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ABSTRACT

This study was undertaken to find how language functions for
young children in the classroom.

To do this children from two dif

ferent school programs in Pike County, Kentucky, were selected as
subjects.

The Tucson Early Elementary Follow Through Program

emphasized children's oral language production with teacher feedback,
whereas the non-Follow Through program was composed of traditional
classrooms.
Oral language of these children was sampled during the per
formance of three oral language tasks:
Assessment-Situational Tasks.

Conrad's Classroom Language

Piaget's Measure of Egocentrism which

classified the language into eight categories of egocentric and social
speech on the basis of meaning was used to analyze the children's
speech.

The sampled language, while a regional dialect, was common to

children in both school programs and represented the ethnic homo
geneity of the region.
A total of 120 samples containing the speech of small groups
of first- and third-grade children talking with their teacher, an un
familiar adult in a simulated testing situation, and among themselves
was analyzed.

A three-way analysis of variance was performed to test

the hypotheses generated by the problem.
The first hypothesis stated there would be no significant
difference in the Measures of Egocentrism of the oral language of
children in TEEM Follow Through and non-Follow Through programs.
yiii

This
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hypothesis was confirmed and although TEEM Follow Through children
performed somewhat better than non-Follow Through children, the
difference was not statistically significant.
The second hypothesis stated there would be no significant
difference in the Measures of Egocentrism of the oral language of
children in the first and third grades. This hypothesis was rejected
since the difference in mean Measures of Egocentrism for first- and
third-grade children was statistically significant at .001 level.
Third-grade children used more social speech than first-grade children.
The third hypothesis stated there would be no significant
differences in the Measures of Egocentrism of the oral language of
children participating in the three language tasks.

This hypothesis

was also rejected since there were significant statistical differences
at .001 level.

Further analysis using the Tukey post-hoc test indi

cated significant differences between the means of Tasks B and C at
.025 level.

Significant differences existed between Task A and Task B,

as well as Task A and Task C at .01 level.

Of the three tasks,

children uttered the most egocentric speech in Task A when they talked
with their teacher.

The least amount of egocentric speech occurred

when they talked among themselves in Task C.

Task B, talk with an un

familiar adult during a simulated testing experience, produced a
moderate amount of egocentric speech.
The fourth hypothesis stated there would be no significant
interactions between the Measures of Egocentrism found in the inter
actions of the first, second, and third hypotheses; it was confirmed.
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Results indicated that language functioned similarly for
children regardless of program.

Differences in language function

corresponded to differences in grade placement and differences in task
situation, strongly suggesting that developmental and situational
factors exerted more influence on the data than the environmental
ones.
Despite two different educational programs, children still
used language for similar purposes.

Moreover, when the situational

context changed children were able to alter the use of their language.
First-r-graders were as able as third-graders in their capacity to do
this as were TEEM Follow Through and non-Follow Through children.
Based on this study children speak predominantly for social
reasons; they speak to communicate their thoughts to a listener.
This finding should be significant to planners of language arts
curricula.
Since children adapt their language to different classroom
situations, it is recommended that further study be directed toward
determining the nature of teacher speech and children's responses to it.

INTRODUCTION

Background
The functions of language are a subject of considerable specula
tion in the field of language development at the present time.

Various

theories are presented by experts, but little is known conclusively.
One view of the function of language in development highlights a rela
tionship to cognition and was first elaborated by the Russian, Vygotsky,
"Language is believed to free the organism from dependence on immediate
events in the environment and allows mental planning and voluntary
behavior" (Dale, 1976, p. 252).

Another view expressed by M. A. K.

Halliday (1973, p. vi), the British linguist, emphasizes its social
function, "Language is a system of meanings:

an open-ended range of

semantic choices that relate closely to the social contexts in which
language is used."

That language is coup lex cannot be denied; that it

is learned with such ease and at so early an age gives pause to wonder.
In 1923 a book was published entitled, The Language and Thought
of the Child.

In this book Jean Piaget (1955) explored the functions

of language in the child based upon research carried out at the
Institut Rousseau in 1921-22.

Samples of free speech of two kinder

garten children were collected for one month during the morning session.
The speech of these children was recorded in minute detail as they
participated in their normal kindergarten activities.

Some of these

activities involved individual work and some involved group work, but
all were chosen freely by the children.
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In addition to child speech,
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the context of the situation was recorded so that spontaneous speech
could be discerned from all the utterances.
An analysis of these samples of child language led Piaget to
determine the concept of egocentrism:

the child is the center of his

universe, only aware of his point of view, and unaware that there are
other points of view.

On the basis of succeeding investigations into

child logic, Piaget concluded that egocentricity is characteristic of
cognition in the preschool years.
From an examination of the free speech of kindergarten children,
Piaget (1955, p. 55) noticed that remarks were made which were "not
addressed to anyone or not to anyone in particular, and that they evoke
noireaction adapted to them on the part of anyone to whom they may
chance to be addressed."
of speech:

He concluded there are two major categories

egocentric and social speech.

Egocentric speech, whether

uttered in solitude or in the presence of others, can be judged to
lack a primary communicative function.
is uncertain.

The intention to communicate

Social speech is designated by those utterances that

appear to be aimed genuinely at communication.
Egocentric speech, according to Piaget, is caused by the child's
inability to take another's point of view and detach himself from his
own point of view.

He believes that when the child is mature enough

to be able to take on the viewpoint of others, at about age six or
seven, egocentric speech disappears.

However, Vygotsky (1962) suggests

that egocentric speech becomes internalized as inner speech at this
age.

Glucksberg, Krauss, and Weisberg (1966), moreover, note evidence

of egocentric speech in adults.
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Furthermore, Piaget (1959), Vygotsky (1962), and Shatz and
Gelman (1973) suggest that young children adapt their speech, as adults
do, to the situation and the listener.

Piaget found greater egocentrism

in children's speech to adults; Vygotsky found a decrease in egocentric
speech when children talked to deaf mutes, foreign language speakers,
and others who were less able to understand them; Shatz and Gelman found
that four-year-olds, like adults, produce more simplified speech when
speaking to two-year-olds.

Krauss and Glucksberg (1977), nevertheless,

put forth the idea that human speech, whether that of the child or of
the adult, becomes more egocentric when the cognitive load is greater.
What, then, are the implications for language learning and cogni
tion in the classroom?

How do children speak in the classroom?

use more egocentric speech or more social speech?
they use each kind of speech?

Do they

In what situations do

What effect does the role of the teacher

and the learning environment have upon their speech?

Are there some

classroom situations which encourage social speech more than others?
Is egocentric speech a function of developmental level or is it situa
tion dependent?

Significance of the Problem
Language is learned in a social setting.

As the infant inter

acts with those who speak he gradually acquires the symbolic tools of
society.

Language makes possible the conceptualization of the growing

child's world; it is the legacy of his culture.

It is at the same time

a means by which he realizes his world, and the world comes to know him.
How he fares in society depends to a great extent upon this exchange of

I
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views.

Therefore,- an examination of the functions of language of

necessity spans the areas of language development, cognitive development,
and social development.

In addition, the study of the functions of

language in classroom situations should also present implications for
the structuring of the classroom learning environment.

Language Development
The problem of providing compensatory education in this country
has often found emphasis in oral language development.

This stems from

measures of school achievement which are largely dependent upon the
student's ability to use language effectively and efficiently in both
its productive and receptive forms (Whiteman and Deutsch, 1967).

That

there is a relationship between productive and receptive language has
been shown by language researchers (Strickland, 1962; Ruddell, 1967;
Wilkinson, 1967; Cazden, 1968b; Cox, 1971).

However, the measures of

language growth are still unresolved (Cazden, 1975), and therefore the
implications for classroom teaching are ambiguous.
Central to this concern is the question of language acquisition
as primarily a developmental process or a learned one.

This question

has found form in the controversy between the language deficiency model
and the language difference model to explain the observed social class
differences in language.

The language deficiency viewpoint strives to

narrow the gap between the language which the child produces and the
language that he needs, whereas the language difference model is con
cerned with the development of parallel linguistic systems in the child.
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One compensatory education program was National Follow Through,
begun in 1968 by the federal government as a research and development
project to test and compare the relative impact of various alternative
approaches to education in the early grades.

Focusing on children from

low-income families and minority ethnic groups, sponsors attempted to
implement their programs in a variety of localities in order to supple
ment the educational gains of children graduating from Head Start
programs.
Model.

The Tucson Early Education Model is one such Follow Through

Having language competency as one of its four goals, TEEM class

rooms have served as a focus for research in language development.

In

one such study situational language tasks were developed in order to
sample child language found in different classroom situations (Conrad
et al., 1976).

Cognitive Development
Another aspect of the problem relates to cognitive development
and the relationship of language and thought.

According to Lovell(1968),

the child's activity is considered by Piaget to be more important to
cognitive development than language.

Language is seen as contributing

to the formation and stabilization of a communication system that is
made possible by concepts; language is not viewed as contributing to the
formation of mental operations which permit the building of concepts in
the young child (Piaget, 1969).
Bruner (1964, p. 4), on the other hand, sees language as playing
an important role in development, "In effect, language provides a means,
not only for representing experience but also for transforming it."

He

maintains that children living in an advanced society become operational,
in the Piagetian sense, because they are able to organize their expe
riences in a way that is similar to the organization of the principles
of syntax, and this allows them to use the rules of language to trans
form experiences (Wallace, 1968).
Again, we have a controversy that leaves conflicting implica
tions for the teaching of children.

If Piaget is correct in his view of

language, the classroom would focus primarily on active manipulation of
materials and the involvement of children in actual rather than vicarious
experiences.

This type of learning environment contrasts with the more

traditional classroom and its emphasis on experiences translated into
oral and written language.

Social Development
Still another point of view that would alter the traditional
learning environment stresses the saliency of social interaction in
cognitive development.

Although this view has been minimized because of

an emphasis upon research with a laboratory experiment approach with
individual subjects, there is increasing conviction of its importance
(Smedslund, 1966).

Social situations place certain demands upon the

speakers involved.

According to Cazden (1967) after a study of the

language of two children in seven different situations, overall differ
ences between the two children were less than the situational variance
for each child.

This suggests that social interaction may present dimen

sions to a learning situation that cannot be tapped by either whole
class or individualized instruction.
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Classroom Structure
And finally, research dealing with the language of children in
groups has other implications for classroom instruction.

A classroom in

which the teacher does the talking can hardly be expected to provide
children with the maximum opportunity for development of oral language
skills.

However, cross-age tutoring and multi-age grouping may be

expected to offer students more linguistic opportunities (Clark and
Ramsey, 1970; Young and Reich, 1974).

Learning in group situations may

be expected to provide the learner with special linguistic and intel
lectual challenges.

The quality of language that results from such

situations needs examination.

Statement of Problem and Hypotheses
to be Tested
This study attempted to shed light on the functions of language
in the development of the child and to determine if there are classroom
situations that support this development.

It produced data that showed

the amount of egocentric speech produced by children in three situational
language tasks which were developed by the Tucson Early Elementary Model
to simulate real classroom situations.

Using criteria developed by Jean

Piaget to distinguish egocentric speech from social speech, the oral
language of first- and third-grade children from TEEM Follow Through and
non-Follow Through classrooms was analyzed and a Measure of Egocentrism
obtained.
The following null hypotheses were formulated to test the
dimensions of the problem:
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1.

There will be no significant difference between the Measures of
Egocentrism found in the oral language of TEEM Follow Through
and non-Follow Through children.

2.

There will be no significant difference between the Measures of
Egocentrism found in the oral language of first- and third-grade
children.

3.

There will be no significant differences between the Measures
of Egocentrism found in the oral language of children partici
pating in three situational language tasks.

4.

There will be no significant differences between the Measures
of Egocentrism found in the interactions of 1, 2, and 3 above.

Assumptions
For the purposes of this study the following assumptions are
presented for consideration:
1.

It was assumed that all TEEM Follow Through classes were taught
essentially the same curriculum and that non-Follow Through
classes were taught in a traditional way that is essentially the
same.

2.

It was assumed that TEEM Follow Through classrooms presented
more opportunities for children to use oral language than nonFollow Through classrooms, as well as an atmosphere that en
couraged oral expression of pupils.

3.

Social speech with its intent to communicate is assumed to be a
more developed form of oral language than egocentric speech.

Therefore, it was assumed that the speech of third-grade chil
dren would reflect less egocentric speech than that of firstgrade children.
4.

It was assumed that the three situational language tasks simu
lated real classroom situations.

Task A was intended to

simulate the typical interactions of a teacher working with a
small group of students.

Task B was intended to simulate the

interactions of a stranger in a typical testing situation.
Task C was intended to simulate the interactions of small groups
of children without an adult.
5.

Some of the spontaneous remarks of children retained elements of
both egocentric and social speech.

These remarks were composed

of factual information relating to the task stimulus but were
not addressed to anyone in particular, as in a collective mono
logue, nor much concerned with the responses of others in the
group.

For the purposes of scoring, these remarks were coded

"c-d" and assumed to be social speech.

Limitations of Study
The following limitations must be kept in mind when considering
this study:
1.

Piaget devised his Measure of Egocentrism to be used to evaluate
the speech of one child.

In this study it will be used to

evaluate the collective speech of small groups of three children
each.
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Children in the groups remain anonymous and are not necessarily
the same ones in each task: that is, subjects whose language is
sampled in Task A are not necessarily the same subjects whose
language is sampled in the combined session involving Tasks B
and C.
Although validated scripts were used to analyze children's
speech, such things as intonation and non-verbal behavior which
aid in the comprehension of oral language were of necessity not
recorded.

The meaning of the language used was inferred from

the context of the conversation which could be read and from
knowledge of the task situationsSometimes it was impossible to decide what was being said on the
tapes.

In such cases where the context was lost, the whole

section of speech was left unanalyzed.

Definition of Terms
Adapted speech—Oral language which is directed toward a specific
listener (Piaget, 1955).
Egocentric speech—The group of child utterances made up of
repetitions, monologues, and collective monologues.

All three

have in common the fact that they are not addressed to anyone
in particular, and they evoke no reaction adapted to them from
anyone to whom they may chance to be addressed (Piaget, 1955).
Social speech—The group of child utterances made up of adapted
information, criticism, commands, requests and threats,
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questions, and answers.

Social speech is genuinely aimed at

communication (Piaget, 1955).
Spontaneous language—The group of child utterances made up of
repetitions, monologues, collective monologues, adapted informa
tion, criticism, commands, requests and threats, and questions
(Piaget, 1955).

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The place of language learning in the curriculum of the growing
child is a very important one.

As such, it has caused the educator to

be the recipient of various kinds of expertise as to what it is that the
child should learn.

Given the proposition that children can also be

teachers, the educator needs to be aware of the language children use in
the classroom and whether or not this language serves the needs of its
speakers.

A review of the literature relating to this study will con

sider functions of language, language development, cognitive development,
social development, and classroom structure.

Functions of Language
In studying the language used by school children, David Crystal
(1976) makes the point that it might make greater sense to look first at
the linguistic needs of the speakers before analyzing the features of
language structure that are needed to fulfill those needs.

Dell Hymes

(1972), in an introduction to Functions of Language in the Classroom,
concurs and notes that linguists have not been traditionally concerned
with those things that are within the power of the school to change: the
relations between styles of teaching and styles of learning.

He says,

"What is crucial is not so much a better understanding of how language
is used; not so much what language is, as what language is for" (Hymes,
1972, p. xii).

An approach to language study which is aimed at the

discovery of the meanings of utterances rather than how those meanings
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are expressed would be semantically oriented and focus on the functions
of language.
For what purpose does man speak?

What needs does he have that

have caused him to make this adaptation that distinguishes him from all
other animals?

These questions have been the subject for much specula

tion by thinkers attempting to unravel the mysteries of man.
A functional approach to language development follows the belief
that the form of a language is determined primarily by the functions
with which it serves its speakers.

Several theories have utilized a

partially functional approach to language education.

One of these was

developed by DeLeguna (1927) who took the view that not only is language
an abstract system and a means of communication, but it is also a
medium of cooperation between people.

Another theory has been developed

by Skinner (1957) who contends that speech serves as a secondary stimulus
and has reinforcing properties.
Still others have attempted to classify speech utterances into
functional categories.

As early as 1872, Darwin analyzed the different

cries of small babies to determine which ones conveyed information about
pain, hunger, and demand.

Lewis (1936) looked at the early word and

sentence utterances of young children and found evidence of imperatives,
denials, inquiries, and comments.
More recently, a British linguist, Halliday (1971), reported the
functional analysis of the speech of a 19-month child.

These utterances,

gathered during social interactions, could account for seven major
functions:

instrumental, regulatory, interactional, personal, heuristic,

imaginative, and informative.

However, a fellow countryman made a

detailed classification of the remarks of children between the ages of
one and four years and arrived at a different set of categories.
divisions, including expressions of:

Six

(1) a state of affairs, (2) change

of an object, (3) an agent causing change, (4) an instrument causing
change, and both (5) an agent and (6) an instrument being involved in
change comprise the functional categories arrived at by Wells (1973).
He also found evidence of developmental trends in the adoption and use
of these various egressions.
Still other ways of describing the functions of language are
reported in the literature.

Stemmer (1971) emphasized the relation

between form and function and supported an account of language learning
in terms of classical conditioning which he used to describe both the
learning of word meaning and the learning of context-sensitive functional
equivalence of words and phrases.

Brown (1968) pointed out the impor

tance of patterns of conventional exchange in language use and learning.
In arguing against a theory of innate language competence, Schlesinger
(1971) presented an account of language acquisition in terms of learning
how to represent the semantic categories and relations of intended
communications and how to relate these systematically to the sound of
speech.
And finally Francis (1975), in her book, Language in Childhood,
suggested the functional nature of language learning by referring to
the behavior of infants she observed.

"Within the limitations of their

immaturity they were working to make some functional sense of what they
encountered. ... To that end infants did not passively accept all that
came to them in a haphazard way, but, whether consciously or not, took
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a hand in the patterning of their behavior and attempted systematically
to control the actions of others" (Francis, 1975, p. 11).
From all these accounts it is apparent that "no coherent theory
of language functions in language development has yet been worked out.
. . . And as a result, much of the exposition of the study of functions
in young children is vague and selective . .

(Crystal, 1976, p. 77).

Seeking to determine the functions of language in the life of
the child, Piaget (1955) gathered samples of language from two kinder
garten children.

On the basis of his analysis of these speech samples

hexfound two kinds of speech:

egocentric and socialized.

Egocentric

speech was determined to be without social function, because, as he was
to hypothesize later from his studies of cognition, the pre-operational
child-speaker is tied to his own point of view and is unable to adapt to
the point of view of his listener.

Piaget also hypothesized that ego

centric speech was due to lack of socialization and, therefore,
gradually decreased until it disappeared at about the age of seven or
eight when it was replaced by social speech.
Vygotsky (1962), on the other hand, observed the same egocentrism in children, but concluded that the purpose of egocentric
speech was one of self-guidance.

Believing that language functioned to

free the human being from dependence on immediate environmental events,
he hypothesized that speech originates in a social context with ego
centric speech gradually developing and increasing in frequency and
conciseness until about age seven when it turns inward.

Therefore,

inner speech and social speech are the two forms of oral language
existing after that age.
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Piaget defined egocentric speech in a negative way, acknowl
edging no functional value for the child or adult.

It is his descrip

tions, rather than definitions of purpose, that are of importance.
When elaborating the characteristics of egocentric speech he suggested
that a measure of play is involved in addition to an inability to take
the listener's viewpoint.

"He talks either for himself or for the

pleasure of associating anyone who happens to be there with the activity
of the moment" (Piaget, 1955, p. 32).

Additionally, he noticed that the

behavior of the egocentric child suggested a belief that others know
what he knows, and in later studies he, indeed, found greater egocentric
speech in adult-child interactions than in child-child interactions
(Piaget, 1959).
Research into the nature of egocentric speech has failed to
offer information decisively supporting the claims of either Piaget or
Yygotsky.

A number of studies have been done using Piagetian criteria

for egocentric and social speech but have never shown the high per
centage of egocentric speech that Piaget found unless the criteria were
modified.

"The controversy is due to differences in—intepretation of

Piaget's terms, differences in situation and differences in [children's]
personality" (McCarthy, 1971, p. 110).
Reported in Vygotsky's (1962) book are several experiments he
carried out in an effort to refute Piaget's notion that egocentric speech
was the result of insufficient socialization.

Unfortunately the out

comes of these experiments, taken from vygotsky's notes posthumously,
are ambiguous and the experimental findings of his student, A. R. Luria,
have not been replicated- (Dale, 1976).

However, by the time Vygotsky's

book was published, Piaget had altered his position somewhat, cone
menting, "... vygotsky proposed a new hypothesis that egocentric
speech is the point of departure for the development of inner speech,
which is found at a later stage of development, and this internalized
language can serve both autistic and logical thinking.

I find myself

in complete agreement ..." (Lawton, 1968, p. 41).
Still other studies have suggested additional aspects of ego
centric speech.

Vygotsky noted that egocentric speech increased when a

child encountered frustration.

Kohlberg, Yaeger, and Hjertholm (1968)

observed increases in self-talk when the task to be performed became
more difficult.

Hewes (1975) found that both task difficulty and

opportunity to interact influenced the amount of egocentric speech.
And the experiments of Krauss and Glucksberg (1977) have led them to
believe that when the task is too cognitively demanding for the indi
vidual, an overload of information-processing capacity is created, thus
preventing role-play and leading to egocentric speech.
In spite of the unclear and seemingly conflicting evidence
regarding the function of egocentric speech and the functions of
language in general, a functional approach to language development, as
Crystal and Hymes suggest, seems a more useful description of language
in the classroom than a structural approach.

Because of cultural

diversity of student populations and the failure of large amounts of
children to thrive in their academic environments, it seems necessary
to find out if language is serving students' needs rather than if
students are learning school language.
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Language Development
The field of language development for the past decade has been
dominated by an interest in grammatical structure as the focus of the
language learning process (Halliday, 1976).

As such, language has

often been viewed as something the infant must acquire or master as he
matures.

At issue has been cinother version of the nature-nurture con

troversy, or whether language learning is subject to a "nativist" or an
"environmentalist" interpretation (Osser, 1970; Wardhaugh, 1971).

The

nativist is oriented toward the belief that language learning is an
innate human capacity; while the environmentalist would stress the
importance of environmental conditions in the language learning process.
From these roots, then, spring the deficit-difference contro
versy to account for the inability of some children to meet the
language performance demands of the Standard English community and sub
sequently to reach academic grade-level standards.

Research studies

have shown that investigation of a number of language variables do
indeed indicate the existence of social class language differences, but
a language deficiency view is not supported as the cause for such
differences (Conrad et al.,"~^i^76).

The alternate theory of language

differences is explained by Craig (1972) as stemming from the socio
logical structure of cultures or subcultures requiring habitually dif
ferent language patterns of its members.

Bernstein (1972) also ex

plains social class language differences as being the result of
different socialization patterns.
The view of language differences rather than deficits as
accounting for social class language differences has been particularly
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explicit in the case of Black

English.

Using a sentence repetition

task, Menyuk (1964) and later Slobin (1967) found that children omit
portions of sentences beyond their level of language development.

With

the same technique, however, Baratz and Shuy (1969) discovered that
inner-city Black children could repeat Black English sentences with
greater proficiency than middle-class white children.

In a study of

certain features of Black dialect, Kachuck (1975) found that the
typical child did not consistently use these speech habits.

Another

study determined that the ability of Blacks to translate a standard
English reading selection into Black dialect was positively and strongly
related to performance in standard English (Muehl and Muehl, 1976).
But, primarily, the work of Labov (1970, 1972) has shown that observed
differences in Black English involve surface features rather than deep
structure or logic and are dependent upon situational factors.
With funding in 1968, National Follow Through was added to the
other compensatory education programs which almost invariably had in
common an emphasis on the development of the language processes
(Houston, 1971).

The Tucson Early Elementary Model, as one Follow

Through model, shared this common concern for language but was unique
in its approach.

Utilizing children's experiences as a basis for

language, teachers provided individual feedback to the remarks of
children, expanding on their language and modeling Standard English
(Hobson, 1973).

Called the Natural Method of Language Learning, this

method has prompted research into new ways of assessing the language
processes.

With investigation of question-asking behavior (Zimmerman

and Pike, 1972), situational performance with oral language (Conrad et
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al. r 1976), oral reading and story retell (Ewoldt, 1976), and situa
tional performance with both written and oral language (Conrad, 1977)
came new insights into child language development.
One of these studies elicited samples of oral language by
means of a specially designed assessment instrument.

With an under

standing that situational factors are important considerations in
language performance, Conrad et al. (1976) devised the Children"s
Language Assessment—Situational Tasks as a means of providing evalua
tion of oral language that is unmeasured by standardized pencil-andpaper tests.

This instrument evoked oral language from first- and

third-grade children as they related to their teacher, a stranger in a
simulated testing situation, and to each other.

Evaluation of a number

of variables was designed to be summative when the collected data
provide information comparing TEEM and non-TEEM children.

Formative

evaluation occurs when the data show consistent linguistic strengths
and weaknesses in TEEM children, suggesting modification of classroom
objectives.

The linguistic variables which were evaluated were largely

measures of vocabulary and grammar.

Cognitive Development
"Children whose language is dramatically different from that
of their teachers are believed to suffer deficits of thought as well as
communication" (John, 1972, p. 337).

Carl Bereiter, who is identified

with compensatory education, argues in this vein; yet it is by no means
a universally accepted idea among behavioral scientists.

Since there

is no direct way to observe the functioning of the intellect, the
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relationship of thought to language and the relative dependency or
independency of the development of cognition is a topic of considerable
speculation-

There are several major views of this relationship which

are exemplified by the following viewpoints:
1.

The Russians:

Language is a critical factor in intellectual

development.
2.

Geneva:

Language is not crucial to thought, but thought is

crucial to.'i language 3.

Harvard:

Language is a tool for using the intellect.

4.

Social-anthropological:

The language spoken by an individual

will affect his perception of the world and therefore his
subsequent behavior.

The Russian point of view concerning the relationship of
language to thought stems from Pavlov* s studies of classical condi
tioning and is dominated by the thinking of Vygotsky.

Viewed as part

of the stimulus-response chain, language is believed to be social in
origin, arising out of the child's social contacts, and to be retained
for future use.

Thought and speech are seen as initially separated,

but as the child matures thought development is determined by language
and by sociocultural experiences.
Luria (1961), elaborating on the work of Vygotsky, believes
that intellectual behavior is social, conditioned very early in life by
the child's social experience with adults.

He suggests the gradual

intervention of language into the child's thought processes so that
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later speech serves both a social function and a self-regulatory one by
which the child organizes his own experiences.
In this group also can be classed the work of Skinner (1957).
Although not a Russian his studies of operant conditioning and language
behavior have theoretical roots in common with those of Vygotsky and
Luria.

Skinner believes that speech is a motor response whose strength

is determined by the patterns of reinforcement attached to it.

The

relationship of language to thought is one in which language provides
the basis for cognitive structures which cannot exist and function other
wise.
Contrary to these beliefs is the position taken by Piaget and
his followers that cognition must preceed language rather than follow
it in development.

Piaget-views intelligence as developing as cognitive

processes interact with the child's experiences.

Rather than being an

integral part of intellectual development, speech and language are
reflections of it—symbolic representations of underlying cognitive
structures and therefore constrained by those structures.
Believing that intelligence has a genetic basis, Piaget identi
fied several stages of cognitive development from his observations of
children.

Proceeding from a sensorimotor stage through preoperations

and concrete operations, at approximately the age of thirteen the child
reaches formal operations and an ability to generalize from an actual
situation to a hypothetical one.
It is, however, the transition between preoperational and con
crete operational thinking that marks the changes from egocentric to
social speech in Piaget's scheme of things.

Preoperational thinking
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develops' at approximately 18 months when the child begins to symbolize
s

and use language.

It continues until about the age of seven or eight

when the child becomes concrete operational in thought.

Preoperational

thinking is characterized, among other things, by an irreversibility
of thought in which the child can follow one operation, such as
counting pebbles, from beginning to end but does not perceive that
proceeding from the end to the beginning is the same operation only in
reverse.

This is due to the fact that the child is unable to grasp the

totality of the situation but only the most prominent or last feature
perceived. (Piaget, 1950).

When he is concrete operational, the child

is able to keep more than one point of view (beginning to end, end to
beginning) in his mind at the same time; thus perspective begins to
develop.
Since, according to Piaget, language follows thought in develop
ment, child language would remain egocentric until after the transition
to concrete operations has been accomplished.

Therefore, says Piaget.-

(1955, p. 91), "Up till the age of seven or eight children make no
effort to stick to one opinion on any given subject.

They do not indeed

believe what is self-contradictory, but they adopt successively
opinions which, if they were compared, would contradict one another."
The disappearance of egocentric speech coincides with the appearance of
genuine argument and hence the development of consistent logic.
Jerome Bruner (1964) represents the thinking of the Harvard
group with his views on the relationship of language and thought.
Bruner"s opinion, language plays an important role in development.
use of language for representation has a great impact on cognition

In
The
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because language is flexible and can be manipulated so that various
inferences can be drawn.

Bruner, therefore, has advocated giving

language training to children in order to improve their performance on
cognitive tasks.

Experimental situations to prove Bruner's hypothesis

have given inconclusive results, however, and, at best, it can be said
that language training contributes only indirectly to the acquisition
of conservation (Dale, 1976).
In recent years, the gap between Piaget and Bruner seems to be
narrowing.

Representing the Geneva school of thought, Sinclair (1976,

p. 210) offers this interpretation of the relationship of language and
cognition:
In Piaget's view, language is one of the manifestations of
the symbolic or representative function. This capacity of
representing absent objects or events, by mental images, by
gestures, by play, or by language, is essential to thought;
without it, we would not progress beyond the practical intel
ligence of apes and infants. However, this does not mean that
knowledge of one or more of the natural languages is necessary
for the development of thought, but only that some kind of
symbolization is required.
It might be appropriate to mention at this point some studies
which deal with the question of the dependence or independence of cogni
tive and linguistic development.

Lawton (1968, p. 59) reports a number

of studies which indicate that "the presence of a verbal label facili
tates a cognitive task."

However, there are other reports which clearly

show that intelligence can develop without language.

One such case,

cited by Lenneberg (1962), is of an eight-year-old boy who was congenitally unable to acquire motor skills, but who, nevertheless,
developed sophisticated comprehension of language although only able to
repeat a few barely intelligible words.

In addition, studies of deaf
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children (Furth, 1966) show an ability to acquire concepts without
language but do not present evidence that these children can achieve
the intellectual flexibility of hearing children since abstract cogni
tive tasks present particular difficulty (Cazden, 1968a).

Whereas

cognition can develop without the acquisition of language, the extent
of its development remains undefined.
A final view of the relationship between language and thought
steins from the Whorfian hypothesis and a comparison of the way ideas
are expressed in various languages.
pological orientation.

It represents a social anthro

This view suggests that the language spoken by

an individual will affect his perceptions of the world and his sub
sequent behavior.

Hoijer elaborated on this view when he said,

Far from being simply a technique of communication,
language provides for them habitual modes of analyzing expe
rience into significant categories. And to the extent that
languages differ markedly from each other, so should we
expect to find significant barriers to cross-cultural under
standing. . . . The language of human beings do not so much
determine perception as they influence and direct faculties
into prescribed channels (Lawton, 1968, p. 64).
Based on her cross-cultural studies John refines this idea still
further, suggesting that language is not the only indicator of thought.
"Many factors, including my learning and teaching experiences on the
Navajo reservation, have contributed to an interest in exploring the
visual abstract as well as the verbal processes of thought" (John, 1972,
p. 340).

Pointing out that there are different styles of learning, she

goes on to say that this fact accounts for different theories of
learning.

"In addition, behavioral scientists tend to choose their
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own cognitive processes, though unconsciously/ as the basis of their
theory building" (John, 1972, p. 340).
And finally, in order to integrate the study of cognitive and
linguistic development, Church reiterates what other sociolinguists
have proposed:

the idea that there is an idealized speaker-hearerj

developing in isolation must be given up in favor of a speaker-hearer
interacting in communicative, social, and cultural contexts.

"We have

to find what is fed into the child as well as what he produces, and we
have to examine not only the formal aspects of language but also the
kinds of functions it serves" (Church, 1971, p. 177).

Social Development
"A statement spoken in real life is never detached from the
situation in which it is uttered" (Lawton, 1968, p. 71).

These words

of Malinowski summarize nicely the difficulty of evaluating language
based only on the dimensions of an individual idealized language user
as the psycholinguist does.

The sociolinguist, on the other hand,

believes that social input must be taken into consideration because
different social situations place different cognitive demands upon the
conversants.

Language must be adaptable.

Its evaluation, therefore,

must take into consideration the context in which it is spoken.
The relationship of social interaction and cognitive develop
ment is interwoven.

Piaget believes that the development of logical

consistency is dependent upon communication with others.
The ability to take the view of the other (without losing
his own) and the corresponding social norm of logical con
sistency are acquired gradually, through repeated social
interactions in which the child is compelled again and again
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to take account of the viewpoints of others. This social
feedback is extremely important in developing the capacity
to think about his own thinking, without which logic is
impossible (J- L. Phillips, 1969, p. 63).
The research of Gottman, Gonso, and Rasmussen (1975) indicates
that the ability of children to take the point of view of another is
interrelated with peer relations and role-taking ability.

Third- and

fourth-grade children who were better role-takers were more sociable
than the less able role-takers and also displayed more competent social
interactions.
The unique quality of peer interaction that seems to foster
such learning is its egalitarian nature.

If adults are to be efficient

providers and protectors, then, by necessity, adult-child interactions
are authoritarian.

Informal child-child interactions are not.

Egali

tarian and authoritarian relations necessitate varying interactions.
Children are able to pick up the different situational cues and respond
accordingly.

"... young children are surprisingly proficient in

assessing the intellectual and social capacities of people according to
their size, thus permitting a cognitively-mediated accommodation to
differences in developmental status ..." (Hartup, 1977, p. 11).
Situations and behavior in the classroom are subject to the
"cognitively-mediated accommodation" of which Hartup writes.
example is given by Mehan (1974, p. 12):

An

"In brief, this analysis of

teacher-child classroom interaction has shown that the interpretation
of rules is a negotiated process; teachers'instructions are indexical
expressions, which require teachers and children to employ contextually
bound interpretive practices to make sense of the instructions."

Since
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these "contextually bound interpretive practices" from which children
must locate the needed information include such things as teachers'
non-verbal behavior, teaching materials, the previous course of the
lesson, and the child's past experience, it seems apparent that the
more the child and teacher have in common the more likely it will be
that the child makes interpretations that meet the teacher's standards.
Without these common background experiences the child may be found
lacking.
Cazden (1970) has suggested that observed s cial class language
differences can be partially explained by a failure to meet particular
situational demands.

Ervin-Tripp (1973) carried this idea one step

further by proposing that social class language differences may be due
more to the situations that these subcultural groups find themselves in
than to differences in ability.

And Moore (1971) points out that the

limiting factor is not the absence of the grammatical rule in the com
petency of a child with subcultural language differences but rather his
inability to use the rules efficiently in situations where the middleclass child would.

Furthermore, in his survey of language research,

Moore (1971) indicates that variations in situations are related to
variations in language use.
types:

These situational influences are of two

social and cognitive.

Social influences are those involving

the status and roles of the conversants, their attitude toward language
communication, and the motives.

Cognitive influences are factors such

as the complexity of speech required to communicate a given message,
the extent to which nonverbal cues are used, and the difficulty of
vocabulary required.
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Since Hymes (Mishler, 1972) has advocated the study of language
vise within specified contexts as necessary to understanding social
relationships and the social function of communication, it seems useful
to apply this premise to language in the classroom.

Classroom Structure
Compensatory education programs almost always have in common an
emphasis on language development.

Not only is language stressed in

order to lessen the social class distinctions which language differ
ences make obvious but to provide better tools for success within the
classroom which, for the most part, is dependent on the language pro
cesses for communication of knowledge.

S. Phillips (1972, p. 372) makes

this description of the importance of language in the classroom:
In class, speaking is the first and primary mode for
communicating competency in all areas of skill and knowledge
that schools purport to teach. Children communicate what
they have learned to the teacher and their fellow students
through speaking; only rarely do they demonstrate what they
know through physical activity or creation of material
objects. . . . Writing eventually becomes a second important
mode, but it is to a great extent developed through verbal
interaction between student and teacher, as is reading.
. . . Consequently, if talk fails to occur, then the channel
through which learning sessions are conducted is cut off,
and the structure of the classroom interaction that depends
on dialogue between teacher and student breaks down and no
longer functions as it is supposed to.
In other words, the teacher, to a large extent, sets the norms for
linguistic behavior in the classroom.

These mainly involve dialogue

between teacher and pupil regardless of the way language functions for
the pupil in other social settings.

To achieve success in school the

student must learn how to function within the limits of these norms.
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Hymes (1971), when discussing the term, "linguistically de
prived," explains that children with language differences come to school
with a regular grammar and the capacity to use language creatively in
their social situations, and in this sense they cannot be described as
linguistically deprived.

However, these children may be linguistically

deprived in the sense that their natural language is not that of the
school or their use of language is for different purposes or in ways
that are not found in school.
What, then, is the nature of the language of school-age chil
dren?

Cazden (1972) says that more is known about the structure of

children's language than how it is used.

Although this condition pre

vails, an interest in language comprehension and function is recurring
(see Functions of Language).
Because of the predominance of interest in syntax as the
linguistic feature that makes creativity in language possible, a number
of studies have looked at the acquisition of different syntactic
features in child language.

The general finding is best represented by

Chomsky's (1969) research of the language of children between the ages
of five and ten years.

In spite of individual age differences among

children as to when acquisition of these features occurred, the order
of acquisition was similar for all children.
Other studies which provide significant dimension to the
language of children in school were done by Hunt (1965) and O'Donnell,
Griffin, and Norris (1967).

Examining the written language of children

in three different grade levels, Hunt developed the idea of the T-unit
as a measure of written language.

Noting that significant increases in
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the length of T-units occurred in progressively higher grades, Hunt
suggested that this was reflective of increasing syntactical control
which- permits a greater load of information per unit.

Extending the

work of Hunt to children in grades one, two, four, five, and seven,
0'Donnell et al. compared both oral and written language samples and
found similar increases in length and complexity of T-unit by grade.
Earlier work done by both Strickland (1962) and Loban (1963)
with the oral language of school children noted also that sentence
complexity increased with grade level.

Strickland found that the struc

ture of children's oral language was far more advanced than the
structure of their readers and that all children were able to expand
and elaborate sentences but that greater ability to do this was
correlated with better reading and listening comprehension.
Loban, in a 13-year longitudinal study of children in kinder
garten through grade 12 that were representative of all ethnic and
socioeconomic groups in Oakland, California, was seeking to identify
the differences in children judged to be high and low in language
ability.

One conclusion was that, "Not basic sentence pattern, but

what is done to achieve flexibility within patterns proves to be a
measure of proficiency with language at this level" (Loban, 1963, p.
121).

Another conclusion indicated that despite ethnic background,

those with the most successful language came from the middle and upper
socioeconomic groups, but children with an initial language advantage
continued to develop language to a higher level than those judged as
starting with a disadvantage (Loban, 1976).

Thus he suggested that

children need opportunities to challenge their own ability to think and
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communicate in situations where they are highly motivated to do so,
such as in small groups with students having similar problems.
Noting that a search of the literature does not show evidence
that peer relations strongly support intellectual development or school
achievement, Hartup (1976) nevertheless argues that peer interaction is
an essential component of the child's development which is intimately
tied to educational objectives.

Studies of peer modeling (Debus, 1970;

Miller and Dollard, 1941; Talkington, Hall, and Altman, 1973), peer
reinforcement (Patterson, Littman, and Bricker, 1967; Wahler, 1967),
and peer tutoring (Allen, 1976; Allen and Feldman, 1973) have shown
that these methods can be effective means of promoting learning.
Others have also advocated small groups as a way to promote
learning in the classroom and encourage language facility.

Clark and

Ramsey (1970) report that students, while exchanging views with others,
clarify and internalize concepts, expanding on ideas and rejecting
faulty reasoning.

Different gains are noted by Young and Reich (1974)

who observed a mixed group of kindergartners and first-graders for over
a year.

In this study, social development and expressive language

were areas showing the greatest growth.
In yet another study which investigated the ways in which
same- and cross-age peer interactions differed, Hartup reports on the
quality and quantity of children's language in three groups:
and same age, older and same age, and cross-age.

younger

Coding the number of

times that children replied appropriately to spontaneous comments and
questions of the other child, it was noticed that the highest frequency
occurred with the cross-age group, and the least highest frequency

occurred with the younger, same-age group.

But the proportion of

appropriate responses to the total number of verbalizations remained
the same for all groups.

"Thus the maturity of the verbal interaction

did not differ according to age mix even though the frequency of appro
priate verbal exchanges differed across the various conditions" (Hartup,
1977, p. 11).

The evidence was strong that children make behavioral

adjustments to cross-age situations, but the quality of performance
remains constant.
Additional evidence of the linguistic benefits to be gained
from peer interaction are suggested by Lavatelli (1971).

Based on

findings of the Coleman Report that "disadvantaged" children seem to
benefit in increased verbal achievement from going to school with
middle-class children, Lavatelli offered the idea that these gains may
be the result of peer-group talk.
And finally, based upon his extensive study of the language of
elementary school children, Loban (1963) suggests that if the aim of a
language arts program is to alter the language behavior of children
after six years of instruction, then communication should be one of
the program goals.

RESEARCH DESIGN AND PROCEDURES OF STUDY

Program Description
The following description of the TEEM program was taken from a
report by Conrad et al.(1966, pp. 9-11), "Use of Situational Language
Tasks in an Intra-TEEM and TEEM Versus Comparison Evaluation":
The Tucson Early Education Model was initially developed
in 1965 as a cooperative project on the intellectual develop
ment of young Mexican-American children, conducted jointly by
the College of Education, University of Arizona, and Tucson
School District #1. Under the direction of Dr. Marie Hughes
and Jewell Taylor, this project sought to identify and
ameliorate causes of the high dropout rate of children from
the Mexican-American community, and to develop a new educational
program to enhance the educational experiences of these chil
dren. The continued development of this program became the
focus of the Arizona Center for Early Childhood Education.
In 1968, the Arizona Center was asked to become a sponsor for
the Follow Through Program, which was designed to provide
high-quality early education for Head Start graduates. In
1969, the Office of Child Development asked the Arizona Center
to design a complementary Head Start program in a number of
communities already using TEEM in Follow Through.
The rationale for TEEM is based on an understanding of
the skills and abilities that are necessary to participate in
conteirporary America, as well as an appreciation of the
varied backgrounds that children bring to the educational
setting. . . .
The major objectives of the Tucson Early Education Model
can be classified into four categories:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

Language Competence
Intellectual Base
Motivational Base
Societal Arts and Skills

Since the TEEM program is sensitive to children who often
have basic competence in a language other than English, the
Language Experience Approach (Allen, 1971) is utilized to
ultimately bring children to a full utilization of English in
the classroom. All forms of language that children bring to
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the classroom are accepted; the program seeks to have children
become proud and comfortable with the language that they use
as a precondition to introducing formal English as a tool
for communicating in school. The timing and extent of
instruction in Standard English varies with individual
children.

Setting and population
Pike County, Kentucky, has been a TEEM Follow Through field
site since 1969, and has implemented the program in grades 1, 2, and 3.
It is a rural community in an economically depressed area of Appalachia.
Coal-mining is a primary source of employment, although a high pro
portion of the population is unemployed and subsists on government
disability and welfare programs.
work in the home only.

Ninety-five per cent of the mothers

With a population that is all Anglo, there is

no racial or ethnic mix found in Follow Through classrooms.

English is

the only language reported spoken in the home, with a dialect traced to
the Shakespearian English of the original mountain settlers.

Subjects
This study was based on the language samples already collected
for the Conrad study.

Subjects were selected from first and third

grades in Pike County, Kentucky, Follow Through and non-Follow Through
classrooms.

Pike County was the TEEM Follow Through site chosen to be

studied because of the availability of language samples elicited from
situational tasks by the Conrad study, the relative stability of the
student population, and the absence of racial or ethnic mix in the
classroom that might confound the oral language data.
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In the Conrad study subjects were randomly selected after ex
cluding third grade pupils who had been in TEEM classrooms less than
one year (Conrad et al., 1976, p. 15).

Of the 180 posttest samples of

child language collected from the study, 120 were randomly selected
for reanalysis in this study.

Posttest, rather than pretest, data were

used because this allowed for the effects of the TEEM program to be
reflected in the language of the first-grade children who would have
had no exposure to the TEEM program prior to the first grade entrance.

Collection of Language Samples
The samples of child language, elicited by means of three
situational language tasks developed specifically to simulate classroom
experiences, are designated as Tasks A, B, and C for the purposes of
this study.

These tasks were developed by Conrad et al. (1976, p. 34)

as part of the Children's Language Assessment-Situational Tasks (CLA-ST)
which "was designed to provide evaluation of oral language curriculum
emphasis that remains unmeasured by standardized pencil and paper
tests."

Three sessions corresponding to Tasks A, B, and C provided

samples of child language that were collected in the following ways:
Session 1. This session was designed to assess on-going
classroom teacher-child and child-child interactions. Data
were gathered within the instructional setting with a group
of three children working with their own classroom teacher.
Structuring of teacher input was intentionally ambiguous, but
the length of the session was controlled.
A tape recorder and microphone were set up in the classroom
and the classroom teacher was provided with a bag of common
objects (Appendix A). The following instructions were given
to the teacher:
In this bag is an assortment of common objects. We would
like you to use these materials with three of your pupils
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that we will select. You are free to use the materials in
any way you like to elicit language from your children.
We would like you to conduct your teaching session
around this table. We will tape record your session. We
will alert you when the 15 minutes are up. Do you have
any questions?
Session 2. This session was designed to gather language
in a structtired situation somewhat analogous to a typical
testing situation. Three randomly selected classmates were
brought to a quiet room separate from their classroom. The
stimulus materials were eight laminated, colored cartoon cards
depicting a humorous fight between two men (Appendix B).
Possible sequencing of the eight cards is numerous and inten
tionally ambiguous. The "teacher" was a member of the experi
mental team and unknown to the children. She asked the group
of children structured questions about randomly selected,
specified cards. In the first five-minute phase the "teacher"
presented cards singly and, allowing time for responses, asked
two questions: "What is happening in this picture?" and "Is
there anything you want to ask about this?" Presenting two
cards at a time in the second phase, two questions were asked:
"Which picture comes first? Why?" and "What happened after this
card?" In the final five-minute phase the "teacher" presented
three cards at a time and asked: "What story do these pictures
tell?" and "How could you change these cards to tell a new
story?" Like Session 1, total tinvs of this session was fifteen
minutes.
Session 3. This session was included in data collection as
a sample of children's free, spontaneous speech. At the comple
tion of Session 2 the "teacher" advised the group, "I have some
work to do, but you can continue to play with the cards while I
do it." Depending on the school's regulations, she then left
the room or removed herself to another part of the room and
turned her attention away from the children. The group of three
children was left with the stimulus cards and with the tape
recorder operating for five minutes. The adult did not inter
fere, with the exception of potential harm to the children or
equipment (Conrad et al., 1976, pp. 15-16).

Procedure
One hundred twenty samples of child language were used in this
study.

They were selected in the following way:

The 180 posttest

samples gathered by Conrad et al. were classified according to the
independent variables of the hypotheses to be tested: type of program,
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grade level, and task.

Ten samples were then randomly selected for each

of twelve categories which included the following combinations:
1.

Follow Through, first grade, Task A

2.

Follow Through, first grade, Task B

3.

Follow Through, first grade, Task C

4.

Follow Through, third grade, Task A

5.

Follow Through, third grade, Task B

6.

Follow Through, third grade, Task C

7.

Non-Follow Through, first grade, Task A

8.

Non-Follow Through, first grade, Task B

9.

Non-Follow Through, first grade, Task C

10.

Non-Follow Through, third grade, Task A

11.

Non-Follow Through, third grade, Task B

12.

Non-Follow Through, third grade, Task C

The language from each sample was treated in the following manner based
upon Piaget's (1955, p. 30) procedure at the Institut Rousseau:
sentence or phrase was numbered separately.

Each

Where the speech was

prolonged, several consecutive sentences were given the same number
with the provision that each definite idea was given only one number.
Sentences containing more than one idea were divided and given two or
more numbers.

All sentences that had words missing because of the

indistinctness of the tape were eliminated by assigning no number to
them unless the speaker"s meaning was clear.

Similarly, when the

meaning of the sentence was obscured because of missing words from the
surrounding context, these sentences were also eliminated by assigning
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no number.

Each numbered sentence was assigned to one of the eight

functional categories described by Piaget (1955).
In addition, a category labeled "Other" was reserved for
language that did not seem to qualify for inclusion in one of the
Piagetian classifications.

Less than five per cent of all child

utterances were assigned to this category.
distinct types of speech were noted:

Of these utterances three

exclamations; false starts, in

which the speaker did not complete his thought; and remarks for which
meaning was ambiguous.

None of these three types of speech was judged

to have significance for this study.

Treatment of Data
In his study of children's language, Piaget (1955, p. 32)
identified two main characteristics which he labeled egocentric and
social speech.
When a child utters phrases belonging to the first group
he does not bother to know to whom he is speaking nor whether
he is being listened to. He talks either for himself or for
the pleasure of associating anyone who happens to be there
with the activity of the moment. This talk is egocentric
partly because the child speaks only about himself, but
chiefly because he does not attempt to place himself at the
point of view of the hearer. Anyone who happens to be there
will serve as an audience. The child asks for no more than
an apparent interest though he has the illusion (except
perhaps in pure soliloguy if even then) of being heard and
understood. He feels no desire to influence his hearer nor
to tell him anything.
The language samples were analyzed according to the following criteria
adapted from Piaget.

For egocentric speech:

1.

Repetitions.
a.

Game; repeating words for their own sake, for the pleasure
of doing so; without an audience, senseless repetition.

b.

Any repetition that is marked "peer" by the script typist
or a repetition that is offered as peer support should be
scored as "D," Adapted Information.

2.

Monologue (talking to one's self out loud).
a.

To accompany motions, even when alone; or in company of
other children; marking the rhythm of one's actions;
announcing plans to oneself.

b.

Let's pretend—creating reality by words and magical
language.

3.

Collective monologue (children talk about self without listening
to others).
a.

Soliloquizing in front of others.

b.

Often goes off on a cock-and-bull story.

c.

Does not address self to anyone in particular, yet others
serve as stimulus to speech.

d.

Does not succeed in making his audience listen because he
does not address self to it.

e.

Children involved do not speak about the same thing.

For Social speech:
4.

Adapted information (statement of fact, etc.).
a.

Child talks to a specific person and is successful in
making him listen.

b.

Contrives to influence listener or give him information.
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5.

c.

Child speaks from the point of view of his audience.

d.

Child lays claim to be understood and presses claim.

e.

Argument.

Criticism and derision (to satisfy non-intellectual instincts
such as pugnacity, pride, emulation).
a.

Remarks are addressed to a specific person whom they in
fluence; provoke to retort and even to quarreling.

6.

Commands, requests, and threats.
a.

Requests are often commands (though formulated as questions).

b.

All requests which are not expressed in interrogation form.

c.

Requests which are expressed in interrogation form but bear
on immediate action.

d.
7.

Responses are not needed.

Questions (spontaneous search for information).
a.

Pseudo-questions in which the child does not expect an
answer but supplies it himself are classed as monologue or
adapted information.

8.

Answers.
a.

Answers to questions.

b.

Refusals and acceptances to commands and requests.

c.

This is not spontaneous speech.

In addition, certain other criteria were added to meet the needs of
these particular data.
1.

They are:

The coder should focus on the intent of the child when coding.
What does the child mean by his remarks?
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2.

Responses following adult questions will be coded "h" even
though they are incorrect in the context, unless it is clear
that the child is responding to something other than the ques
tion.

3.

When an adult asks a question, only three child responses may
be coded "h."
group.

This allows one answer for each child in the

All other responses will be treated as spontaneous

speech.
4.

When a child agrees or disagrees with a previous child's re
marks it is coded "d" even though he may be responding to an
adult question also.

5.

When a child finishes another child's statement, it is marked
"d," adapted information.

6.

Repetitions occur in a variety of situations.

When there is a

repetition of a response following a question, it should be
coded "h."

When a repetition of a statement occurs, as if the

child agrees with the statement of another, both responses
should be coded "d."

When the repetition is a short phrase or

word and the intent is ambiguous, it should be coded "a."

After speech samples were analyzed according to the above
criteria a Measure of Egocentrism was established using the formula
developed by Piaget:
Egocentric language
Spontaneous language

_

Measure of Egocentrism can be said to be the proportion of egocentric
language to the sum of spontaneous conversation for a group of children.

43
In this measurement egocentric language is the group of utterances made
up of the first three categories:

repetition, monologue, and col

lective monologue; whereas spontaneous language is the group of
utterances falling into the first seven categories, or the sum total of
all remarks minus those used as answers to questions asked by a child
or adult.

In addition, all remarks provoked by adults were omitted

since they cannot be classified as spontaneous.
After the Measures of Egocentrism were computed it was notice
able that some of the samples contained considerably fewer units of
spontaneous speech than others; e.g., zero units as compared with 222
units.

Since samples with relatively few instances of spontaneous

speech resulted in Measures of Egocentrism that were either unrealistically high or low, it was decided to apply an additional selection
method.
The second method consisted of eliminating all samples with
total units of spontaneous speech falling below one standard deviation
below the mean (see Appendix D). By this method twelve sangples were
replaced by twelve others which showed at least 21 units of spontaneous
speech (see Appendix E).

A fully prepared, coded, and scored language

sample, representative of each of the task situations, can be found in
Appendices F, G, and H.
After completion of the scoring, inter-judge reliability was
established in the following manner.

Ten language samples, or one

sample from each of the twelve categories, were selected randomly.
Dr. Lynn E. Bevill, a language specialist who in prior research
examined Piaget's concept of egocentric and precausal speech in

children, agreed to judge the coding of the data.

The independent

scores obtained from Dr. Bevill were then compared to the scores
obtained by the examiner in order to determine a measure of inter-judge
reliability.

Table 1.

Sample ID
FTlA
FT1B
FT1C
FT3A
FT3B
FT3C
NFTlA
NFT1B
NFT1C
NFT3A
NFT3B
NFT3C

The scores shown in Table 1 resulted.

Inter-Judge Reliability of Randomly Selected Language Sample
Scores

Agree
268
164
84
238
140
20
103
134
86
168
108
24

Disagree
9
17
10
12
6
1
13
19
3
9
7
3

Total

Percentage

277
181
94
250
146
21
116
153
89
177
115
27

.967
.906
.893
.955
.958
.952
.887
.875
.966
.949
.939
.888
11.135

Total
Mean

.927

Based on this table, the author was in agreement with Dr.
Bevill 92.7% of the time on the average.
With the inter-judge reliability coirpleted, the language samples
were ready for statistical analysis.

The scores of the 120 language

samples were then subjected to a three-way analysis of variance, with
three independent variables and one dependent variable.

There were
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fixed effects with equal numbers (ten) in each of 12 cells.

A Tukey

post-hoc test differentiated the significant task differences.

ANALYSIS OF DATA AND INTERPRETATION OF FINDINGS
t
This study investigated the oral language usage of first- and
third-rgrade children in the TEEM Follow Through and non-Follow Through
programs in Pike County, Kentucky.

Samples of the language of these

children were collected during three oral language tasks that were
specially designed by Conrad and TEEM to evaluate language develop
ment not tapped by existing standardized measures.

Piaget's Measure

of Egocentrism was used to analyze these language samples which were
classified into categories of egocentric and social speech.
The question of major interest to this study was as follows:
How does oral language function for children in the classroom?

Or

as Piaget (1955, p. 1) put it, "What are the needs which a child
tends to satisfy when he talks?"

To answer this question, four null

hypotheses were devised to structure the research:
1,

There will be no significant difference between the Measures
of Egocentrism found in the oral language of TEEM Follow
Through and non-Follow Through children.

2,

There will be no significant difference between the Measures
of Egocentrism found in the oral language of first- and thirdgrade children,

3,

There will be no significant differences between the Measures
of Egocentrism found in the oral language of children
participating in three situational language tasks.
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4.

There will be no significant differences between the
Measures of Egocentrism found in the interactions of CI),
(2), and (3) above.

This chapter will be devoted to the presentation and discussion of the
major findings of this study,
A three-way analysis of variance was used for statistical
analysis of the data.

The data were composed of 120 language samples

with equal numbers (.ten) in each of the twelve cells of the ANOVA.
The independent variables were: program, grade level, and task, with
the Measure of Egocentrism as the dependent variable.

Table 2 shows

the results of this analysis.

Table 2.

Three-way Analysis of Variance of Language Samples

Source of Variation

SS

DF

MS

Main Effects:
task (Hypothesis 3)
grade (Hypothesis 2)
program (Hypothesis 1}

.536
.378
.146
.013

4
2
1
1

.134
.189
.146
.013

14.029
19.777
15.232
1.332

.001
.001
.001
.251

2-way Interaction (Hyp, 4)
task grade
task program
grade program

,044
,014
.029
,001

5
2
2
1

.009
.007
.015
.001

.928
,757
1.525
.074

.466
.471
.222
.786

3-way Interactions (Hyp. 4)
task grade program

.031
.031

2
2

.015
.015

1.602
1.602

.206
.206

Explained

.611

11

,056

5.814

.001

Residual

1.032

108

.010

Total

1.643

119

.014

F

Sig
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On the basis of this table, there were significant differences
at ,001 level in the main effects with no significant interactions.
The task, variable showed a significant difference in task performance
at .001 level of confidence.

Similarly, there was a significant

difference in grade level performance, again at .001 level of con
fidence.

The program variable showed no significant effects.

Of the

four null hypotheses, two were rejected and two failed to be rejected.

Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 1, there will be no significant difference between
the Measures of Egocentrism found in the oral language of TEEM Follow
Through and non^-Follow Through children, failed to be rejected.

No

significant differences could be discerned between the effects of
TEEM Follow Through and non-Follow Through programs on the basis of
egocentric language performance of children in these classrooms.
Table 3 shows the mean Measures of Egocentrism for both groups (see
Appendix I for Scores of Measure of Egocentrism by Program).

Table 3.

Number

Mean Measure of Egocentrism by Program

Program

Measure of Egocentrism

60

FT

,172

60

NFT

.192
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Although the somewhat lower Measure of Egocentrism suggests
that TEEM classrooms used more social speech than non-Follow Through
classrooms, the differences were not great enough to be significant.
Therefore, a finding in which the mean Measure of Egocentrism for
both groups was separated by only two percentage points, .17 and .19
respectively, would tend to support Piaget's theory that egocentric
speech in children is a function of development.

Furthermore, if

Piaget is correct in his belief that language follows cognition in
the developmental process, then the effects of the TEEM program may
be realized via the relative equality of language in the children of
both TEEM Follow Through and non-Follow Through,

It may be that there

were cognitive and/or language differences between the two groups
before the TEEM program had a chance to be effective, since this is a
premise upon which compensatory education programs are often based.
Therefore, it seems reasonable to suggest that the TEEM program has
fulfilled its promise to eliminate these differences..

Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 2, there will be no significant difference between
the Measures of Egocentrism found in the oral language of first- and
thirds-grade children, was rejected at .001 level of confidence.

There

were significant differences in the performance of children when they
were grouped by grade level.

First-grade children used significantly

more egocentric speech than third-grade children, strongly supporting
Pjb^get'-s hypothesis of the developmental nature of egocentric speech.
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Table 4 shows the mean Measure of Egocentrism for both groups (see
Appendix J for Scores of Measure of Egocentrism by Grade).

Table 4.

Mean Measure of Egocentrism by Grade

Number

Grade

Measure of Egocentrism

60

1

.217

60

3

.147

Piaget hypothesized that egocentric speech was more prevalent
before the age of seven or eight.

At this time, when the child

achieves concrete operational thinking, egocentric speech diminishes
to be replaced by social speech.

Vygotsky, disagreeing with Piaget,

put forth the idea that egocentric speech is the precursor of inner
speech, and that social speech and inner speech are the two forms of
oral language after the age of seven or eight years.
The findings based on the grade variable cannot refute either
of the above hypotheses.

The ages of the children in this study are

unknown since the identity of the subjects has remained secret.
Neither is it known if the children were concrete operational when
the samples were collected in the spring of the year.

However,

firsts-graders, who could be expected to be about seven years old in
the spring might be considered to be at a transitional stage,
whereas third graders, who would be nearer nine years old, could
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generally be expected to be concrete operational.

Therefore, the

evidence points to developmental factors operating on the Measure of
Egocentrism.

Hypothesis 3
Hypothesis 3, there will be no significant differences between
the Measures of Egocentrism found in the oral language of children
participating in three situational language tasks, was rejected at
^001 level of confidence.

There were significant differences in the

performance of children when they were grouped by task performance.
Table 5 shows the Mean Measure of Egocentrism by Task (see Appendix K
for Scores of Measure of Egocentrism by Task).

Table 5.

Number

Mean Measure of Egocentrism by Task

Task

Measure of Egocentrism

40

A

.253

40

B

.178

40

C

,116

In order to discover between which tasks the differences were
significant, a multiple comparison procedure was used as a post-hoc
testr

Because there were equal numbers in each treatment group and a

need to examine the differences in pairs of sample means, the Tukey
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Test of Honestly Significant Differences was chosen to make these
comparisons.

Table 6 shows the results.

Table 6,

Tukey Test HSD Between Task Means

Task Means
C

Task Means

.116
C

,116

B

,178

A

.253

B

A

.178

.253

,062*

.137**
.075**

*p < .025.
**p < ,01*

Based on this table, there were significant differences
between means of one task at ,025 level of confidence and two tasks
at .01 level.

Children do differentiate their use of language in

different situations.
Of the three tasks, children uttered the most egocentric
speech in Task A during which a bag of common objects was used to
provoke interaction of children with their teacher (Appendix A).
Pi^get found similar outcomes in his studies of children talking to
adults.

He attributed this evidence to a belief by the child that

the adult knows what he knows and can read his thoughts,

"The adult
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is at one and the same time superior to the child and very near to him.
He dominates everything, but at the same time penetrates into the
intimacy of every wish and every thought" (Piaget, 1959, p. 257).
The least amount of egocentric speech occurred during Task C
when the children talked to each other without an adult.

In other

words, the more mature form, social speech, was enlisted more often
when children talked among themselves without an adult.

This finding

is also compatible with those of Piaget mentioned in the previous
paragraph.
Task B produced scores that were less egocentric than those
of Task A but more than those of Task C.

This task was designed to

elicit children's language with a stranger in a simulated testing
situation.

A set of eight cartoon cards accompanied by six questions

and three prompts were utilized to stimulate interaction
(Appendices B and C),
These results and the nature of the situation suggest that
several factors were involved.

The unfamiliar!ty of the adult

questioner and the simulated testing situation, itself, would suggest
an increase iti the level of anxiety on the part of the children.
This factor would tend to support similar findings of Vygotsky (1962)
which related anxiety to egocentric language.

However, the studies

of both Kohlberg et al. (1968) and Krauss and Glucksberg (1977) found
that elevation in cognitive level produced an increase in egocentric
speech, another outcome not incompatible with the findings of
Task B,
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One other factor that might influence the Measure of
Egocentrism is the nature of the questions by the adult in Task B.
The structure of these questions was controlled and was intentionally
open-ended, calling for opinions of the children rather than factual
knowledge (see Appendix C).

By contrast, the questions posed in

Task A remained the option of the teacher that happened to be
involved and often took the form of asking for "the right answer."
It is possible that this factor contributed to the decrease in
social speech found in Task A.

Further study seems warranted.

Because the level of egocentric speech in Task B was not as
high as in Task A nor as low as in Task C, the hypothesis upon which
Vygotsky based some of his studies seems questionable.

When the

listener is less like the speaker or less able to understand the
speaker, Vygotsky speculated that the incidence of egocentric speech
should decrease (Dale, 1976).

Task B appears to meet both of

Vygotsky*s criteria for a listener, but the rate of egocentric
speech is inconsistent with his expectations.

Therefore, the

listener Cstrange adult) in Task B was less like the speaker than
the listeners (peers) in Task C.
decrease but in fact increased.

Yet the egocentric speech did not
By the same token, the listener

(strange adult) in Task B was presumably less able to understand
the speakers than the listener Cfamiliar adult) in Task A.

In this

case, however, the amount of egocentric speech did decrease, bearing
out the findings of Vygotsky,

Hypothesis 4
Hypothesis 4, there will be no significant differences
between the Measures of Egocentrism found in the interactions of 1,
2, and 3 above, failed to be rejected.

The interactions among the

effects of program, grade, and task failed to produce significant
differences in amount of egocentric speech.

The most potent factors

affecting amount of egocentric speech remained the individual effects
of grade level and task.
To summarize then, for what purpose do children use oral
language in the classroom?

On the basis of this study children speak

predominantly for social reasons; they speak to communicate their
thoughts to a listener.
Although there was egocentric speech used by the children, the
mean Measure of Egocentrism was only 18%,

By comparison, Piaget found

greater egocentrism in the children he studied.

". . , the thought of

the child of 6-1/2 is in its spoken manifestation ego-centric in the
proportion of 44 to 47%" (Piaget, 1955, p. 68).

This discrepancy may

be attributed to the somewhat older children, on the average, that
participated in this study, as well as situational factors.

Neverthe

less, as McCarthy (1971) pointed out, replicated studies have never
shown the high per cent of egocentrism found by Piaget when the
criteria were interpreted literally as this study did.
Regardless of the relatively small percentage of egocentric
speech. Tittered, there appeared to be more than one contributing factor.
Neithej? anxiety, cognitive difficulty nor features of the listener
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could be ruled out as causal elements by the data analyzed.

Further

study seems warranted to pinpoint pertinent cause-effect relationships.
These, then, are the major findings of this study based upon a
statistical analysis of the data.

The conclusions to be drawn from

this information should be helpful in giving direction to a language
arts curriculum.

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS

Summary
In the hope of determining the linguistic needs of children
that might be satisfied by a language arts program, this study was
undertaken to find out how language functions for children in the
classroom.

In order to do this first- and third-grade children from

two very different school programs were selected as subjects.

The TEEM

Follow-Through program emphasized children's oral language production
with teacher feedback, whereas the non-Follow Through program was com
posed of traditional classrooms.
The language of small groups of these children was sampled
during the performance of three oral language tasks: Conrad's Classroom
Language Assessment-Situational Tasks.

Piaget's Measure of Egocentrism

which classified the language into eight categories of egocentric and
social speech on the basis of meaning was used to analyze the children's
speech.

The sampled language, while a regional dialect, was common to

children in both school programs and represented the ethnic homo
geneity of the region.
The results of the study indicated that language functioned
similarly for children regardless of program in which they participated.
Differences in language function corresponded to differences in grade
placement and differences in task situation.
These results strongly suggest that developmental and situa
tional factors exerted more influence on the data than environmental
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ones.

Despite two different educational programs, particularly in

regard to the use of oral language, children still used language for
similar purposes.

Moreover, when the situational context changed

children were able to alter the use of their language.

First-graders

were as able as third-graders in their capacity to do this as were
TEEM Follow Through and non-Follow Through children.

Conclusions

Functions of Language and Egocentric Speech
The Measure of Egocentrism used to evaluate the functional use
of child language in this study was derived by Piaget from his obser
vance of two kinds of speech in children:
speech.

egocentric speech and social

Initially differing with Vygotsky on the relationship of

thought and language and particularly on the nature of egocentric
speech, nevertheless Piaget's description of the egocentric child's
speech comes very close to that of vygotsky.

Comparing the oral

language of children under age seven to that of the adult, Piaget
describes the child as talking more and often, even talking in the
presence of others but communicating less.

"He [the child] speaks for

the most part as if he were alone and as if he were thinking out loud"
(Piaget, 1955, p. 60).

Since vygotsky hypothesized that egocentric

speech was the forerunner of inner speech, or self-guidance, the two
views are not all that incompatible.
Piaget's Measure of Egocentrism divides egocentric speech into
three categories:

repetitions, monologues, and collective monologues.

These were basically descriptions of child language rather than
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categories of functional use.

Piaget dismissed them as immature forms

of speech caused by the lack of sustained social interaction with other
children and attributed their being to the fact that when children play
they use gestures, movement, and mimicry as much as words.
However, when coding the data, it seemed possible that the
different categories of egocentric speech did serve useful purposes, at
least for the speaker if not for a listener.

Repetitions, for

instance, suggested playful exploration of language and indeed may
serve that function.

Monologues more closely resembled Vygotsky's

self-guiding language, the substance that later becomes inner speech.
Collective monologues, occurring when the child soliloquizes in front
of others, is described by Piaget as "some cock-and-bull story."

They,

perhaps, represent the child's increased awareness of the power of
language to gain recognition and may function as a vehicle for the
exploration of the reactions of the listener.

All of these categories

appear to contain an element of exploratory playfulness as well as a
measure of self-guidance.

If this is so, they bring together the

views of both Piaget and Vygotsky as to the nature of egocentric speech.

Language Development
This study was undertaken to determine how language functions
for children in the classroom.

It was based upon what children mean

when they speak, not upon the way they, structure their utterances.
The attempt was to determine whether or not they communicated.
this basis it was determined that language learning is largely a
developmental process, even for those who are economically

On
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underprivileged.

When measured by the same instrument/ when the

language spoken was of the same dialect for both groups, and when this
language was. not the language of standardized pencil-and-paper tests,
but was a product of the children being evaluated, the results indi
cated similar ability to communicate for those with economic dis
advantages as well as for those without.

This means that TEEM Follow

Through children did not lack language, nor did they use language that
was lacking in communicative ability.

Indeed, they communicated at

least ag often as did non-Follow Through children.
The only noticeable difference between Follow Through and nonFollow Through classrooms occurred in relation to units of spontaneous
speech.

All twelve samples of language that were eliminated from this

study due to lack of enough evidence of spontaneous speech came from
non-Follow Through classrooms.

Twenty per cent of the non-Follow

Through language samples had to be replaced for lack of usable data.
These were samples of language in which the conversation consisted
largely of teacher questions and pupil responses to those questions
with almost no comments, or even remarks to another child.

One sample

consisted entirely of children repeating for 15 minutes patterned
responses to the common objects found in Task A, "This is a
It is used for

."

Although capable of communicating, some of the

children in non-Follow Through classrooms were denied the enriching
experiences afforded by the free exchange of viewpoints at least under
some circumstances.
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Cognitive Development
It is difficult to refute any of the major views of the rela
tionship of language and thought on the basis of this study.

That

Piaget and Vygotsky hold very similar views can be seen from the above
discussion of functions of language and egocentric speech, as well as
from the fact that they both described similar stages of cognitive
development.

On the other

hand, Bruner (1964), stressing that

language is only one of the representational modes, views its greater
flexibility as an aid to thought, a view that seems reasonable when one
notices children counting, for instances, as they did in this study
when they distributed the cartoon cards in Task C.

And finally, the

Sapir-Whorf hypothesis when interpreted, as Hoijer did, to view
language as guiding the thought into habitual patterns, is compatible
with any of these conceptions of the relationship of language and
thought.

The question seems reminiscent of the chicken-egg dilemma.

Language appears to function both as an aid to thought and as a tool
for communication.

Both language and thought can enhance each other

within the limitations of development.

Social Development
Children's performance as evaluated by the Measure of Egocentrism in this study was significantly different on each task.
Moreover, children in both first and third grade showed this differ
ential task performance.

The question arises as to whether or not

preoperational children adapt to the needs of their listener.
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Bevill (1977, p. 63) found that "Children appeared to be in a
constant process of adapting and changing their language to apply to
the context of the situation," when performing under circumstances
designed to test precausality.

Yet when specifically being tested for

egocentricity, Bevill found the ability to attune to the needs of a
listener did not seem to be attached to a specific age range, either
above or below the transition from the stage of preoperational thinking
to that of concrete operations.
Is it possible that children do not consciously attune to the
needs of their listener but adjust to situational cues in the conversa
tional environment in order to meet their own needs?

For instance,

Shatz and Gelman (1973) found that four-year-old children modified
their speech to two-year-olds.

Hartup (1977) discovered modifications

in the speech of same- and cross-age groups of children who were 44
months and 58 months old, respectively.

In this study there was a

difference between speech to a familiar and a strange adult, sug
gesting that adjustments do not occur merely on the basis of size or
age of the listener.

What is suggested is that children are aware of

subtle differences in their listeners through environmental cues,
although this awareness may not be on a conscious level.
That teachers utilize such an awareness in an attempt to
elicit

"the right answer" is a possibility.

What appeared to be

evidence of the subtle transmission of cues was noticed in some of the
language samples during Task A, interaction of three children arid their
teacher.

In the samples of language collected from this task there was

sometimes evidence of teacher manipulation of student responses through

the careful phrasing of questions.

Also noticed in both Tasks A and B

were repetitions used by children again and again-

Occasionally

children repeated words and phrases in an echolalic way, for their
pleasure, as Piaget describes it, and sometimes repetitions were used
to agree with peers.

However, many of these repetitions occurred in

response to teacher questions and seemed to have the purpose of letting
the teacher think the child knew the right answer even when these
answers were sometimes absurd.

Often as not in these cases the

student's answer was ignored, or the teacher turned the child's re
sponse into the hoped-for answer.

No attempt was made to help the

student clarify his thinking.
It is interesting, by way of contrast, that in Task C, the task
in which the greatest amount of social speech occurred for all samples,
almost invariably there was a continuation of Task B in some fashion
but without an adult.

In this situation children either role-played

using the cartoon cards to continue the teacher-pupil drama, or some
times the cartoon cards served as a stimulus for a game.

However, in

these situations, the rules of play had to be negotiated, and in doing
this, social speech was a necessity.
It seemed that in interaction with the teacher, pupils struggled
to determine what the teacher wanted and then tried to do it even at
the risk of an inappropriate response, whereas in interaction with
peers there was give and take in which pupils tried to understand each
other and in turn be understood.
Dale (1976, p. 256) puts it this way:

"Another explanation

consistent with Piaget's findings on egocentrism in speech to children
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and adults, is that having an tinderstanding mother/ as most children do,
does not provide any motivation for less egocentric productions on the
part of the child, whereas the child is constantly attempting to under
stand the messages of others."

Although Dale referred to mothers, his

statement seems to be equally applicable to teachers.

Implications

Classroom Structure
It seems apparent that children need interaction with both
adults and other children in a language arts program.

Adults with

their wealth of experiences can provide needed guidance and feedback to
stimulate the child's thinking and challenge his linguistic capacity.
Vygotsky (.1962) pointed out the need for verbal intercourse between
adults and children in the development of concepts emphasizing the
necessity of the use of the word or term supplied by the adult in con
cept formation.
On the other hand children need interaction with other
children, a view stressed by Piaget.

"The corresponding social norms

of logical consistency are acquired gradually through repeated social
interactions in which the child is compelled again and again to take
account of the viewpoint of others" (J. L. Phillips, 1969, p. 63).
Loban (1963) urged that communication should be the goal of a
language arts program and found that what distinguished linguistically
more able children from those less able was flexibility and complexity
in the use of language.

In order for children to learn to communicate

they must have someone to communicate to, an audience that is
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interested in what is being communicated.

Children also need to have

many and varied experiences with real things and events so there is
something they wish to communicate about.

It is in the presentation of

ideas and concepts to another that the learner clarifies his thinking
I
(Smith, Goodman, and Meredith, 1976).
Pinnell (1975) found that an informal classroom offered the
potential for a comprehensive range of language functions.

Different

functions were predominantly used in different activities and with
interactions of the child with both adults and other children.

The

role of the teacher, however, was crucial, since fostering a wide range
of language functions demands that teachers listen to meanings of their
language as well as that of their children.
In a school environment which serves the needs of both the
teacher and the pupils, communication is a dynamic two-way process with
feedback that constantly confirms or disconfirms with modification the
thoughts of the speakers, and there are a variety of speakers as well as
listeners.

Teachers, pupils, resource people, both from within and

without the classroom, encompassing a variety of ages and experiential •
backgrounds would comprise the language curriculum based upon flexible
grouping according to mutual interests.
By contrast, the traditional classroom is an environment which
often seems to serve the needs of teachers primarily.

In this class

room it is the teacher who usually does the talking and therefore
manifests his/her thoughts.

If this is the situation, the pupil must

evidence understanding of the teacher, or try to do so, but is not
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required to think much for him/herself—the social interaction between
someone of authority and someone without.

It is a static process.

Further Research
Findings and questions raised by this study indicate the
desirability of further research in several areas.

One of these areas

concerns replication studies to validate this research and to determine
the applicability of the findings of this study to other populations.
It would be interesting, for example, to find out if urban Standard
English speakers and bilingual speakers perform similarly to the
regional dialect speakers in this study.
Related research might attempt to clarify the results of Task B
and to help determine whether familiar adults or adult strangers elicit
more egocentric speech from children.

By reversing the adult roles in

Tasks A and B it would be possible to determine if significant differ
ences occur when the task situation remains constant except for adult
characteristics.
In addition, there is a continuing need to find ways to help
the teacher understand the needs of children in classrooms and
approaches by which these needs can be met.

Studies of classroom

language which explore the nature of teacher speech and children's
responses to that speech would provide appropriate follow-up to this
research.
One such study might explore the amounts of egocentric speech
vised by children when their teacher uses open-ended questions and when
questions demanding "the right answer" are asked.

Another study might
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analyze teacher language to determine if teachers use egocentric speech
in the classroom and in what situations this is likely to occur.
Continued scientific study which utilizes children in natural
situations and evaluates the language productions of children should
provide useful information which focuses upon what children are able to
do and offer a dimension to the evaluation of school language arts
programs that is sometimes overlooked.

APPENDIX A

CONTENTS OF

C A "MYSTERY BAG"

plexiglass

purple "pop" bead

chain

shell

brush

sandpaper

rubberband

green thread

velvet ribbon

portion of egg carton

eraser

battery

sponge

ruler

candle

mitten

wire

marshmallow

bottle cap

pencil

green washer

black plastic ring

paper clip

nail

button

orange balloon

piece of metal

2-inch brad

red "pop" bead

3 pipe cleaners (orange, white,
yellow)
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APPENDIX B

CARTOON CARDS USED WITH TASK B*

p

•Sources Conrad et al, CL976)
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APPENDIX C
QUESTIONS AND PROMPTS USED WITH TASK B

Cartoon cards are shown one at a time and accompanied by the
following:
Question 1:

What is happening in this picture?

Question 2:

Is there anything you want to ask about this?

Prompt 1 (use when children do not respond):

What do you think?

Cartoon cards are shown two at a time and accompanied by the
following:
Question 3:

Which picture comes first?

Why?

Question 4:

What happened after this card?

Prompt 2 (use when children do not respond):

Can you guess?

Cartoon cards are shown three at a time and accompanied by the
following:
Question 5:

What story do these pictures tell?

Question 6:

How could you change these cards to tell a story?

Prompt 3 (use when children do not respond):
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What is the story now?

APPENDIX D
TOTAL UNITS OF SPONTANEOUS SPEECH PER SAMPLE
(RANDOM SELECTION ONLY)

Non-Follow Through

Follow Through
Task A
First Grade:

77
77
91
116
125
136
156
164

3
18
21
28
39
40
50
65
98
136

1031

498

27
34
39
54
66
73
110
119
202
222

4
5
14
28
35
45
46
81
146
154

946

558

23
66

Total

Third Grade:

Total

72

Non-Follow Through

Follow Through
Task B
First Grade:
40
50
53
62
67
68

71
108
122
142
Total

783

0
4
15
22

33
33
37
69
86

91
390

Third Grade;

Total

1
3
4

24
26
31
38
39
40
94
95
97
126

63
129
142
151

610

615

28

32
62

Non-Follow Through

Follow Through
Task C
First Grade:

82
82

36
40
43
44
52
56
76
79
84
94

503

604

21
26
31
38
41
60
76
79
83
89

14
25
38
38
58
64
68
82
96
114

544

597

26
28
28

29
29
42
77
80

Total

Third Grade:

Total

Mean

64

Standard Deyiation

44

APPENDIX E

TOTAL UNITS OF SPONTANEOUS SPEECH PER SAMPLE (RANDOM
SELECTION WITH REPLACEMENT OF THOSE FALLING ONE
STANDARD DEVIATION BELOW MEAN)

Non-Follow Through

Follow Through
Task A
First Grade:

Total

23
66
77
77
91
116
125
136
156
164

39
40
50
52
65
98
136

1031

550

27
34
39
54

22

21
28

Third Grade:

222

28
35
45
46
54
81
137
146
154

946

748

66

73
110
119
202

Total

75

Non-Follow Through

Follow Through
Task B
First Grade:
40
50
53
62
67

22

71
108
122
142

33
33
37
41
51
69
86
91

783

484

24
26
31
38
39
40
94
95
97
126

21
28
32
38
62
63
89
129
142
151

610

755

68

Total

21

Third Grade;

Total

Non-Follow Through

Follow Through
Task C
First Grade:

80
82
82

36
40
43
44
52
56
76
79
84
94

503

604

21

25
35
38
38
58
64

26
28
28

29
29
42
77

Total

Third Grade:

26

Total

31
38
41
60
76
79
83
89

96
114

544

618

68
82

APPENDIX F
LANGUAGE SAMPLE, PREPARED, CODED AND SCORED, TASK A

id

#

7»^//

Variables:
1.

Egocentric Speech
a. repetitions
b. monologue
c. collective monologue

A.

Egocentric Language Total
Social Speech
d. adapted information
%%
e. criticism
/
f. commands, requests, and threats
g. questions
f

Q

Total
Spontaneous Language Total
h.
3.

answers

Measure of Egocentrism
Egocentric Language
Spontaneous Language
i.

other

(.11)

_
3^

(juJ,

78

'

j
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The other children have gotten to play this game and I'm sure
you'd like to play it too.

Would you

?

O.K.

Now let's

see if you people can tell me a lot more about what I want to
know than the others told me cause I know you can think of a
lot of things to say and I want all of you to say something.
Let's just play a game like this.

Just shut your eyes and

reach in there and get something and when you get it, then I'm
going to ask you something about it.
All right
.

.

She missed the bag, didn't she?

Allright now.

about something.

.

O.K.

All right

I'll give you just a minute to think

I want you to tell me all you can think about

what you have in your hand.
right

Just reach in there.

Who wants to start first?

We'll let you go first.

All

You tell us everything

you can think of about your—what is that anyhow?
/

A ruler.
It's a ruler.
a,
12

And we say that a ruler is how many inches?

All right 12, what else
about it?

.

Can you tell us anything else

Can't tell us anything else about it?

Now yesterday

we used it and we used it the day before yesterday and what did
we use it for?
3

Use it if sewing.
All right we used it to measure things, didn't we?

Allright

see if we did that, we'll let you measure this and tell us how
long it is.
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It's

.

How far?

4

18 inches
O.K. 18 inches?

That's right, isn't it?

Now measure it this

way and tell us how wide it is.

s

14.
All right 14.

So it's 18 by 14 isn't it?

O.K. now let's

measure the brush.
6
23.
How much?
23.
No let's see where your numbers are.
right here are your inches.

Is that 23?

Turn it up this way.

But now
All right

how much is it?
8

12.
All right 12, so we'd say this brush is a . . .

9

12 inches.
All right 12 inches or a foot wouldn't we?
are 12 inches in a foot?

Isn't that right

say this brush is a foot long couldn't we?
say anything else about this?

All right

you would use a pencil.

to
To write with.
All right.

What else would you use it for?

//

To do spelling writing.

Didn't we say there
, ?

O.K. we can

O.K. you want to
, you tell us why

All right writing and what else?
12,

Numbers, write numbers.
What else?

/3
Af

B; C' S »

And what else?

Can you think of anything else?

Draw pictures.
All right draw pictures.
if
Make flowers and birds.

What else?

And uh . . .
lb
Place a ruler.
Right and what else?
n
Pire engine.

//
A school.
Could you do very well in school without a pencil?
I?
No.
ZO
No.
No.

When you come to school without a pencil it's just like

your hands are tied, isn't it?

And if you have to borrow one

then you don" t get along as well do you?
Xt
No.
So therefore we should have a pencil every day.
about what you.

Do you know what that is?

No it isn't. Do you know what it is,
Z2,
A thing that covers pop.

tell us

What?

.

Do you?

O.K. that's right.

It says it's a fizz wizz bottle cap.

That's what it says it is.

You don't know.

Fizz wizz bottle

cap cover I guess we didn't know in that other group how we
use it.

Do you know?

23
Put it on top of . . .
Which way do you put it on?
xt
XS~
I know./That way.
Have you seen them like that before?
2.{p
I have.

<2.7
I have.
2J
My mother has one of them.
I never did.

Well which end goes on the bottle?

z9

That one.
This one?

You push it down like that do you?

Is that the way

it works?
30
Yeah.
Well I've never seen one like that.

I've never had one.

31
Pencil.
32.

My momma has one of those. Not that kind.
Uh huh all right.

Now put those things back and with your

eyes open, I'll let you pick something else that you'd like to
talk about.

Put your pencil down.

All right.

It's

It's white and you can eat it.

33

.

It's real.

34
Oh you won't talk.
Yes it's real.
I guess since

Now who wants to talk first about something?
's the only girl, we'll let her.

O.K.
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You can eat a marshmallow.
Yes you sure, can.
you?

You can tell us something besides that can't

Is that all you can tell us?

Are they just used to eat?

No theyj re used to roast on a picnic or something.
What else?

Do you really have to be on a picnic?

SI
No.
38

No.
If you all

.

3?

I can eat it through right now.
to put salt in.
Oh.

Go on.

Did your mother ever make candied sweet potatoes

and use marshmallows to put on top of them?

That's right.

And

you can make marshmallow cream out of it and you can use that
for several different things.
for,

What would you use the battery

?

Va
For a flashlight.
All right did you ever have any toys that had a battery in them?

V/

V2.

I did. / A doll.
A doll.
A toy train.
All right.

Now you can think of a lot of things can't you?

What else?

44

A camera.
Did you get anything for Christinas this year had a battery
in it?
vr
Yeah.
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a.
L
n c.
a.
u

n c.
Co a.

hy

&
•
Last year for Christmas I had a dolly and you put records in it.
You did?
H

Yeah.
I had a

4S

and we had to try and take some batteries.

a.

Did you have anything, Name?

c.

What

a.

That used batteries in it?

L
r\c.

h4

What?

?

M
Uh huh.

a.

What?

c.

An electric train. / I had real old electric tram. It runs on

so

si

2 small batteries.

Electric ... it don't waste no power or

nothing.
,
Ci c.
a.
L
n
c.
a.
C c.
a.

Sl>
I had that too.

My brother did.

If the electricity goes off would it run on batteries?
& •
Sometimes.
Uh huh some of the time.
I'll just have to turn it off with the control button,
Oh sometimes if you have a toy or a radio it'll run if the
electricity goes off, it'll just go ahead on the batteries.

h c.
n

c.

Have a radio like that?
ss
Yeah.
Sb
My daddy has a battery like that.
S7

/>

<-» c.
a.

My brother has an electric guitar and he can play,
Uh huh if you have a radio . . .
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If you're not at home you can take the cord out and you can go
outside and play the radio on its battery.
you'd use a battery wouldn't you?

So that's one way

Can you think of anything

else?
S?

S9

Lights / only I don't use no stuff on batteries.

The only

thing I use on batteries is a TV set/ a little TV set, or
something like that.
(pO
I feel like eating this thing.
i»/
I don't use nothing on batteries 'cept one thing.
we have candy so
And he mentioned a camera.

.
Do you always have to have batteries

in a camera?
LI
Yeah.
C3

Yup.

6V

No.

No, outside you don't.
Not in the sunshine.
That's right.

Only time you need batteries is when you're

using flash-cubes to take a pictures inside.
thing else in there that you'd like to use?
u
Yup.
All right, change things then.
I like to use toys

.

I don't believe that's what that is.

*>1
What's these?

Do you see any

You know I'm not sure what that is.

Did you ever use one of

those, Name?

7c
Yeah?

Yeah in kindergarten.

What did you use it for?
7/

To paint . . . pictures.
7Z

To paint pictures.
I didn't put a paintbrush on it.
Yeah O.K. that way you would usually draw your pictures first
and then you paint it.

Do you like to do that?

73

Yeah.
Yeah.
I'm hoping that we'll get to do some big pictures.

I think

that'd be nice, if we could have some paints and do that.

If

you could paint a picture what would you paint?
7S"

I'd paint a little girl.

76
Building.
What would you paint?

77
A building.
What would you paint?

7/

A girl.
A girl.

Oh I had thought that from the looks of the pictures

that you all made, some of you made buildings and some drew
trees and just scenery.
like that.

A horse.

How about birds and fish and things

One of my girls that's all she'd ever

paint or make was a horse.
(false starts)

Would you draw those?

7?
Name, he always paints pictures.

87
Uh huh and how many of you have a pony?
So
I don11.
St
I used to.
You used to.
fl
My auntie used to.
Did you ever ride one?
to
Yeah.
Another picture that's nice to make is a boat on the blue water
and make the boat floating on the water.
r4
All I did to my picture over there I just draw cars on it and
an old junk yard.
Well a race track or something like that I guess you'd like
to do.
V
I think I'd like that.
Airplanes maybe in the air.

Airports

to draw.

Airplanes.

8(o
I drawed one about to

squash my house.
si
It about that big.
What about the things that fly in the air like butterflies and
different kinds of things that fly in the air.

And how wind

helps things.

et

It blows it.
When we think of the wind in spring time, what do we usually
draw first up in the air?
fl

Birds.

88

i c.
n

Sky.
91

L c. Sky.
r)
a.

Well I mean that flies up in the air.

h c.

92Bird.

L c.
n

Bird.

A c.
I

Bird.

a.
L

n c.
/

n c.
a.
c.
Cf c.
a.
e c.
^
a.
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Yes and a . . .
1*"
What about kites?
Boat.
In the spring time.
q?
Yeah.
Yeah.
Flying kites in the spring time.
rty"•
sister made one.
You have to draw the strings coming down from the kite and the
children of course running of course on the ground.
draw a beautiful picture like that.

/
& c.
a.

.

What would you put down

at the bottom to break the great long string?
Joo
He had to paint a paintbrush he would.
And that's why that brush and stuff would be useful, wouldn't
it?

L c.
n

You can

What would you paint first?

Sky.
/02,

n c.

a.

Sky.
The first thing?

No you'd start at the bottom.

you put at the bottom?
L c.
h

/oS

Grass.

What would

Ground.
All right you draw the ground wouldn't you?

And would it all be

be covered with grass?
/o5~
Huh uh.
No not all of it.
IOb
Some with weeds.
So you could put . . .
My daddy build a house one time.

It had paints on it, all

messed up and daddy had to fix it up and panel it and stuff.
He did?

Where was that?

/oS

Up to Vanie Creek.

Do you know where the Names is?

Is that where you live now?

Oh I didn't know that.

They live in that trailer up there.
You like it up there?
UO
I do too.

Do you?

HI
One time I had a dream about Name and I started to move back
down there and I . . .
U2,
I don't like where I'm living.
Well a lot of times you dream about things because maybe you've
seen them or maybe you saw something like that on TV.
U3
I didn't see'em enough and all that. Mommy's going to go back
into a witches' castle and that's where you see bloody hands.
h4
I know that's where I'm going before I have dreams.
That one
.
//.5"
That one won't fit in there.
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You dream about it sometimes because you see it during the day,
right.
//&

I can't wear it.

It's too big for me.

O.K. then.
The End

APPENDIX G

LANGUAGE SAMPLE, PREPARED, CODED, AND SCORED, TASK B

10

#

3 O Z Q Z 3 ' C.£-

Variables:
1.

Egocentric Speech
a. repetitons
>
b. monologue
V
c. collective monologue

/
Egocentric Language Total

Social Speech
d. adapted information
e. criticism
/
f. commands, requests, and threats
g. questions
2
Total
Spontaneous Language Total
h.
3.

answers

pJt

Measure of Egocentrism

/3

Egocentric Language
Spontaneous Language

_

_ 1340
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w *A

/3

24
97

92
Intro. 01
/
Somebody's pulling the hat down.

h

Somebody's putting their

hands over their eyes.
/
r) c.

••*>
They don't want to look at something.

a.

They don't want to look at something.

/

h c.

3
They don't.

They don't know why they don't want to look at

something cause one of them's got their hat over their face
and one of them's got their hand over their face like that.
a.
L c.
n

CrJc.

Q2
^ those two men are like that?
What
It looks like they're puppets.

a.

They look like they're puppets.

a.

Q1

i
h c.

6
They're shaking hands and stuff.

A

They made a deal out of their selves.

c.

They got a plan.

They've

got a secret; they won't tell nobody.
L c.
n

* made a deal and they don't want to tell nobody about xt
They
and they're going to do some trading or something.

a.
I
n c.
a.

Oh.

Q2

9
What they're going to do?

•As c.

PI
/0
They could . . .

b

Probably going to do ... I forgot what I was going to say

//

c.

now.
a.
L c.
/)

Let's do another one.

Q1

/2 *
They're
trying to fly or something.

93
IB
They're covering their eyes again.
t4
They're flying.
!S~
They want to act like they're going to fly like a bird.

/£
A bird.

'7

That one right there he's whistling like a bird and they're
acting like they're flying.
Q2

/8
Why do they . . . what bird are they acting like?
'9
No.
PI
ZO
I don't know.
at
A robin.
jUL
Why arethey closing their eyes?

za

Why is his hat up over his head?

z4
He's flying around without him.
Q1
XT
He pulled his tie out.
Zt>
He's going "pssssst."

xn

They're trying to pick a fight.
%S
They're trying to pick a fight with each other. / Wonder why
3c
they're trying to pick a fight with each other. / Maybe somebody
. . . they done something or other to either one of them.
PI
31
I don't know.
31
I don't know.
33
One of them must of blacked eye, had a white eye.

2>4
There's he got a black eye.

There, right there.

He got a black eye because he punched him in the eye.
at
Got a white eye.
31
It looks like they broke up the deal they had or a secret.
3#

It looks like that man right there told the secret away.

Q2

01

3<?

I got a new guitar.
tfo
He's scared.
4/
He's making a funny face at that man and the man's afraid of
him.
He's acting like Egor.
43

He's acting like he's going to scratch him or something.
vy
I could have said that.
4?
It looks like he's a cat.
I'll scratch everybody in this one.
47
He looks like he's a cat with claws and he's going to scratch
his eyes out.
Q2
48
Why is he . . .
49
Why is he going to be Egor?
50
Why has he got his teeth going "eeeeh?"
I don't know. PI
S>
Why did he scratch him in the nose and he went "oooh?"
STL
Probably mad with him because that one right over there
probably broke the secret this time.
Q1

95
S3
That other man, he's got his head covered up and he's scared
of something and they're scared of something.
That man there is trying to tap dance with his hat over his
eyes.
He don't want to get that man
'
.
SS
That man really has a black eye this time.

&

That man was stopped that man.
S7
That man that's not got his head covered up and has to, must
give him a black eye and that one didn't want nobody to see
it and then covered his face with his hat.

si
That man's got a secret on paper, he don't want him to see and
covered his eyes.
Q3
S°l
Oh, that's easy, this one.
GO
This one.
Why?
61
No, cause ...
iz
This one does.
(o3
We saw it first.
We seen this one here first?
Doesn't matter which order.

&

Oh.
(>(o
He didn't . . .
a
Where they shake hands.

(}i
Yeah, this.
Where they shake hands?

Q3

And being best old

like that.

Where they shake hands.
Q4
70
They shake hands.
7/
Probably made another deal.
7*
Where he got a black eye, where he got the black eye.
O.K. Q3
73
Let me see them.
7V
We're taking turns.
7£
Let's see.
This one.

77

Hey, let me see.
7S
And than that one.
Why?
It's hard seeing.
So

Because he's a doing that and then . . .

//
He picked a fight and then he picked a fight.
gz
•This one comes first. This will be first and then they got
back together.
23
No, that one will come first.
That's what I mean.
Put them on the table then we can see them.
first?

&

That one came first.
That one came first.
This one came first.

This one came

?1

No, this one came first.
You showed that one first and then you showed that one.
That doesn't matter.

Q4

Somebody where that man he had a black eye.
90
Somebody gave the other man a black eye.
9!
The man where he got the- secret piece of paper.
Q3
9^
1$
This, I told you. / I told you I'd get it.
This one, this one this one, no, this one does.
isThis one does.
qto
This one comes first; this one comes first.
97
Cause he done that and then he's afraid he'll do it again
he covered up his eyes.
18
Yeah.
Well, why do you think the other way?
9?
Because last time when he covered his eyes cause that man
/00
Because he was ascared that he was still doing that and he
covered his head with that hat.
/oI
Look at his eyes there.
/02j

His eyes bigger than a egg right now.
103
No, there aren't eggs that big.
104
Just about that one.
Q3
This one.
ID h»
This one does.
t°7
This one does.

98
IC?
This one does.

/»?
This one.
Why?
HO
Cause this one he's laughing at him and then that one he
gave him a
.
Ill
We never saw this one.
HI,
We never seen these two.
/A3
How come we didn't see that one; they're still laughing?

///

Well, just cause we didn't . . . see, cause he gave him a whack
and then he started doing it.

They he laughing and then he

done that. So that comes first and that comes last.
iiS"
And that comes first.
Q4
/llo
This one?
Hi
I guess . . . I guess she gets him mad.
!/g
Where they both get their . . . one of them gets like that
where their hands goes over their eyes.
Hi
He probably gets sad and thata man right there is laughing..
Q3
1X0
This one does.
/*/
Yeah, I told you I did get it.
Why do you think that one does?
1X.Z
Yeah.
1X3
Cause he scared him.
I think this one does.
/JL*~
I think this one is.

99
ju c.

tZb
Because I was about that.

rJ
dr c.
,
" c.

This one is.
IX#
This one was.

L
h
c.

They think they got no deal to do something.

,

/3o

Q c.

No, this one here is first cause ...

•A* c.

You don't know it's first.

h c.

This one here is first cause after he done that to that man

131
I3Z

there, he covered his head up with that hat.
a.
fl c.

.

h c.
,
Of c.
a.
-Ls c.
c.
c.
L c.
*7

Q4
133
They make up.
13*1
I guess they make up. I don't know for sure.
135
I don't believe I know what these are doing.
Q5
t3b
They tell ...
137
What story they tell?
I3S
Hey, he's taking . . .
,3?

I don't know.

6 c.
»
Q c.

I ain't never seen this before.
l4l
I think I seen it.

i
O c.

I ain't neither (peer).

7 c.

Story it tells?

1*13
9

^ c.
a.
i
nc.
r

r c,

Tell a story?
Q5
I guess they tell a story.
' 4h>
Lay
Laj them down, lay them down right on here so all of us can
see them.

100
Q6 ,
/V7
Yeah.
/Vf
Yup.
/V?
Uh huh.
t£o
Put that down here.
iS!
Yeah, this one here goes . . . this one
ISZ,
This one here has to be first.

P3

/53
That one's where theyIre socking one.
That one's where he hits him in the mouth.
iSS
That one's where he bothers him, that's where he bothers him.
\S(»
That one there's where he bothers him and scares him.
151
See, he bothers him; then he bothers him and then he gets real
mad.
158
Let's see.
Now me.
l(,0
That black-headed man he gets that one right there two times
and he only gets him one time. Like that.
ihl
What did they just haul off and go "Wham?"
/h> 7U
Right there that man gets him once. That there is a picture
of it and then this here man gets him and then that man gets
him.
/63
That man's just got four fingers.
lloV
Yeah, one, two, three, four.
See, four.

101
rJ c.
&

c.
a.
i
h c.

,U

Somebody probably cut one off; that man probably cut one off.
That man got one, two, three, four.
Hoi
Hit him.
P3
fl>8
The first one's where he punched him in the nose for slapping
him in the jaw.

C. c.

That's the way I had it.

L c.
h

And he scares him because he slaps him.

L c.
1
,
& c.

Just put it like that.

,10

/7/

And then he gets him back and that's when he gets him back.
/7JL
And the third one he laughs at him because he got hurt in the
nose and teeth.

/

/ 73

& c.
.
d c.
/
0 c.
t"

c.

In the mouth.
l7*
Or in the mouth.
ns
He talks a little bit out where his tongue was.
/76
What is that right there?

a.

To help me keep track of the time.

/
h c.

Q5

>71
They tell that they're mean and that he's doing that and then
they make a deal and then they go like "gesture."

Q
1 c.

Let me fix them.

O'c.

Oh!7? know how you do that one.

Jy
O
^fc.

no
That's easy. / The first one he make a deal, and he, and then

Let me fix them, and I'll tell.

he told it.

A

,

m
Make a deal and then that one and then he punched that one
there in the mouth.

d

/S3
No, like this.

a c.

Yeah, cause see, he's got his fist . . .

102
Let each one tell a story.
US'
Then he . . . they make a deal and then he tells it and he
gives him a sock and then he pulls his hat down over his head.
He holds it down, but he still gives him a sock in the nose.
P3
/U
Where he's got his hand over his eyes and he's got his hat
down over his head like that and that man's getting ready to
hit him and then he hits him and then he grabs him like that
and jerks his hat down and stretches his hat and then over here
they make a deal.

And on another card they break the deal.

That man right there tells the deal and then you showed us
this one here and they're breaking the deal.
181
Then he goes "puhhhhh."
m
And then they make . . .
Q6
/!9
This is the way Name had them.
/fo
Well, he covered his hat over him and then he told him a deal
and they did it and then the deal didn't work, so they had to
close their eyes.
tV
That other man he hit that one.

APPENDIX H

LANGUAGE SAMPLE, PREPARED, CODED AND SCORED, TASK C

id #

anMf-tj

Variables:
1.

Egocentric Speech
a. repetitions
/
b. monologue
0
c. collective monologues

Q
Egocentric Language Total

2.

Social Speech
d. adapted information
/a
e. criticism
0
.f. commands, requests, and threats
g. questions
Zs

7
Total

Spontaneous Language Total
h.
3.

answers

/

Measure of Egocentrism
Egocentric Language
Spontaneous Language

i
zX

103

~

/

'

Z

7

Z2

104
/

to.

Let's spread them out and try to fit the picture that's what
it is.

C

c.

O.K.

c.

V
*>
You get . . . them pictures . . . put them together.

f)
£(c.

Now .

3
4
Wait, I want to fix it, the story. / Then we'll both tell a
thing about it, O.K., Name?
S"
, please. / I got mine back in the cubbyhole.

d c.

Would you

of c.

£>
That's where they keep the flags and things.

d c.

That's turning fast.

d c.

That's awfully slow.

7

?
fa.

fch c.
»
Qlc.

?•

7,
Don t.
/D
Name, can you tell a story about them, too?
//
Uh huh.
/Z
'3
They bumped into each other/and you tell about one story and
then I'11 tell about one.

I tell about this one and you tell

about that one and then I'll tell about this one and you tell
about that one.
/

Of c.

I'll tell.

You'll tell.

See?

//

They bumped into each other and they had their eyes covered.
One of them had their eyes covered with the hat.

And the other

one had his hands over his eyes where he's getting ready to
punch him in the belly.
d c.

* now, this one is about they meet each other and they feel
O.K.,
like they is friends and they shake hands with each other and
started laughing.
/I d

c.

That's all?

O.K.

105

/7

And the other man that acted so friendly, he pulled his tie
and the man started to go up and go back.

Name.

ft
Here's that they go laughing and he would make that man go
back and it would hurt his

.

And the waiter went up and

.. . h e went and flew back and the other man was friendly,
too, and he started laughing about it.
Flew back.
It's
ing one
2.0
And the waiter pulled the man's hat down over his eyes and he
couldn't hardly hear the man.
really mad at him.

He was going "oooo" and he was

And that he was going to . . .

to punch his belly, (wh)
And the waiter got mad

at him again and started punching him

in the belly.

<2.3
It's your opinion.
Here the waiter punched that other man in the tjelly and that
other man's hat flew up off his head and that other man got mad
at him.
0000000000000000000 He jumped and he

.

2-6

and he went "oooo" then
.
Xt
Then that man jumped and his hat flew off.
2.$
3-9
That's not so funny. / We wants you to tell him about it.

The End

APPENDIX I

SCORES OF MEASURE OF EGOCENTRISM BY PROGRAM

Non-Follow Through

Follow Through
1st

1st

3rd

3rd

Task A

.08695
.09090
.14285
.20800
.23275
.28000
,28676
,32317
,38451
,48051

.05555
.07407
.12820
,17821
.26050
.26576
.28767
,29090
,30303
.47058

,10000
.22058
.23809
.25000
.28571
.32142
.38461
.40000
.46938
,50000

-10958
.10800
.14814
.17532
.17857
.26666
.27272
.27397
.29197
,31428

Task B

,03773
,10563
,12295
,13235
,14925
,15000
,28000
,29577
.32258
.35185

.02564
,03191
,03968
,05263
,10526
,11538
,13402
,15000
.16666
.22580

.07246
,12195
.13513
.16279
.27272
.33333
.35294
.36363
.38095
.41758

.06349
,11267
.13157
.13953
.14825
.14516
.14569
.20224
.21428
.21875

Task C

.03570
.07140
,10000
,11538
,11688
,15853
,20731
,27586
.27586
.32142
6,14285

.01666
.02531
,04761
,06451
,07894
,08433
,09756
.10526
.11538
.20225
4,19926

,02380
.03571
.04255
.05555
,06976
.07692
.11392
.15909
.17105
.37500
6,90662

.00000
.02631
.02941
.07894
,11428
.12068
.13157
.16666
.17073
.17187
4,65129

Total

NFT Mean .19296
SD .12099

•FT Mean ,17236
SD .11398

.18%

Grand

106

APPENDIX J

SCORES OF MEASURE OF EGOCENTRISM BY GRADE

First Grade

Third Grade

FT

FT

NFT

NFT

Task A

,08695
,09090
,14285
,20800
,23275
,28000
,28676
,32317
,38451
,48051

,10000
,22058
,23809
,25000
,28571
,32142
.38461
,40000
,46938
,50000

.05555
,07407
.12820
.17821
.26050
,26576
.28767
.29090
,30303
.47058

.10958
.10800
.14814
.17532
,17857
.26666
.27272
.27397
.29197
.31428

Task B

,03773
,10563
,12295
,13235
,14925
.15000
.28000
.29577
.32258
.35185

,07246
,12195
,13513
,16279
,27272
.33333
.35294
.36363
.38095
.41758

.02564
.03191
.03968
,05263
.10526
.11538
.13402
.15000
.16666
.22580

.06349
.11267
.13157
,13953
.14825
,14516
.14569
.20224
,21428
.21875

Task C

.03570
,07140
,10000
,11538
.11688
..15853
,20731
.27586
.27586
.32142
6,14285

,02380
,03571
.04255
,05555
.06976
,07692
,11392
.15909
.17105
.37500
6,90662

.01666
.02531
.04761
.06451
.07894
.08433
.09756
.10526
..11538
.20225
4.19926

.00000
.02631
.02941
.07894
.11428
.12068
.13157
.16666
.17073
.17187
4.65129

Total

Third Grade Mean .14750
SD .09334

First Grade Mean .21749
SD ,12910

,18%

Grand
107

APPENDIX K

SCORES OF MEASURE OF EGOCENTRISM BY TASK

FT

Task C

Task B

Task A

FT

NFT

NFT

FT

NFT

•First Gra,de

.08695
,09090
.14285
,20800
,23275
,28000
,28676
,32317
,38451
.48051

.10000
.22058
.23809
.25000
,28571
.32142
.38461
.40000
,46938
.50000

.03773
.10563
.12295
.13235
.14925
.15000
.28000
.29577
.32258
.35185

.07246
,12195
.13513
.16279
.27272
.33333
.35294
.36363
.38095
.41758

.03570
.07140
.10000
.11538
.11688
.15853
.20731
.27586
.27586
.32142

.02380
.03571
.04255
.05555
.06976
.07692
.11392
.15909
.17105
.37500

Third Grade

.05555
.07407
,12820
,17821
,26050
,26576
,28767
,29090
,30303
,47058
4,83087

.10958
.10800
.14814 '
,17532
,17857
,26666
,27272
,27397
.29197
,31428
5,30900

.02564
.03191
.03968
.05263
.10526
.11538
.13402
.15000
.16666
.22580
2.99609

.06349
.11267
.13157
.3 3953
.14825
.14516
.14569
.20224
.21428
.21875
4.13511

.01666
.02531
.04761
.06451
.07894
,08433
.09756
.10526
.11538
.20225
2.51615

,00000
.02631
.02931
.07894
.11428
.12068
.13157
.16666
.17073
.17187
2.13380

Total

Task A Mean ,25349
SD ,11731

Task B Mean .17825
SD .10639

Grand Mean ,18%

108

Task C Mean .11624
SD .08575
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