in non-didactic programs has not
been done adequately to date. In addition, language usage
Programs have not considered all of the essential variables.

Some of these essential variables have already been ex-
pounded. First, it is believed that a concern for the self-

esteem of the child is of utmost importance and that it is
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necessary to create a non-threatening, open atmosphere so the
child can feel free to communicate. (Rogers, 19513 Moustakas,
19593 Axline, 19693 Kelly, 1962). Cazden's use of extensions
that react to the child's own utterances is a beginning step
in creating this atmosphere because it involves the second

essential element; i.e., what the child is thinking or saying

is of utmost importance. Recognition of this validates the
idea or feeling for the child. It transmits the message,
"I'm OK."

The third essential component growing from this review

is that communication models are extremely important. ILan-
guage develops as a result of interaction between adult and
child (Bruner, 1975; Bernstein, 1964; Halliday, 1973; Wood,
1976). These models provide input to the communication system.
There are two important considerations, however, concerning
the gquality of this input. First, adult models are better
than peer models (Bates, 1975). Second, there are variations
in the language usage of adult models (Bruner, 1975; Bernstein,
1964; Ringler, 1975). Many adults use communication techniques
consisting primarily of questions and imperatives (Bates, 1975).
Much speech to children is adjusted down to the child's level
while what is more important is the addition of new informa-
tion (Shatz and Gelman, 1973). In addition, some adults are
better than others at interaction, and increating action dia-
logues which convey clear, unambiguous information (Bruner,
1975). While questioning and probing techniques, major com-

bonents of programs such as Blank and Solomon's tutorial
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approach, are important to language, they can result in un-
easiness and even fearfulness in a tightly organized and
structured atmosphere (Blank, Koltuz and Wood, 1972).

In view of these comments on the quality of language
usage by adult models, it seems important to train models to
interact with children in a way which fosters actual conver-
sation and dialogue, not ways which require responses from
the child and lead to uneasiness in the situation.

A fourth essential component is the problem of language

modeling. The issue has been partly answered by Cazden (1972),
who suggested that we should emphasize meaning by adding (ex-
tending) new ideas and evaluations about what the child is
talking about. PFurthermore, the richness of extensions, the
more of them used, and the complexity of their form, may
actually facilitate a child's language development. As Wood
(1976) points out, using simple forms of language such as
motherese (Nelson, 1975) and talking down (Shatz and Gelman,
1975) may actually slow down language development. This sug-
gests that the semantic richness of the communication model's
language with the child helps to advance the child's know-
ledge about language use and structure.

The actual content of the language should be in a form
that describes objects, events and actions as well as the
relationships between them, and which connect these in time
and space., They should emphasize meaning, relations and dis-

tinctions in these meanings (Wood, 1976).
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The fifth and final essential component concerns the basic

assumptions and philosophies that should be inherent in lan-
guage programs., Children enter language programs with a cer-
tain language usage ability and already have acquired a vast
array of language. Part of the purpose of any language pro-
gram should be to allow the child the opportunity to practice
their repertoire of forms. Therefore, it is important to allow
them to talk, and not structure the experience so tightly as

to restrict talking. However, it should be foremost in the

mind of the interactor to use every opportunity to model new

forms. Language should be seen as a tool of communication

and the intent of the program should be to increase the rep-
ertoire of communication strategies available to the child.
Underlying the above is the assumption that this communica-
tion power gives the child confidence in talking and a felt
power over the external environment as well as an expressive

Power that allows success in day to day communication situations

(Wood, 1976, pg. 271).






CHAPTER IIIX
METHODOLOGY

Purpose

The primary purpose of this research effort was to col-
lect observational and audio tape data of planned small group
interactions between adults and children in order to study
the effects of certain kinds of adult-child interactions on
children's language usage., This was done by systematically
observing and recording group sessions of two different styles
of adult-child interaction over a five-week period. Adult

implementation data and group interaction ratings by trained

observers were also examined.,

Special Definitions

The following terms are referred to throughout the study.
These definitions are provided to give a clearer understanding
of their meaning as used in this investigation.

Child language variables--defined as those variables which

were determined to be evidence of child language usage and
emotional displays by subjects. These are listed in Table 1.
Certain of these were expected to occur more often in either
the treatment or the control groups. Both the variables and

the groups in which they were expected to occur are listed in
Table 3,

ks
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Adult language variables--defined as those variables
which were determined to be evidence of adult language usage
and emotional display by adults. These are listed in Table 2.
Certain of these were expected to occur more or less in the
treatment groups while others were expected to occur more or
less in the control groups. Both the variables and the groups
in which they were expected to occur most often are listed in
Table 4.

Language interaction--defined as that type of language
used by adults trained in the use of the model described in
Chapter I.

language interaction variables--defined as those variables

which were considered to be the kinds of communications which
reflected either the use of the model by adults or instances
of use by subjects in the study. Both child and adult inter-
action variables are specifically listed in Tables 3 and 4.

Traditional interaction--defined as that type of language

used by adults employing the use of questioning and didactic
teaching techniques.

Traditional interaction variables--defined as those vari-

ables which reflect either the use of traditional techniques
by adults or instances of use by subjects in the study. Both
child and adult traditional variables are specifically listed
in Tables 3 and 4.
Treatment groups--defined as those adults and subjects
in groups using language interaction.
Control groups--defined as those adults and subjects in

groups using traditional interaction.
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Design

Overview

As an experimental study, this investigation involved
random assignment of subjects into two treatment groups and
two control groups. Each group consisted of four subjects
and one adult interactor., Each adult interactor was trained
over a three-week period in either the language interaction

techniques associated with the model proposed in this study

or in more traditional questioning and didactic teaching
techniques.

In addition, four adults were trained to be observers
of the group interaction sessions. Specifically, their task
was to record instances of adult and child affective display
(refer to Tables 1 and 2, pages 47 and48 for examples), and
the adult's style of handling the problem. In addition,
observers were to record key words in each exchange between
adult and subjects to aid in linking the observational data
with audio tape data also collected for each session.

The eight adults in the study were undergraduate students.
They underwent approximately twelve hours of training as
either interactors or observers. In addition, three half
hour warm-up sessions were done in the day care center with
children not involved in the study. These warm-up sessions
allowed interactors to practice their language techniques
with children. It also allowed further refinement of the
Observation techniques. The training manual for both inter-

actors and observers can be found in Appendiees D and E,
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Subjects in this investigation were exposed to either
language interaction techniques or to traditional interaction
techniques over a five-week period, The dependent variables
were language interaction variables, traditional interaction
variables, and affective variables, Adult implementation data
was also examined. The dependent variables in that analysis

were the same as above. The data matrix is shown in Figure 1,

Sample

The sample used in this study was composed of twenty-four
subjects at a day care facility in Lansing, Michigan. Of the
nineteen subjects for whom complete data is recorded, ten were
boys and nine were girls. There were eleven blacks and eight
whites. They were all between three and three and one-half
years old. Four of the twenty-four subjects were involved
only in the warm-up sessions before actual data was collected.
There were two boys and two girls of the same age as study
participants in this group.

The youngsters in the study came from lower-class working
homes in a racially mixed neighborhood in Lansing. Ninety
Percent of the children attending the day care had working
mothers on Aid to Dependent Children or some form of govern-
ment assistance. The director of the day care center judged
that all of those children in the study were from home situa-
tions as described.

The day care facility had both afternoon and morning

Classes with 40-45 children usually in attendance at any
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given time. It was the judgment of this investigator that
the normal routine of the day care was somewhat disorganized
and that the amount of meaningful adult-child communication,
other than during the planned interaction sessions, was mini-
mum.

From a group of 40 subjects available in the morning ses-
sion, 24 were randomly selected as possible study participants.
This group of 24 children were then randomly assigned to four

groups. The other children participated in the warm-up sessions.

Measures

Observational Data

An observational instrument was developed for the purposes
of this study to collect two specific types of information.

1. Relevant affective data as specified in Tables 3 and
4, pages 47 and 48. This included measures of general affect,
involvement in the group, number of problem situations, and
affect displayed during problem situations.

2, Key words of communication segments between adult
and child and between other children. The purpose of this
Procedure was to record enough of the segment (along with
affective data for that segment) to allow a linkage between
the audio tape transcriptions and the affective data observed.

The instrument developed was a modification of scoring
Systems devised by Stallings (1975) which were used to monitor
two-way interaction sequences. The Stallings® method attempted

to measure affective data taking place during three-minute
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intervals. For several different variables (e.g., general
mood, involvement, negative affect, etc.), several levels of
the variable were recorded by observers, The major extension
of the instrument used in this study was the attempt to form
mutually exclusive categories and to train observers to record
key words to be used with audio-tape transcriptions. An ex-
ample of the observation instrument can be found in Appendix A.

The procedure for collecting observational data involved
the following:

1. For each communication segment, record a few key words
in the middle of the instrument.

2, For adult variables on language style, usage, and
problem situation, use the check list format to indicate an
occurrence of the variable., Categories were mutually exclu-
sive (e.g., in a problem situation, the adults handling was
either troublesome or smooth).

3. For child variables, follow the same procedure as
above.

Observers became quite proficient by the end of the study
at recording major communications (key words) and the affec-
tive data, Each group was observed a minimum of six times.
The presence of the observers seemed to make no appreciable
difference in the group interaction. Adults and subjects
alike became quite comfortable with being observed and in most

cases ignored the observers entirely.

Audio Tape Data

Each half hour session was audio taped during the five-
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week study period. A minimum of 13-15 sessions were taped

in each of four interaction groups. The use of tape recorders

in the interaction sessions had been piloted prior to this

study with a group of head start children. After a brief in-

troductory period (10 minutes), during which time all children
could record their voices, hear them played back and push the
buttons, very little attention was given to the tape recorder

thereafter. As with the case with the observers, the tape

recorders were virtually ignored by children and adults during

the majority of the study.
Each verbalization by each child and adult was recorded

and transcribed. Approximately 20 percent of these transcrip-

tions were randomly checked for accuracy by an independent

listener and judged to be accurate. In addition, a thorough

examination of the observational data, the tape transcriptions

and a sample of the audio tapes themselves was undertaken by

the author and judged to be accurate.

Unclear or unrecognizable transcriptions were deleted

from the analysis. However, very few were unrecognizable

and the transcriptions represent a substantial majority of
aljl dialogue. Approximately 2,093 utterances were collected

&nd analyzed in this study. Table 5 on the following page

Pr-ovides a breakdown of the number of statements associated

W3ith those involved in the study.
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TABLE 5
Dialogue Number
Interactor Total Lines | Adult | Child of Sessions
1 507 334 152 3 |
2 538 278 220 6
3 547 340 157 5
" 501 220 195 7

Some sample transcriptions can be seen in Appendix B.
These include examples of dialogues between adult and chil

as well as among children in the groups.

Observer and Interactor Ratings

Independent of the observational and audio tape data
@nalyzed in this study, a series of ratings were collectec
for each session. Both the observers of the group for the

day and the interactor for that group completed a rating i

Strument immediately after each session. This instrument
called the Group Interaction Schedule and can be found in
Appendix C. The purpose of this procedure was to help che
terize the nature of the interaction on a day-to-day basis:

I+t also served as immediate feedback to the interactor fr

The observer. This helped the interactors to compare the:
Own perceptions to those of an objective observer.

The instrument was designed to include ratings from !
to high on a five-point rating scale concerning the follov

Cxr i-tical aspects of the session: (1) degree of interactic

a
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with children in the group, (2) use of structure (e.g., direct
teaching, questioning, explanatory statements, etc., which
are indicative of traditional interaction), (3) positive dis-
plays of affect by the adult, (4) negative displays of affect
by the adult, (5) problems during the session (e.g., a child

leaving the group, hitting another child, etc.), (6) success

in problem resolution, (7) interaction of children with adults,
(8) interaction of children with other children, (9) positive

displays of affect by the subjects, and (10) negative displays

of affect by the subjects,

Re liability Estimates

Reliability reported here includes an estimate of the
re liability of observational data, and of audio tape transcrip-
tion coding.

The reliability of the observational data is reported
as the percentage agreement between two raters who have observed
The same two subjects during a session. Each group was observed
at least two times and reliability estimates are reported for
these across most variables. Due to problems with the stan-
dardization of the observational instrument which are discussed
in Chapter V, some low estimates were obtained., However, audio
ta pe data was collected in conjunction with the observational
da ta which duplicated the language variables., Verification of
Pr-oblem and situation variables was possible so that the final
Coding of the observational data was more highly reliable.

Reliability for audio tape transcription codings are re-

Por-+ted as percentage agreement between two independent raters
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familiar with and trained in identification of the variables

of interest in this study. Both raters were familiar with

child language structure and use. Both were certified early

elementary teachers as well as reading and language consultants

for compensatory educational programs.,
Child variable estimates are based on the codings of
these interaction sessions, while estimates for adult variables

are based on four interaction sessions. The percentage agree-

ment figures were based on separate codings by each of the

two coders. Random checks were made on the coded variables

and determined to be generally accurate,

Table 6 shows the average percentage agreement across

ma jor adult and child variables in the study. These are based

on either three or four observer ratings of the same adult or

child. The average percentage agreement on the child variables
was 68,1 across three sessions. The highest agreement (77.6)

was recorded on the last day of the project. The raters showed

Progress in agreement from the beginning to the end of the

Project on these child variables.,
The average percentage agreement on the adult variables

was 68,0 across four sessions. The highest agreement (75.2)

Wa s recorded early in the study. The next highest agreement

(6&69.5) was recorded on the final day of the project.

Table 7 shows the average percentage agreement between

Two coders for the audio tape transcriptions. The variables

Of iJnterest were both Adult and Child Language Style variables.,
The average agreement between coders on the Adult Language

Sty le variables was 74.75%., The highest agreement (82%) was
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recorded for the third session. The average percentage agree-
ment on the Child Language Style variables was much higher,
The final three sessions recorded agreements over 85%. The
average agreement was 85%. When considering adult and child

variables together, the average percentage agreement is 78%.

Data Analysis

Analysis of the data collected in this study is presented

in two major catagories:

1., Statistical significance testing of major hypotheses,
2, Implementation analysis of adult measures relative
to the degree each adult actually employed the interaction
techniques they were trained to implement.
The basic design employed for statistical analysis of
ma jor hypotheses is a fixed-effect model with two sets of
experimental and control groups; subjects are nested within
€r oups for the treatment and control conditions. Differences
be tween groups are measured at the end of the project time
for differences between groups.
As mentioned in the overview, there are four groups in
this study--two of which were treatment groups and two of
wWh jch were control groups. Each group had four subjects and
&rn adult interactor. After the random formation of the groups,
€a ch adult was randomly assigned to a group. The adults had
been trained in either language interaction or traditional
interaction., The group was then designated either treatment

°r control depending on the adult assigned to it. The adult
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remained with the same group for the duration of the project.
Each subject was randomly selected to be in either the treat-
ment or control condition. Because of the random selection
process, all groups were assumed to be essentially comparable
at the outset of the project., The One-Way fixed-effects model
was used to test the hypothesis because it allows a detailed
contrast between groups of interest. Since both the observa-
tional and audio tape independent variables were mutually ex-
clusive, they are examined separately. Variables of interest
are as follows:

1. language Type--Initiation, Response, Complex Initiation,

Complex Response: An initiation was considered any unsolicited

child verbalization, while a response was a solicited answer
to an adult question or statement.

2, language Usage: Interaction--defined as a reflection,

interpretation, relating statement, new use or idea suggestion,

Cc omplex explanation or emotional expression, or direct--defined

as a structuring statement, question, command, or explanation.
3. Utterance Length and Complexity:+ Complexity is de-

T ined as any utterance over five words long.

L4, Affective and Situational: Includes ratings of enthu-

S jastic, happy, unhappy, negative affect, disinterest, role

Playing, and some interest.

Hypotheses

As was previously mentioned, the unit of analysis in this

STudy is the frequency of occurrence of instances of each
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variable delineated in the study. Certain of these variables
were expected to occur more often in the treatment or control
group. Therefore, it is hypothesized that:

l. There will be no difference between treatment and

control groups on Child Language Type variables, (Variables

include Initiation, Response, Complex Initiation, and Complex

Response., )

2, There will be no difference between treatment and

control groups on Child Language Usage variables, (Variables

include Reflection, Interpretation, Relating, New Use/Idea,
Complex Explanation, Emotional Expression, Structuring State-

ments, Questions, Commands, Explanations.)

3, There will be no difference between treatment and

control groups on Child Affective variables, (Variables in-

clude Enthusiastic, Happy, Unhappy, Negative Affect, Disinterest,

Role Playing, Some Interest.)

4, There will be no difference between treatment and

control groups on the Child Utterance Length variable., (In-

cludes any verbalization over five words in length.)
5. There will be no difference between Traditional and

Interaction groups on Adult Implementation Scores. (Scores

derived from an examination of actual occurrences of language
variables for either the treatment or control groups. Refer
to Table 4 which explains which variables are associated with

treatment and control.)
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Analysis

A One-Way Analysis of Variance is employed across all
ma jor variables using a prior contrast to examine the dif-
ferences between all combinations of groups. This results
in an overall F ratio and t-tests for significance on all
prescribed group combinations. The contrast procedure allows
secondary analysis contrasting the treatment and control groups,
each treatment group and each control group., The One-Way pro-
cedure allows a more powerful test of group differences since
it does not capitalize on chance.,

Adult Implementation data is presented in summary form
and analyzed by simple inspection. In addition, Implementation
scores have been formed and presented.

Ratings of interaction by observers and self ratings by

interactors are presented in summary form and analyzed by sim-

ple inspection.

Summary

This study investigates the effects of different styles
of adult interactions with three to three and one half year
0ld children of lower-class background in a day cafe center,
Data was gathered over a five-week period in two ways:

l. Observations of half hour sessions by undergraduate
Students trained as observers using an instrument designed

for purposes of this study.
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2, Audio taping of each half hour session over the five-
week project period. Audio tapes were transcribed and coded
by trained adults.,

All child dialogue and observations of the sessions were
coded and tested for significance by a One-Way Analysis of
Variance procedure employing a priori contrast to test major
hypotheses. All subjects were randomly selected to be in one
of two treatment groups and control groups. Differences are
measured across all major variables for the entire time period.

Adult Implementation analysis provides information con-
cerning the actual use of language techniques that adult inter-
actors were trained to employ. It adds a valuable component
to this research effort both in terms of the significance of

the data collected and the future training of adults for similar

projects,



CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF DATA

Category 1 Variables:
Ma jor Hypothesis Tested for Significance

There are several variables which have been tested for
significance and are presented in this section. These are
all child variables and are measured as frequencies of occur-
rence and as proportions. Proportions are based on the per-
centage of response by each group member within each of the
four groups. There are four major variables presented:

l. Language Type variables: These are child initiations,

complex initiations, responses and complex responses.

2, Language Usage variables: These are questions, in-

formational statements, explanations, reflections, interpreta-
tions, relating statements, new uses/new ideas, story telling,

and emotional expressions.

3. Affective variables: These are ratings on enthusiastic,

happy, unhappy, negative affect, disinterest, role playing, some
interest, and positive affect.

4, Utterance Length: This is the average length of a

child's utterance.

These four sets of variables are examined for overall end-

Of-program effects.

67
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For each variable, two separate analyses are presented.

The first involves a frequency of the number of occurrences of

that variable across the sessions. This gives an unadjusted

measure of differences between groups. The second of these

involves the proportion of occurrences of each variable for
each child in the group. This procedure gives a measure which
reflects the occurrence of the variable proportionate to the
number of verbalizations actually produced by the child in
comparison to others in the group. In most cases, the pro-
portion dimension is of most importance.

Also presented are the results of planned comparisons.
Where results of contrasts between treatment/treatment or
control/control influence the interpretation of the overall

findings, the comparisons of interest are displayed in the

appropriate table,

Overall F ratios and probabilities are reported. However,

the T probabilities which are reported for the three sets of
Planned comparisons are the statistics of most interest in

this study.
Planned comparisons are presented according to the follow-

ing legend:

1. Planned Comparison 1l: Overall treatment effects

Wh ich contrasts the two language interaction groups (treatment)

With the two traditional interaction groups (control).

2, Planned Comparison 2: Contrasts between the two lan-

€uage interaction groups (treatment).

3. Planned Comparison 3: Contrasts between the two

Traditional interaction groups (control).
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End of Program Analysis
1l, Null Hypotheses: There will be no difference between

Traditional interaction (control) and Language interaction
(treatment) groups on child Language Type variables as mea-
sured by the number and proportion of non-solicited initiations,
complex non-solicited initiations, direct responses to an
adult initiation and complex direct responses to an adult
initiation.

The data relevant to these variables is presented in

Table 1,
The Initiation Variable, which is simply a measure of the

number of unsolicited verbalizations by the child, is signifi-
cant to the .05 level on the overall F ratio for the proportion
dimensions and on both the frequency and the proportion dimen-
Sion for planned comparison 1 which contrasts the treatment

and control groups. The null hypothesis is, therefore, re-

Jected.,
The Response Variable, which is simply a measure of the

Number of direct responses by a child to an adult question or
Statement, is significant to the .05 level on the overall F
ratio for both the frequency and proportion dimensions. For
Planned comparison 1 it is significant for the .05 level on
the frequency dimension and to the .01 level on the proportion

dimension. The null hypothesis is therefore re jected.

The Complex Initiation Variable, which is a measure of
11 jinitiations five or more words in length, is significant

On <the overall F ratio for the proportion dimension. It is
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significant to the .00l level on the proportion dimension for

planned comparison 1. The null hypothesis is therefore re-

However, planned comparison 2, which contrasts the
The

jected.,
treatment groups, was also significant to the .05 level.
null hypothesis which states that there will be no difference

between treatment groups is also re jected., This will be ex-

amined further in the discussion section.,

The Complex Response Variable is significant on the overall

F ratio. It is significant to the .05 level on the frequency

dimension and to the .00l level on the proportion dimension

for planned comparison 1., The null hypothesis is re jected.,

2. Null Hypotheses: There will be no difference between

traditional interaction (control) and language interaction

(treatment) groups on child Language Usage variables as measured
by the number and proportion of questions, informational state-
me nts, explanations, relating statements, new uses/new ideas

Statements, story telling, emotional expressions and reflec-

Tions made by the child., Data relevant to these variables

can be found in Table 2,
There were no significant findings on any of the Language

Usage variables for planned comparison 1l which contrasts treat-

me nt and control groups.
There were, however, three variables which were signifi-

Cant for planned comparison 2 which contrasts the treatment

The Explanation and the Relating Statements Variable

€Xr oups.
wWe re significant to the .05 level on the frequency dimension

While the Relating Statements variable was significant to the
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TABLE 2

RESULTS OF PLANNED COMPARISONS ANALYSIS
FOR CHILD LANGUAGE USAGE VARIABLES

F F Planned T
Variable Ratio|Probability|Comparisons|Probability
Questions
Frequency «5551 +6532 1 ¢ 976
Proportion 1174 «OL8L 1 « 841
Statements:
Frequency «3395 « 7971 1 677
Proportion 3.0599 « 0584 1 179
2 o O34%
Explanations
Frequency «3333 6667 1 0212
Proportion 3.0000 «3333 1 -—
Re lating
Frequency 3.0579 . 0585 1 «201
2 0« 027%
Proportion 8.0886 »0019%* 1 .178
2 e 00 0¥ %%
New Uses/Ideas
Frequency 4,0000 « 2064 1 -—
Proportion e 5043 7174 - -——
Story Telling
Frequency ———— ———— - ———
Proportion ———— ———— - -——-
Emotional Expression
Frequency 1.1615 «3826 1 «156
Proportion «7099 « 5728 1 «187
Re filection
Frequency 6667 | 6151 - -——-
Proportion 7.3810 L OL416%* 1l «132
— 3 «030%
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«001 level on the proportion dimension. The null hypothesis
which states that there is no difference between treatment
groups is re jected.

The Reflection Variable was significant to the .05 level

on planned comparison 3 which contrasts control groups. The
null hypothesis that there is no difference between control
groups is re jected.,

3. Null Hypotheses: There will be no differences between

traditional interaction (control) and interaction (treatment)
groups on Child Affective Variables as measured by the number
and proportion of responses rated as Enthusiastic, Happy, Un-
happy, Negative Affect, Disinterest, Role Playing and Some
Interest, Data relevant to these variables can be found in
Table 3.

The overall F ratio for the Enthusiastic Variable was

significant to the .01 level., For planned comparison 1 it
was significant to the .001 level, The null hypothesis for
this variable is rejected., This variable was also signifi-
cant to the .05 level on planned comparison 3 which contrasts
the control groups. The null hypothesis which states that
there is no difference between control groups is re jected.

None of the other Child Affective variables were significant.

4, Null Hypotheses: There will be no differences be-

tween traditional interaction (control) and language interac-
tion (treatment) groups on the child's average utterance length.

The Utterance Length Variable, which is a measure of the

average length of child verbalizations over the total sessions
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TABLE 3

RESULTS OF PLANNED COMPARISONS ANALYSIS
FOR CHILD AFFECTIVE VARIABLES

F F Planned T
Variable Ratio|Probability|Comparisons| Probability
Enthusiastic
Frequency 2,0746 «1531 1 131
Proportion 8.3195 0 0024 %% 1 0 001 %%
3 « 025%
Happy
Frequency « 5000 07022 - ——
Proportion L4867 .7098 - ——
Unhappy
Frequency ———— ———— - ———
Proportion ———— ———— - ——
Negative Affect
Frequency 1.3067 «3880 No Data -
Proportion 5.2897 «0707 No Data -——
Disinterest
Frequency . 7857 «5155 1 T = ,091
(empty cells)
Proportion «5155 . 8445 1 T = ,097
Role Playing
Frequency 2,0222 «1995 1 214
Proportion 1.0836| 43250 1 477
Some Interest
Frequency 1l.3252 3250 - ———
Proportion 1.8072 2329 - ———
Positive Affect
Frequency ———— ———— - -
Proportion ———— ———— - ——
Ve rbalization
to Others
Frequency ——— ———— - ——
Proportion ———— ———— - ———
e —




evaluated, had a significant F ratio to the .05 level,
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This

variable was significant to the ,01 level on planned compari-

son 1 which contrasts the treatment and control groups. There
were no differences on planned comparison 2 or 3. The null
hypothesis is re jected.
TABLE 4
RESULTS OF PLANNED COMPARISONS ANALYSIS
FOR CHILD UTTERANCE LENGTH VARIABLE
F F Planned T
Variable Ratio | Probability | Comparisons | Probability
Utterance Length | 3.2891 o O479% 1 « 008 %*
2 814
3 625
Discussion of the Child Language Type Variables
Four Child Language Type variables were examined: Initia-

tion, Complex Initiation, Response and Complex Response.

One of the goals of this study was to provide an atmosphere
in the treatment groups that would encourage subjects to initiate
a communication with the adult. Language interaction techniques
such as reflection and interpretation were expected to demon-
strate to subjects that the adults cared for what they were
saying and doing. This was expected to make the child feel
relaxed and free to begin communicating with the adult and with
6ther children in the group.

A related goal was to reduce the number of responses made

to direct adult questions/statements in the treatment group.

Of course, this implies that few direct questions would be
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asked by adults in the treatment groups. Avoiding direct
questions was believed to be important in the treatment con-
dition. Questioning limits the length of child communications
to the specific answer required by the question. Often, one
or two word answers to questions are given. The language in-
teraction model presented in this study attempts to stimulate
more complex and lengthy communications between child and
adult. Therefore, any communication which restricted this
from occurring was avoided.

Furthermore, it was believed that traditional interaction
techniques (especially questioning, informational statements
and direct commands) would-severely limit the amount of com-
munication and its length/complexity.

It was expected that Initiations, Complex Initiations,
and Complex Responses would be characteristic of the treat-
ment group and that Responses would be characteristic of the
control group. Complex Responses were expected to be more
characteristic of the treatment groups because of the belief
that more complex communications of all types would be found
in the treatment groups.

An examination of Table 1, page 70, shows significant F
ratios on the proportion dimension for each of these variables.
In each case, planned comparison 1, which contrasts the treat-
ment and control groups, was significant,

This was a very important finding in this investigation.
The language techniques used in the treatment groups were ex-

pected to, at a minimum, create an atmosphere conducive to
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communication. Significant findings on the Initiation and
Complex Initiation variables for the treatment groups suggest
that this did occur. Significant findings on the Response
variable for the control groups suggests that subjects in

the control groups were encountering and responding to more
direct questions than subjects in the treatment groups. How-
ever, the finding that Complex Responses was significant for
the control groups was unexpected., Apparently, traditional
interaction can, in some cases, also elicit more complex com-

munications.

Child Language Usage Variables

For the treatment groups, significant differences were
expected on the Relating Statements, New Uses/New Ideas, Story
Telling, Emotional Expressions and Reflections variables., Only
the F ratio for the Relating and Reflection variables on the
proportion dimension was significant. There were no signifi-
cant differences on contrasts between the treatment and control
groups., However, significant differences did occur between
the two treatment groups in the case of the Relating variable.,
Significant differences also are present between the control
groups for the Relating variable. (Please refer to Table 2,
rage 72.)

For the control groups, significant differences were ex-
bpected on the Questions, Statements and Explanations variables.
There were no significant F ratios. Only the statements vari-
able was significant on planned contrasts., This showed a dif-

ference between the two treatment groups.
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In view of these findings, it is concluded that statis-
tical differences do not exist on Language Usage variables
except as reflected in differences between either the treat-
ment or the control groups. It appears that one of the major
goals of this study--to significantly influence language develop-
ment through modeling by adults of different types of language

usage--was not accomplished,

Child Affective Variable

This investigation examined two distinctly different
styles of interaction by adults with young children. An attempt
was made to determine differences in the treatment and control
group subjects on such things as the atmosphere created, the
general mood, and the displays of affect by the subjects.
(Table 3, page 74)

Only one variable was significant, that being the Enthu-
siastic variable, However, a significant difference between
the control groups on this variable somewhat limits this find-
ing.

In general, it is concluded that the goal of influencing
the subjects on the wide range of affective variables of inter-
est in this study was- not accomplished. Some influence has
been demonstrated on the Enthusiastic variable, however. Sub-
jects in the treatment group were significantly different from

control subjects on this variable,

Child Utterance Length

The Child Utterance Length variable was considered to be

a very important measure of the influence in the treatment
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of language interaction techniques group. It was expected
that subjects exposed to language interaction would have a
longer average utterance length. There was a significant
difference in the direction of the treatment group for Utter-
ance Length. (Table 4, page 75)

Subjects in the treatment groups had significantly longer
statements than those in the control groups. This was an im-
portant finding because it lends evidence to the belief that
adults can create communication environments which encourage
children to use longer communication statements. This pro-
motes practice of language already in the child's repertoire
and offers more information to the adult. One of the tech-
niques of language interaction is to use this information as
a basis for expanding and offering new ideas, etc., that can

add new language forms to the child's repertoire.

Category 2 Variables:
Adult Language Implementation

There were several variables associated with the Adult
Interactor examined in this study. The purpose was to verify
by observational and audio tape data the actual implementation
of the language interaction model presented in this study as
well as the traditional interaction techniques used in the
control groups.

A summary of the frequencies of occurrence of each vari-
able is presented in Table 5. (A more detailed examination

of the Adult Language Style variable, including both direct



80

and interaction techniques, can be found in Table 7.) The
extent of model implementation was actually determined by
the formation of a model implementation score. This model
implementation score is presented for each interactor and
contrasted interaction and traditional techniques were based

on the following considerations:
l. Interactors implementing language interaction tech-
niques were expected to have more initiations, complex initia-

tions and complex versions of the response variable; conver-

sely, there was expected to be a low occurrence of simple
responses.,

2, Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have more occurrences of the following: re-
flections, interpretations, relating statements, complex state-
ments, new uses/ideas, complex explanations, emotional expres-
sions and positive affect.

3. Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have less occurrences of problems rated as
troublesome as well as less instances of negative displays of
affect during problem situations. They were expected to also
have a higher number of problems rated as "active handling."
Active handling was defined as using interaction techniques
during problem situations.

4, 1Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have a higher occurrence of situations rated

as enthusiastic, role playing and positive display of affect.



81

5. Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have a longer mean utterance length.

6. Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have more Total Dialogue lines.,

The actual model implementation score was based on items
one through four. Items five and six were also examined as
part of the implementation analysis. In summary, the variables

which were examined are shown in Figure 1.

FIGURE 1
ADULT VARIABLES

Adult Language Type Variables
Adult Language Style Variables
Adult Problem Situation Variables
Adult General Situation Variables

Adult Utterance Length

Adult Total Dialogue

Adult language Type Variables

Interactors implementing language interaction techniques
were expected to have more initiations, complex initiations
and complex responses; there should be less occurrence of
simple responses.,

The two treatment group adult interactors had a total
of 640 initiations as compared to a total of 463 initiations

for the control groups. Interactor 1 and Interactor 3 were
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the adults using language interaction techniques (please refer
to Table 5, page 89). As can be seen, Interactor 1 had 253
simple initiations and 75 complex initiations. Interactor 3
had 253 simple initiations and 59 complex initiations.

Interactor 2 and Interactor 4 were the adults using direct

questioning techniques. Interactor 2 had 253 simple initia-
tions and 7 complex initiations while Interactor 4 had 196
simple initiations and 7 complex initiations.

By inspection it can be seen that the two groups differ

on both the Total Number of initiations and the number of com-

plex initiations observed. Looking at complex initiations by
themselves, the difference is even more apparent.

The two treatment group interactors had a total of 28
responses as compared to 35 responses for the control groups.
Interactor 1 had 6 simple responses and Interactor 3 had 24
simple responses and 4 complex responses, Interactor 2 had
17 simple responses and 1 complex response while Interactor 4
had 17 simple responses. By inspection, it can be seen that
the treatment and control groups do not differ in any appre-

ciable way on the response variable,

Adult Language Style Variables

Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have more occurrences of the following: re-
flections, interpretations, relating statements, complex ex-
Planations, emotional expressions and positive affect display.
Data relevant to these variables can be found in Table 5

page 83,




83

*sonbtuyoeq Futuotisand 309aTq pokordus 4 pue g
SJ040BI93UI STTYM sanbTuyosj uoTjoeaejul pohordue ¢ pusB T SI0FOBIIIUI

uls 68T Te30] €02 U
XoTduo) /
aTduTs 4T aTduWTIS 96T
T02 89T Telol 8¢ Telol 2TE €
xoTduwop 4 XoTdwo) 66
oTduts 42 oTduts €62
89 612 Te3ol 8T Tel0L 092 [4
XaTduwo) T XoTduwo) (
aTduTS 4T oTduts €52
2le #8 Te30l 82¢ »T
XoTdwod G/
oTduts 9 oTduTs €62
uoT3oBIBjUT TeUOTATPRIL asuodsay UoT3eT3TUI
Jo Jsqunpy Jaqumy J030va93ul
aTL31g sFenluel ad L], e3en3ue]

SYOLOVYHEINI ITNAdV ¥N0d HHI ¥0d SHTAVIYVA

FTALS IDVADNVI ANV FJAL IDVADNVI IINAY 40 STIONIANDHYA

S FIdvy




84

Interactor 1 and Interactor 3 were the adults using
language interaction techniques, The two treatment group
interactors together had a total of 473 verbalizations which
were rated as one of the above language interaction techniques.
In addition, they had 252 verbalizations which were rated as
traditional interaction techniques. These were the techniques
that the control groups were supposed to be implementing.

Lower numbers of these were expected for the treatment group.

A closer inspection shows that Interactor 1 had 272 interaction

verbalizations and 84 traditional verbalizations. Interactor
3 had 201 interaction verbalizations and 168 traditional ver-
balizations.

An examination of the control group adults (Interactor 2
and Interactor 4 were adults using traditional interaction
techniques) shows a total of 102 verbalizations which were
rated as interaction techniques and 408 verbalizations rated
as traditional techniques. Interactor 2 had 68 interaction
verbalizations and 219 traditional verbalizations. Interactor
4 had 34 interaction verbalizations and 189 traditional ver-
balizations.

A detailed breakdown of the actual techniques used by
each interactor in presented in Table 6, page 85. This table
identifies the interactors associated with the treatment and
control condition, the variables associated with each, and
frequencies for all variables. An examination of Table 7
Shows that the Traditional group had more verbalizations

rated as Questions and Commands than the Interaction groups.
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However, the Interaction group had more verbalizations rated
as Structuring, Informational Statements and Explanations.

The Interaction groups had more verbalizations rated
as Reflections, Interpretations, Relating Statements, Complex
Statements, Emotional Expressions and Positive Affective Dis-
play than the Traditional groups. However, the Interaction
group had less verbalizations rated as Complex Explanations
and New Uses/Ideas than the Traditional group.

Based on an inspection of the data presented here, there
are observed differences between the Interaction and Traditional
groups on both the traditional techniques and the interaction
techniques. This is especially true when looking at total ver-
balizations rated as traditional or interaction. These dif-
ferences are also observable when examining each individual
interaction technique variable. However, when looking at
traditional techniques, only the Questions and Commands vari-
able clearly differentiate the two groups. For example, treat-
ment group adults were expected to have less verbalizations
rated as Structuring, Informational and Explanations., They
actually had more of these than control group adults., 1In
addition, treatment group adults were expected to have more
Complex Explanations and New Uses/Ideas verbalizations, but

actually control group adults used these forms slightly more.

Adult Problem Situations Variables

Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have less occurrences of problems rated as

troublesome and less instances of negative displays of affect
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during problem situations. They were expected to also have
a higher number of problems rated as Active Handling.

Data relevant to the Problem Situation variable is pre-
sented in Table 7, page 89. Simple inspection of these fre-
quencies shows that the Interaction group adults had a total
of 61 situations that were rated as problems., Of these, four
were rated troublesome and 44 were rated Active Handling.
There were 11 instances rated as Negative Displays of Affect.
Looking at each treatment group adult separately, it can be
seen that Interactor 1 had 27 problems, 1 rating of Trouble-
some, 16 ratings of Active Handling and 8 Negative Display
of Affect ratings. Interactor 3 had 34 problems, 3 ratings
of Troublesome, 28 Active Handling ratings and 3 Negative
Display of Affect ratings.

The two Traditional group adults had a total of 67 prob-
lems (slightly more than the Interaction adults). Of these,
35 were rated as Troublesome, 8 were rated Active Handling
and there were 25 instances of Negative Displays of Affect.
Examining each control group adult separately, Interactor 2
had 12 problems, 6 ratings of Troublesome, 1 rating of Active
Handling and 5 Negative Display of Affect ratings. Interactor
4 had 55 problems, 29 ratings of Troublesome, 7 ratings of
Active Handling and 19 Negative Display of Affect ratings.

In summary, the number of problem situations experienced
in both the Interaction and Traditional groups were about the
same. However, there were observable differences between

groups on the Active Handling dimension and the Negative Display
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of Affect dimensions. The Interaction group adults employed
interaction techniques to problem situations as evidenced by

the high number of Active Handling ratings. Traditional group
adults received only eight ratings of Active Handling as com-
pared to 44 Active Handling ratings for Interaction group adults.
Similarly, Traditional group adults received 19 Negative Dis-
play of Affect ratings while Interaction group adults received

only eight.

General Situation Adult Variables

Interactors employing language interaction techniques
were expected to have higher occurrences of situations rated
as Enthusiastic, Role Playing and Positive Affective Display.
Data relevant to the General Situation variables is presented
in Table 7, page 89, The two Interaction group adults had a
total of 38 situations rated as Enthusiastic, Role Playing
or Positive Affective Display.

The two Traditional group adults had a total of 34 situa-
tions rated as Enthusiastic, Role Playing or Positive Affective
Display. As simple inspection of these ratings shows, there
are no observable differences between Interaction and Tradi-

tional groups on this dimension.

Utterance Length and Total Dialogue

Data relevant to the Utterance Length variables is pre-
sented in Table 8, page 90.
The total lines of dialogue for the Interaction and Tra-

ditional groups are almost equal., The Interaction group had



°sanbtuyoe) Jutuorisand 309a1q
pafordws 4 pue g SJ030BI93UI STTYM senbruyodoej uoTizdoeadjul pakoTdws ¢ pue T SI030BIBIUI«

89

(€T Te301l)

90 4T P 2z 4 6T 62 A Gs t
(02 Te3ol)

29°h2 AN 0 8 € € 82 He €
(Tz Te3ol)

98°T2 4 0 A S 9 T FAN pA
(8T Te3ol)

€Eo e 2 4 1T 8 T 9T L2 *T

aJ00S T9polW Jay30 | Butferq | wsersnyjuy 10333V aTqQnoay | SuTTpuey | Jequny
aToy aAT3BIFON 9ATROY J0308a83UT
uoTjejuswaTdur SUOT3EN3ITS Teasaush suoT3enlTs WeTqoad

SUHOLOVHEINI JLTINAV ¥N0d HHI ¥O0d SHTHVIUVA
NOIIVALIS TVHINID ANV NOILVALIS WHTHOYd 40 SHIONINDIYA

L IIAVL




90

*€60*z Tenbs pautwexe sendoTeTp Telo] 830N

*sanbtuyoes

uoT30eI93UT aFenJuel pekordws oym s3Tnpe 89S0y} ade ¢ pPuB T SI030BISUI«

L £€2°9 G6T 022 T0S 4

9 H6T L LST 0He Lhs €

9 6€°S 022 8Lz 8€S 4

€ +£0°8 2ST HeE L0G *T
SUOTSSaS (ueal) PTTYD | 3TNPV | sauTT Te30] 103.08I93UT
Jo Jaqunn y33useT aduedallf angoTeTd

HOLOVHAINI IT1NAV HOVE ¥Od SNOISSHS 40 YHdWAN ONV HIONIT
JONVHALIN NVIW *SANDOTIVIA TIIHD ANV ITAdV 40 SHHEWNN TVILOL

8 JIdViL



91

a total of 1,054 lines of dialogue while the Traditional group
had a total of 1,039 lines of dialogue.

There was a total of 674 lines of adult dialogue and 309
lines of child dialogue in the Interaction groups. In the
Traditional groups, there was a total of 498 lines of adult
dialogue and 415 lines of child dialogue. The actual number
of child dialogue lines (as measured by any verbalization in
the transcription regardless of length) was more for the Tradi-
tional group.

The average Utterance Length was higher for the Inter-
action group adults, Interactor 1 had an average utterance
length of 8,04 while Interactor 3 had an average utterance
length of 7.19.

Traditional group adult averages were lower, Interactor
2 had an average utterance length of 5.39 while Interactor 4
had an average length of 6.23.

There are observable differences between the Interaction
and Traditional group adults in the amount of adult dialogue
and the average utterance length of verbalizations of the adult
interactor. The Interaction group adults had more language
production and longer utterances than the Traditional group

adults.,

Model Implementation Score

An implementation score was considered necessary to aid
in combining the findings presented above. This model imple-
mentation score was based on the expected occurrences of speci-

fied language techniques for each of the different groups
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involved in the study, i.e., the two treatment (interaction)
groups and the two control (traditional) groups. Frequencies
of the variables for each adult interactor are summarized in
Table 6, page 85. The score is computed by adding the value
of the ratio of interaction techniques and traditional tech-
niques actually observed during the study. For example, the
first interactor has 75 complex initiations and 6 simple re-
sponses, The ratio of these variables is 75:6 for a score

of 12.5 on the Language Type variable., This value was added
to the value of the Language Style, Problem Situation and
General Situation variable scores for that interactor. The
result is a number which reflects the degree of implementation
of language interaction techniques contrasted to the degree
of implementation of Traditional techniques. The model score
resulting from this process is presented in the last column
of Table 7, page 89.

The two interactors for the Interaction group were Inter-
actor 1 and Interactor 3. Interactor 1 had an implementation
score of 34.33 which reflects a high use of language inter-
action techniques. Interactor 3 had an implementation score
of 24,62 which also reflects a high use of interaction tech-
niques.

The two interactors for the Traditional groups were
Interactor 2 and Interactor 4. Both of these adults had lower
implementation scores than those reported for the Interaction
group adults. Interactor 2 had an implementation score of

21.86 and Interactor 4 had an implementation score of 14.06.
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This reflects a lesser use of interaction techniques by these

interactors,

Discussion of the Implementation of Language Model

The data reported in the previous section was intended
to verify the implementation of the two very different lan-
guage models employed in this study. To do this a thorough
examination was made of all dialogue, observer ratings and
audio tape ratings. Adults were measured on Language Type,

Language Style, Problem Situations, General Situations, Utter-

ance Length, and Total Dialogue variables, 1In addition, an
Implementation Score was formed and presented. Following are
some general conclusions concerning the implementation of the
appropriate language model, based on a general inspection of
the findings reported: (Tables 5-8, pages 89-92,)

l., There are observable differences between treatment
and control groups on the number of initiations and complex
initiations; language interaction group adults produced more
initiations and complex initiations, which was a major goal
of the treatment groups.

2, The groups were not observably different on the response
variable., A higher number of responses had been expected in
the traditional group. This did not occur.

3. Language interaction group adults used substantially
more language interaction techniques and much fewer traditional
techniques than the adults in the traditional groups. However,
the first three techniques--reflection, interpretation, and

relating--were used to a greater extent than other parts of
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the model., Treatment and control groups show some differences
on this measure, but it must be concluded that full scale im-
plementation of the language interaction model was not accom-
plished., However, it can be said that interaction group and
traditional group adults were quite different in their styles
of interaction with the subjects in their groups. Treatment
group adults consistently used three major parts of the lan-
guage model--reflection, interpretation, relating--while con-
trol adults seldom used any parts of the model.

4, The number of problems observed in both groups was
about the same., However, treatment and control group adults
differed in their handling of the problems. Simple inspection
shows that interactors in the language interaction group solved
more of the problems smoothly and without a disruption to the
group and also displayed less negative affect than the tradi-
tional group adults, It seems that the major objective of
effectively handling problems with techniques presented in the
language interaction model, e.g. active and smooth handling
of problems, was accomplished.

5. There were no observable differences between groups
on the General Situational variables, It was a major objective
of the language model for adults to both encourage and show
more enthusiasm, engage in more role playing and show more
positive displays of affect than adults in the traditional
groups, No substantial differences were found by observers

on these variables,
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6. A simple inspection of the numerical differences
between groups shows that the groups were different on the
Utterance Length variable. Adults in the language interaction
group had a longer utterance length than adults in the tradi-
tional groups. The major goal of providing longer, more com-
plex examples of language by adults in the language interaction
groups was accomplished,

7. An examination of Model Implementation scores suggests

that language interaction group adults actually implemented

the major parts of the language interaction techniques they
were trained to use, Traditional interaction group adults

used these techniques to a much lesser degree,

Discussion of Rating Schedule for Group Interactions

One of the major goals of this research was to train
adults to interact with children in two very different ways.
It was suspected that the actions of the adults would influence
the nature and the characteristics of the group interaction
in predictable ways. The Group Interaction Rating Schedule
provides information about the interactions on a day-to-day
basis. This information was also used to help determine the
extent of implementation of the two types of interaction that
took place during this project.

In general, the ratings of group interaction by observers
and the interactors themselves show that:

1. Interaction group adults were rated higher than
traditional group adults on interaction questions. This sug-

gests that language interaction techniques facilitated inter-
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action with the adult and other children in the group.

2, Interaction group adults were rated higher than tradi-
tional group adults on positive affective display.

3. Interaction group adults were rated as having less
incidence of problem situations and more successful resolution
of those problems encountered than direct questioning group
adults,

In summary, a simple inspection of the data collected
from the Group Interaction Rating Schedule seems to indicate
that three important goals of the language interaction group
adults were accomplished., First, more adult-child and child-
child interaction occurred in the treatment group than in the
control group. Second, treatment group adults showed more
positive affect., Third, less problems and more successful
problem resolution occurred in the treatment group than in

the control group.

Ratings of Group Interaction

An examination of the numerical differences in the fre-
quency of occurrence of variables considered important in
determining implementation of the techniques used in both
treatment and control groups has been made., Furthermore, a
model implementation score was formed for each adult interactor
and presented for inspection. One further piece of information
is added here to aid in determining the extent of implementation
accomplished, Both the adult interactor for each group and the
observers rating each group were asked to rate on a separate

rating schedule the quality of interaction that occurred in
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in the group each day. The rating instrument used (Group
Interaction Rating Schedule) was designed to include impor-
tant aspects of the study concerning: (1) group interaction, .
(2) positive affective display, and (3) problem situations.

A copy of the instrument used can be found in Appendix C.

Tables 9, 10, and 11, pages 98, 99, and 100 show data relevant
to observer and self ratings on three dimensions: Interactions,

Positive Displays of Affect and Problems. The purpose of these

ratings was to characterize on a daily basis the interaction

that was occurring. In each case, both observer and interactor
ratings are reported for each interactor. This data provides
a general impression of the perceptions of both the interactors
and the observers, The ratings are meant to help the reader
determine actual program implementation.

Four questions on the rating schedule concerned the type
of interaction occurring during the group sessions. In most
cases, observer ratings are higher than the interactor's rating

of his own performance.

Interactions Ratings

The adults employing interaction techniques were Inter-
actor 1 and Interactor 3.

The average rating by observers on the four interaction
questions for Interactor 1 was 4,23, Interactor 3 received
an average rating of 4.15. Self ratings for both interactors
were slightly lower except on question #8 which measured the
interaction of children with other group members. Interactor

1 gave an average rating of 3.7. On question #8, the self
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rating was 3.8 and the observer rating was 3.3. The adults
employing traditional techniques were Interactor 2 and Inter-
actor 4, Observers gave an average rating of 3.85 for Inter-
actor 2 and 3.6 for Interactor 4. Self ratings were lower

for Interactor 1 and slightly higher for Interactor 2, The self

rating for Interactor 2 was 2,85 and for Interactor 4 was 3.65.

Positive Affect Ratings

There were two questions on the rating schedule concerning

positive displays of affect by the adult., Treatment group

adults were Interactor 1 and Interactor 3. Interactor 1 re-
ceived an average rating of 3.5 on these questions while Inter-
actor 3 received a rating of 4,9, The self rating of 4.0 by
Interactor 1 was much higher than the observer rating. Inter-
actor 3 gave a lower self rating of 3.6, Control group adults
were Interactor 2 and Interactor 4, Interactor 2 received

an observer rating of 3.2 while Interactor 4 received an average
rating of 4,0, Self ratings were slightly lower. Interactor 2
gave a self rating of 2,9 and Interactor 4 gave a self rating

of 3.20

Problem Ratings

There were four questions on the rating schedule concern-
ing problem situations which occurred during the interaction
sessions, Three questions involved the incidence of problems
which were disruptive and during which there were instances
of negative displays of affect involving both the adult and
the children in the group., One question involved success in

problem resolutions.
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Treatment group adults were Interactor 1 and Interactor
3. Interactor 1 received an average observer rating on the
three problem incidence questions of 1.3 while Interactor 3
received a 1.4, Self ratings were slightly higher with both
Interactor 1 and 2 giving a self rating of 3.0. (These re-
flected low ratings of incidence on the rating scale.,) Con-
trol group adults were Interactor 2 and Interactor 4. Inter-
actor 2 received an average observer rating of 1.7 while
Interactor 4 received a fairly high rating of 2.7. Self

ratings were higher with Interactor 2 giving a self rating

of 3.1 and Interactor 4 giving a rating of 3.2.

On the question concerning problem resolution, Interactor
1l received a high rating of 4.7 and Interactor 3 also received
a high rating 4.6. Self ratings were lower with Interactor 1
giving a self rating of 3.7 and Interactor 3 giving a rating
of 3.3,

Interactors 2 and 4 did not receive as high a rating on
this question. Interactor 2 received an average observer
rating of 4.2 while Interactor 4 received a lower rating of
3.0, Self ratings were even lower with Interactor 2 giving

a self rating of 3.2 and Interactor 4 giving a rating of 2.3.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

Language development and the adult's role in modeling,
stimulating and influencing language development has been

presented in this study as a major concern for research and

early education preschool programs. Language develops not
only as a cognitive process but in the context of social and
situational variables which influence the way in which lan-
guage will be used for communication.

Much evidence is presented which supports the contention
that tnhe adult's role 1s extremely important in the language
development process and that techniques such as Cazden's (1972)
language extension and expansion techniques have proved valu-
able in influencing language development. These studies have
shown that children learn to use language in the context of
action dialogues with adults. While interaction with peers
is also important for language development, interaction with
adults provides more cognitively complex models of language,
which children can assimilate into their own structure. If
these new structures are then practiced and used with other
children while adults are there to expand and clarify the
language expressed, language development is more apt to be

influenced.
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Programs that include language development as a curricular
component have taken two polar positions. Didactic programs
employing a structured, pattern-drill technique to influence
language development have been used with some success in influ-
encing cognitive aspects of language such as vocabulary and
grammar. However, little evidence is available concerning
attempts to influence language usage and development in more
informal, less rigid programs. For example, whole-child pro-
grams typically downplay systematic attempts to influence
language development. 1In addition, evidence of the effect
of language components of such programs on language develop-
ment and usage has not been available,

There seems to be a lack of research on the use of lan-
guage techniques in a systematic, structured way within settings
that allow open expression, freedom of movement, and self-
initiated language usage by the child. In other words, there
seems to be a lack of evidence concerning attempts to combine
the best aspects of these two very different approaches to
stimulating language development, i.e. structured, systematic
language components within an open expression, free moving
environment.,

A language intera<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>