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Katie , a sxx-year-old ﬁrst-grader from a lower-mlddle class Anglo-(\merlcan .
home, had decided that the followmg graphlc representauon was not "for

readlng", but rather "just f.or lookmg at™:

B

0

s,
by

When asked why she had re]ected that partnc:ular card, Katie replled,

"You can't read fnrecrackers"" }

INTRODUCTION S

: The report describes a study on the develoi:ment of children's‘f.‘.onc‘:eptual_iza-

tions of written language, i.e. thelr graphlc sense, This study 'W‘as f.Unded :

‘under a contract with Inter America Research Assocnates as part of a larger 3 |

project on the assessment of language proﬁcxencxes.

Ferreiro (1973) has found that children who. have not yet'lea_rned to read, -

' nevertheless have very clear notions about what is represented in written text.
Moreover, these notions are acqmred developmentally in a sxmnlar manner by
all normal ‘thildren gwen partlcular condmons of socxahzatlon to prmt. Thxs o ‘

study mvestxgated thls development among Mexlcan-Amerlcan and

g

Anglo—Amencan chxldren ina rural settlng in northern Callforma.
v B o ‘*‘\;,
‘ %;3 ra:ﬁfi .
In addmcn, the relatxonshlp between graphxc sense and specifi¢ onditions of
socxahzatmn to prlnt in the pre-school experlence of these chlldren 1s

exammed The nature of thls socxahzatmn is studied in terms of its possnble

-

effects on the development of graphlc sense,

o

The study will also inuestigates the relationship of graphic sense to reading

readiness.” This investigation' will propose an explanation of the acquisition of

R TRET R e i




literacy '_thich is qualitatively_ different from that of current readiness

theories.

. The research attempts to answer the following questions:

I. Is the acquisition of literacy a developmental process? Do the
responses given by. Spanish dominant and Ehg-lieh dominant children -
reveal sxmnlar stages of reasomng (1.e., does. the process appear to *
be a general one, followed by chudren from dxff.erent cultural" ‘
groups and socxal backgromds)’ | | -
2 Do the . "levels" of graphxc sense .tend to be asseeiated with
pamcular "socxographxc" background vanables- hteracy of famxly .
members, presence of readnng and wnting matenals in the home,‘ -
and socxal literacy experiences in the home" If shourn to. exxst, is
: the relatmnshtp between these varxables and the development of
' _~‘graphxc sense dxﬁerent for Spamsh dommant and Enghsh domxnant o
" children? o | |
3. Cana relationshin be .demdnstrated between\graphic-s;ense° level
and performance on traditional measures of readiness and achieve-

ment?




CHAPTER L BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE

. ) b"»'.'

The probiems facmg language mxnonty students in the pubuc schools in the.'

demonstrates that, by the 12th grade, the average Mexxcan-Amerncan student'
Cis 3.5 years behmd the natxonal norm in verbal abnhty and 3.3 years “behind in _'
’ read;ng. The problem is even more’ serious than these fxgures show. Retarda—v
tion in reading among Mexncan-Amerxcan chnldren becomes ‘evident from the .
begmmng of the1r acquxsmon of hteracy (U.S. Commxs&on on le Rxghts,'
1971). Some of this retardation is due dxrectly to attempts to teach children
to read in Enghsh before- they arée ready although bxhngual mltructmn is now

alleviating this problem to some extent,

. Critically important to this problem '.are" the explanations that have been
offered for the _difﬁculties encountered by linguistic minority. children in
Yo ) learning to read. Group dxﬁerences in, academxc achxevement have been

related to race, ethmcxty, and SES (Mayeske et al., 1972- Bruner, 1971 Corbm, )

deahng thh cl'uld—reanng and socxahzatxon practxces ‘and thh famlly and '
commuuty attntudes toward hteracy, have been examxned (Ramxrez and
Castaneda, 1978; Cole and Bruner, 1972; Wolf, 1965; I..ond, 1964). |

N

Out of these kxnds of studnes has come the model of cultural- deprwatxon for

o readxng readxness. Defxcxencxes in the chud's sensory envxronment, accordxng '

 United States are well: documented. ~ The Coleman Report (DHEW, 19660

' ~'and Crosby, 1965) In addxtxon, socxocultural varnables, most notably thos . P




to tlus model, lead to. hnguxstlc, conceptual, and perceptual deﬂcxts 1n the
) | chlld whlch mhxbxt his or her abxl;ty t0 learn- to read. The theory underlymg ,
‘the emphasxs upon the development of Eﬁg skills. in compensatory educatlon‘ .
" programs is that "cultural deprnvatlon" accounts for rneasurable deflcxts mi

'_these_areas.j T E - .

Tests of readmg readmess remforce the assumpnons behmd these StUdleS.-__'..
Typxcally, these kmds of tests measure audltory and vxsual perceptlon and-
memory spatlal and relanonal concepts, 'vocabulary, and motor coordmatlon. '
There isno quesuon that all these skxlls enter mto the. readmg process in so’frre o
way. However, the assumptlon is that l.f_thfm cluld is not ready to read, as.

o measured by these tests, or if he or she has difficulty in learmng to read, the

chxld must have a defxcxt m one.or more of these skx.lls. o

PN R R
Available tests of readmg readmess are snmply not appropnate for language o
minority chl.ldren. erect translatxons of assessment mstruments are of'.

‘questxonable valldlty and cultural relevance. ‘A mdre 1mportant shortcommg
of readmess tests is- that the skills measured are not sufflcxently 1solated For .
example, vxsual dlscnmmatlon of letters is dlsunct from vz,sual dlscrlmmatlon_

’ of: non-verbal symbols. A child who can dlstmgulsh a dlamond from a u-xangl:;~4y; =

may not be’ able to dlscrxmmate between at and an l. Yet the measurement of

these separate skills is typlcally combmed on smglg readmess subtests. - A

vchlld with lxmxted exposure to print may therefore be erroneously dxagnosed as . ', '

'havmg a perceptual deﬁcxt in the area of vnsual dlscnmmatlon. furthermore, i

_readmess mstructlon in this area: frequently proposes to develop perceptual'

skills by_means of non-verb_al‘ stimuli. For 'example, vxsual sequen,tlal, memory

N .




i "tau.ght" through the experience of. stringing beads of. varymg sizes, shapes o

_and colors to match a sequence prepared -and presented by the teacher.

‘ 'Similarly, auditory discrimmation is developed through the presentation of -

musical tones varying in pitch, and the requirement to recogmze similarity’or 7

- diiference.

_ Also in the testing of language and conceptual development, cultural bias, e.g

pictorial stimull including culturally unfamiliar objects or events, may. result

in inaccurate assessment of a child's developmental level. >

»

Vocabulary development is included asa readlness skxll according to the theory \

~ that the Chl.ld cannot be taught to read a word for Wthh he or she has no
_referent in meamng. : The notion here is that "deprived" chxldren are

& .

' u'npoverished in their knowledge of words and their referenﬂ

f

~

We cannot. accept these notions. Without disputing the importance" of oral

language development and perceptual skills to the reading process, we believe

=

that a child's failure to learn to read does not necessarxly 1nd1cate deficiencies

in these areas. We see no reason to think, for example, that a migrant child - -

whatever hlS or her experiences - should fail to develop normauy wnth respect '

" to such abihties as discrirmnating a bell from a bu22er or mderstanding the o

concepts "below" vor "as many". Rather, it may be the case that assessment ; N

L4

: techmques which provide for ‘adequate and accurate measurement of readiness

\ skxlls have yet to be eveloped.

t" . ’ N , . : ‘

A - o . . . . ~N

Recent theoretical wWork suggests ‘that the acquisition of literacy, :li"ke the:

~




. language." T > . _"_-

.'acqulsmon of oral language, is a developm’ental process. From tms point of

- view, readlng readlness may be seen as a stage in the process at Wthh every .

‘norma.l child wﬂl arnve ngen certam Condmons of exposure to and 1nteract1on

-2

. with written language. - ) .

! .
o . , |
_ Several observers have noted tha’c' ?he acquxsxtxon- of uteracy ‘involves an actlve -

©Rd

'. and . creatlve process on the part of the learner,, even wnthout fotnlal __\
\nsttuctlon. Paolo Frexre (BB?O) conszdered literacy to be "born of the Creatlve

effort of the learner." Carol Chomsky (l97l) beheves that "chudren shJuld

~learn to read by creatxng theu' own spellxngs for~ famxhar words as a

beginning." Gibson (1970) wonders why reading doesn't ")ust grow, lxke

A number of 1nvest1gators have commented on the metahpguxstxc awareness of
young cluldren. For)Ge;carnple, several studies have ioun.d that chlldren's

, concepts of "sentence" "word", and "sound" m, oral language are qmte un‘ﬁke
: those of ‘adults (e.g. Huttenlocher 1964, Rexd 1966,“Downxng l969), Chxldren
| have- great difficulty in dxstxngutshlng these notlons and hold unconventlonal< o
concepts of what they are. Other studxes have looked at chxldren's concepts of |
‘words and sounds and thexr relatxonshlp to the conventnons of. prxnt. Read
(1971) studied the acquxgnon of phonology in the pre-school and klnder,garten
children of academxc professnonal parents. 'He used the chlldren's 1nvented
spellings as ev1dence for thexr 1mplxc1t phonologxcal orgamzatxon. Some of’ h»s .
sn.b,ects began 1nvent1ng spelhngsia}s early as age 3}&.' He i’ound stnklpg ;_': N

evxdence that the apparently strange sptlhngs employed underlynng phonetnc .

| relauonshlps of backness, nasahty, syllabxcxty, height, and aﬁrxcatxon. For

- -
v
. N - . -
w ‘e
. .
) . -
. 3 R . 4
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o - | example i represented both (ay) and (a), and "e" was used for both (iy) and

(i) sxmxlarly "ch" and “1“ were used to represent the aﬁncatlon in words like

&y and dry. ‘

On a somewhat dzﬁerent tack Gibson (1970) reports on a number of
experiments in whlch it was found that seﬁn-year-old chlldren used the
features of diagonality, roundness, and squareness- not only to dxstmguxsh

/ .

letters, but to organlze them hierarchically.

Asis the‘ case with_speech, young ch_ildren have ~great.diificulty; ih_thderstand-» /~
ing the notlon "word" in written language. Av general indication of.‘.this'
dxfflculty is chnldren's mattentlon to the spaces in conventional wrltmg
(Hochberg 1970, Metzer and Herse 1969, Goodman 1969) Metzer ang Herse
(1969) found that lst grade children not only confused letter M Eord, they

| used the length of words and the helght of letters 1o dlstmguxsh "word"
bomdar:,.s. ‘Reid's. (1966) study showed also that lst grade children cannot

'ieasuy dxstmgulsh numbers from either. letters or words. ’. ', L S

-
e

Chlldren's recogmtlon of. wrltmg and its functxons is. another area that has‘
‘.' drawn the attention of some mvestlgators. Glbson (1970), for example, reports '_;,_ :
“on. research wnth 3-4 year olds in two nursery schools - one a cooperatxve:-f i M
.nursery servmg lower SES f.amllles, the other the Cornell nursery whose pupdsiﬂ 2
'were chlldren of. mlverslty students and professnonals. Most of the three-_ |
[ _.year-old chlldren were able to dlstmgulsh wrmng from‘ plctures. Also, the’ L

ffour-year-olds m the Cornell nurSery were able to dlstmguxsh scrlbblmg from :f '

N letters but those in the cooperatlve nursery were not. Klndergarten chxldrenl.; 2o




were also tested, and in the high SES groups, most could distinguish scribbling
from cursive wrmng and even from artificial and forelgn scnpts. (The

| assumptlon ls that these dxfierences were attrlbutable to SES. However, the

possibility of dlﬁerentlal treatment in the two schools should not be over-

looked.). Downing (1969) also worked in this area but found that many f.lve-

.year-old children confused wntxng wnth plctures. , Sorne l_ndm_.-.,ted that

lndl_vxdual letters or even parts of letters represented objects. This was -true,' : 4'

. even though many' could call the letter names. Downing's subjects also were

aware of the labehng functxon of letters and ‘numbers., However, hke Rexd's _ K _

- {(1966) subjects, they showed only a vague awareness of what readlng is llke,}

' 'what it consists of, and what it might be used for.

B

Recent research in Mexlco, Argentma and Sw1tzerland carrxes these nouons

. forward in an lmportant way; In thls work, Ferreiro (1976, 1978) has. found. '
that young- chxldren undergo a process of. deveIOpment in thezr conceptuallza-:'f.

tion of the nature of written language. She proposes that the acquxsmon of

chlldren's ideas about wrltxng is a cogmtlve process slmllar in nature to the

Plagetlan conceptual development by WhICh the chlld reconstructs the basic

categories of logical thou'ght in o/rder to a_rriVe'_ at an understanding of the_ real

world.

" Ferreiro def.mes speclnc levels of conceptuahzatlon of prlnt each of whlch is
- .charactenzed by partlcular types of correspondences between ‘the oral and
wrltten forms. For example, among the earhest notlons about what may be "

- represented in wrmng ls a vague dlstlnctlon between a text and a drawmg

Only the referentlal content of. the message, rather than ltS hngulstlc form, is




/

represented. The child focuses on the meaning of the utterance as a whole
‘which may be represented by any or_all segments of a te':rt.. o T

" In later development, the child perceives LIL} a text may represent subj'eCts
and objects but no verb. The ‘coricept of a wrltten verb emerges only later.
Sumlarly, articles are not language elements that are thought to be part of a
written utterance untll very late in the developmental process. Chxldren at

the most advanced stages of development begm to be aware of the phonolo-

glcal divisions possible thhm mdmdual words, and the. correspondence be-‘ o -

: . twéen these word segments and spoken syllables. The alphabetlc princxple, Le. .
that sxngle letters can represent 'speech sounds, theoretlcally wlll not make
sense to the Chlld who has not progressed na.turally through the preceding_
stages of reasoning. T | '

If this developmental theory is accepted, then readmg and readmess mstruc- A

_tion Wthh focuses upon phomc synthesls (e.g., /b/ + /e/ + /d/ = ‘bed, or /l/ +

L /u/ +Inf + 3] = 'luna') can he seen as totally mappropriate for a Chlld who is

" at such an early developmental stage that the awareness of the segmentatlon
“of words in print has ‘barely been mastered. Nonetheless, these techmques are )
| rwldely employed in the pubhc schools, begxnnmg at the kxndergarten level. :

The children who cannot ‘make sense of thls phomcs puzzle are often sxrnply": '.
retalned and glven the same lessons agaln and agaln, untll they appear to have! |

learned how to use the code. A concern is that these chlldren do learn (mstead -

._or in addltlon) that readmg is a sxlly game that has llttle to do thhﬁ -

,' commt.mcatxon. ‘l'hese .may be the "problem readers" of the mtermediate-

‘grades, whose Flecodmg skllls are adequate, but have no cornprehensxon of whata o

. D B . . . . ) :




they read.

Itis hypotheslzed that success in learnlng to read wnll depend on the level of
~ this graphxc development in the child, Further hypothesxzed is the close_ |
relatlonshlp between the rate of thls development and the quahty of the chxld's o
socxalxzatlon expenences. These hypotheses are supported by Ferrexro's work'
as well as that of other mvestlgators. Chomsky (1972), in studymg the_
, development of advanced - grammatlcal structures in chlldren's speech, also _
noted the relatlonshlp of the amount and complexlty of what chxldren read to '
their level of llnguxstlc devlopment as'well as to IQ and SE.S. Using measures |
of knowledge of well known storles, number of books used readlng habxts,:.

llbrary tnps, t1me that adults spent readmg to the Chlld, etc., she found a_"

positive and sxgmilcant correlatxon between these varlables and the develop- .

ment of hnguxstlc competence.

Readmg exposure ‘has also been found to. have a posxtlve correlatlon to
academzc achievement. In a longltudmal study of Mexxcan and Mexxcan
4 'Amencan chlldren, Holtzman et al. (1975) looked at parental background and
the presence and nature of readlng material m the home. 'l'hey found a strong .
relatxonshxp between these variables and reading achlevement. Similar results ~
o were t‘ound by Thorndlke (1973) in a study of several European, Asmn, and |
~ South Amerxcan comtrles. ln a ten-year longxtudxnal Study in Bl'lStOl Wells
(1978) found that the level of attainment in hteracy by seven-year-olds was
~related to the extent to whxch they had been read to by their parents durmg -

the preschool years. What all of these studies show is that children have

expenences with wrxtten language long before they enter school and begln‘ ;




‘formal instruction. " From these e:‘cperiences, they begin to acquire notions .
about prxnt. The quality of the pre-hteracy experiences seems to be reﬂected
in the kinds of conceptuahzations that children acqutre. |

. ‘rhus_',‘ we can see that, in addition to those skills. generally ‘believed - to
' . comprise readingrreadiness, e.g. linguiStic and perceptual development, we
must now take into account the notion of conceptualization. of print or graghic |

sense. . Indeed, graphic sense may.encompass these other abilities.

In ordet' to understand fully the process of literacy acquisition, it is necesSary -
to study the relationship of graphic sense to readmg socxalization and to
~ reading readtness. This will permit both the development of more adequate |
asessment_ and the .design of more eﬁective 1nstruct_xonal, practices. SR
Group diﬁerences in readiness for readmg mstruction, formerly attrzbuted to
cultural "disadvantage", may be fomd to be clearly related to group dif-
-‘ferences in. socxahzation practice, specxfically the extent of the child's
"‘interaction thh written language in the preshool years.- The deVelopmental |
model wxll provxde for 1nnovatton in mstructxonal strategy Wthh responds to -
the' learner's level of graphic sense. Readiness 1nstruction Wthh engages the'.
learner in. meamngful interactton with written language may be found ‘more
sensxble than the traditional focus upon beads and bells, and the untimely_'

' mtroductzon to phomcs.

AN




CHAPTER II. METHODOLOGY

‘l'he Sarné le
Included in the study were all the chlldren from the blllngual kmdergarten and

first grades of Cahstoga Elementary School, located in the Northern end of
_Califorma's Napa. Valley. In addltion, the sample mcluded 43 pre-school age
children from the school attendance area ‘l'hese chlldren were selected from

_the families of the school sample in order to ‘match as closely as possxble the

-~

characterlstlcs of that sample. The total sample was 114 chlldren, thh the o

‘breakdown by grade level and language dommance represented in Table 1o .

Only five chxldren, two Kmdergartners and three first graders “could .be -

\
classxfled "balanced blhngual." Thls classxflcatlon, based upon a comparxson of

scores on the Bilingual Syntax Measure in Englxsh and Spamsh, xmplles that the B

o

child utlhzes comparable grammatlcal structures in the two languages. A

higher level on either versxon ‘would mdlcate dominance of that language over

the other. Because so few chlldren obtalned equal scores on the two versxons,

it was not. posslble to test for, the eﬂects of bllmguallsm upon the development

of graphic sense. This may be an 1mportant area for future study. o

'

Procedures | ..'-. '.:)~~

' ln order to address the research questlons regardmg the relatxonslup between :

“graphlc sense and soclographxc background factors oh the one hand and -

f between graphlc sense and acadermc performance on the other, data were K

. .




_ TABLE1 * DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMMLE BY GRADE AND DOMINAKCE

Spanish 'uhngtd" E'ngl.‘lsh.. T
Dominant lﬂ‘ln_gunl Mnant-yz‘l’ouls -

- Preschaol A o S T -

Kinderqarten 23 : 1 W

First Grade . 12 R T

. Totals 52 5 e 11s ,_- 
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gathered on socialization to literacy, reading readiness and achievement, and

“oral - language proficiency. "The 'methodsv-"for collectingfthese data are |
descrlbed below. First, the graphlc sense measures are discussed in detaxl,'

including the design of the mstruments, the procedures for thezr admnmstra-

tlon, and rehabzllty data. Then, the Graphic Sense StruCture Location Task is

pmented, \Vlth a. dlscussxon of its development and admu'ustratxon. Fmally, o .

the mstruments used for the oollectlon of other data are descrlbed.

-

Wnth the exceptxon of the oral language profxcxency assessment‘(whlch was. N

admmlstered to all’ sub)ects in both Enghsh and Spamsh), testmg was conduc-.-

ted in the cl'uld's dommant language. Achnevement was tested only m the o

language of readmg instruction. Most of the testmg was conducted durmg the :

‘week of Spring vacanon, Aprxl 13 through. 18, 198 l. Thls schedule was chosen' .

for two reasons. The research asslstants are all school employees and were
. “available. More: unportantly, smce many of the skxlls measured are (or are'

assumed t be) developmenfal, 1t was. deslrable to collect all of the 'various -

data durmg a relatnvely short pernod of tune. Smce the language and_ c

achlevement data are regularly collected by the school in early May, it was"v
possible to arrange.»for the coincidence of test admmlstratlon.

/ .

Development of the Graphic Sense Card | SoninLTask (GS-1). ~ In the '~

development of graphnc sense, chlldren acqmre conceptuallzatnons about what, o

- can and cannot be read. In dlfferent stages of thls developmqﬁ,ghlldren use

dlﬁerent cntena £or acceptmg or re]ectxng partncular graphic representatlons L oee

as readable. Cl'uldren's use of ’these crlter;a reveals the underlymg 1deas they R

have about the nature of wrltten language. o

v

e




ln order to discover these cnterla, a card sortlng task was devxsed.- Based

upon hypotheses about the features of graphxc reprecentatlon to whnch chnldren _‘ -

w;ll respond, two sets of cards were deslgned, one in- Englxsh and one: in

Spamsh. In turn, each set consisted of two identical decks of thlrty-four cardsl

each ‘l'he cards vary along the followmg dimensions: plctorlal representat»xon, 4_

scnpt, segmentatlon, hnearlty, letter orlentatlon, letter order, numencxty,vf .

foreign language, repetmon of eleme\ts, length of strmg, and llngulstnc S |

reality. s g

-

Varlatlon along several of these dlmensxons was suggested by the work done in "

Argentxna and Mexico by Ferrenro (1976, 1978) ‘Ina procedure similar to the :

Graphlc Sense Card Sortmg ’l'ask, Ferrelro's subjects were presented a deck of

twenty cards, varymg in length of stnng, repetltlon of letters, scrlpt (mcludmg'l’_

_ cursxve and pseudo-letters), and between capltals and lower case letters. She' -

~ also used cards with 1solated and "compound" numbers.g Through other -

procedures, she found that chlldren attended to the order of letters and the .

dlstmctlon between letters and punctuatlon marks. o S

Other mvestlgators have dlscussed children's ablllty to dlscnmmate between ) -

wrltmg and plctures (Glbson l970, ownlng 1969) Also noted ln Glbson's .

ﬁndmgs was the dlstmctlon between scrlbblmg and manuscnpt letters, cursnve.~ '

-

wntmg, and artxfxcnal and forelgn scrlpts.__ : s } L o .

-

GS-l mcludes items deslgned to assess chlldren's notlons about the unport-ﬂ

. ance of each of. the above vanables. In addmon, classroom expernence m the

pru'nary grades has' raxsed questlons regardmg the extent to Wthh chlldren |




~ become meamngful, several items were desxgned

_elther semanncally nonsenslcal (1.e. can be decoded, but have n
- child's language). -

P Reproductlons of the stlmuh used in the Spamsh and Enghsh versnons of GS-

'attend to such charactenstxcs of. wrltten language as segmentatnon between
. A

words, hnear onentanon of. a stnng, ‘and letter onentatlon (mverslons, g
" reversals, and rotatxons) ‘l.'ypncally, -young chlldren 1gnore these, features in

their writing. - In order to- dlscover if (and at what ponnt) these cgnventlons

Two other types of. varxatlon are mcluded in an attempt to dlstlngulsh akong
B hlgher levels of graphnc sense. ' Developmentally advanced ﬁrst graders, '_'

especxally those wnth blhngual classroom experlence, may be amere» that .

languages other than thenr own €an nonetheless be read. ‘l‘o test thxs

awareness, five 1tems were 1ncluded, each of. Wthh consxsted of. a word m a

in & non-Roman scrnpt. In addmon, several 1tems were 1ncluded whnch were

i %)‘;
phonologncally inadmissible (havnng phomc sequences \Vhld’l do not, occur in the

. P
.-

-

are presented on the next two pages in Flgures t and. 2, respectlvely. On each
verslon, Card 1 represents the base word from which many of the other xtems

vary. For example, Cards 6, 16 and’ 23 vary from the base word accordrng to

'lmear orrentatlon of the string. On Card 6, the four letters of the base word
. are wntten in"a cxrcular conflgurauon- on Card 16, the word 1s wntten :

- rvertncally from top to bottom, and on Card 23, it'is wmten in an arc. Thls

o LI

AN
N\
C

- .imng) or -

u"“:forelgn language. Three of. these (Chnnese, Russlan, and Arabnc) were wrltten .

-
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type of variation from the base word was. used to lsolate each of the relevaht '

.crxterla m the chdd's reasomng toward acceptance or rejectlon of a glven ‘ :
stunulus and to avold confomdmg the. dtmenszons accordmg to Wthh the
Dchoxces were made. Cards. 4 11, and 27° vary from the base along the '
dunenslon of script. On these eards the base word is wntten in capltal:'

manuscript, lower-case curswe and capltal cursxve letters, respectlvely. :

‘Other items vary along other dirnensions. Item 7 is the mirror image of the
base word, and three' of the letters in item 28 are rota-ted on their axe$ (letter
 orientation). Cards 34, 26 and 14 consist of words with one,'two and mr..-’e

letters, respectlvely, Card 18 presents a single consonant, taken from the base -

word (length of strmg) Card 24 has four of the same vowel, and Card 31 has- -

four of the same consonant (fepetluon of elements) Cﬁrds 5, 13 and.32'
present the base word 1n a three-word phrase, thh correct spacmg, no .

spacing, and lncorrect spacmg (segmentatlon) “on Card 19 ‘the mltxag' '

consonant ‘of the base word lS replaced by another whlch makes the stxmulus_ T

- word semantlcally nonsenslcal. On Card 21 the letters of the base word are','
rearranged in a phonologlcally 1nadmxssable order. Card 29 presents the
baseword, w1th the letters wrxtten in reverse order. -
K i .
f The parncular base ‘word ior each version was chosen for a number of reasons. e
-Because of Ferrelro's ﬂndmg (1976) that to be acceptable to four-year-olds,
- ‘word must have at least three letters, a four-letter base word was chosen tov'
avold coniusxon in attentxon to other dlmensxons. Addmonally, Words were.
'_-'selected in Wthh smaller words were embedded. ln the Enghsh versxon, the

‘word sand contams the words and, an, and a. Slmllarly, the word luna contams ..-

I .
» -

¢




' 'the ords ma, m, and a ‘l'he 1tems present varxatlons in length of. strmg.

- _Also, it was unportant that the words be of. approxxmately the same order of.

e

same grade. level.

’l'he remaining 1tems were deslgned 0 reﬂect other dlstlnctlons or combma-

'dlf.f.lculty in each of. ‘the languages. In E.nghsh, words of t,he hnguxstlc v“.-

structure CVCC are considered decodable at the ﬁrst grade level In Spamsh,

" on the other hand, dlsyuablc words of the structure CVCV are decodable at the e |

L Y . - P2 -

8

| txons of distinctions. Cards 3 and 17 represent vanatlon ‘of script (scrlbble);_,,_;i'_, T
R ar\d of segmentatlon or length of stnng. Card 2, a drawmg of. 2. flower, was""‘ G
| mcluded af.ter the base word o orlent the chxld to. the task and to test the o
-distinction. between pictures and graphlc symbols. Card 8 a smgle dlgn-, andf;t SR
Card 25, a fourfaiﬁfumber were deslgned to assess the chlld‘s nonons about._ o
= the relatlonshlp between numbers and readmg. ‘l'he pu"POs& for lnCludmg-‘.'*

Cards lO, 12, and 22 was to measure the reactxons to f.lctltxous scnpts, Cards

12 and 22 comblmng the varlable of. length of strmg. Cards 15, 20 and 30 S

7 mtend the measurement of. reactlons 10 actual forelgn SCl‘lPtS-‘ Cards 33 and 9» TR

, represent forelgn languages ’xrltten lﬁf Roman scrlpt. .' L .

Admrmstratlon of. GS-l. The two 1dent1cal decks of cards were presented to S .

each child- mdmdually, using the set | of decks correspondlng to: the chxld's

| dommant language. “The chrld was asked to place all those cards that "are for

readlng" in one stack and all the cards that "are )ust for lookmg at" in a‘ i
separate stack. Care. was taken to insure that the chlldren dld nof thmk that o
they had to be able to read a card to put it in the "f.or readlng" stack. "For o

readlng" was deflned to mean, "somethlng that a grown-up could read, like-

.'i‘. K




. - your teacher or your mother or father." Dlrectlons for Admlnlsterlng Graphlc | |
|+ Sense Card Sortxng Task are. included in Appendix A. After the chlld had'f. A
 sorted all the ‘cards in both decks lnto two stacks, he o she was asked to' |

“re ectlng each of the cards in the stack called ")ust for looklng at" were ’-

r 'proto.c'ol‘ ‘L(:oples Q.f-the ‘protocols can be found in Appendlx ,B._ ,

RS

mdlcatxon of what we beheve wxll characterize stages in the development ot |
graphic. sense are the chlld's notions about how much and Wthh portlons of a o

. . S
. spoken utterance will be represented in a text. Ferrelro's fxndlngs (1978)5.- :

part. Advanced levels of reasonlng, on the other hand, ultunately p@'ml‘t o
< cmldren to 1dent1:fy each spoken word as segmented in the wrltten strlng. .
- B In order to examme these notlons, a second task was devxsed. Two cards were
vdesxgned on each of whlch was prxnted a cartoon dra\vlng of .a kltten and a
'correSpondmg sentence mder the: plcture. _. ln éerrelro's study, the chlld's |

: ,attentlon was focused on a sentence Whl.Ch the exammer wr‘ote down in the "

,..‘, explaln a general dlﬁerence between the two stacks. Then, the reasons for _

A'e_llclted._ The exammer _wrote the chlld's responses verbatxm onto the test -

Development of Graphlc Sense Structure Locatlon Task (GS-Z) Anot'her' L

“ chlld's presence., The chxld was then asked to ldcate the various structures AR

N within the strxng. The two. sentences used were Papa patea la. pelota, and A

Carrnen compro un caramelo. S | & was mclear \vhether all the subjects

dlscussed both sentences or l.f one was presented to some sub)ecm and the
Vi

S "second to others. "




' ."l'he Graphlc Sense Structure Locatxon ‘l'ask dliiers in two lmportant ways from

", the stimull used ln Ferrelro's work. l'-'irst, the chxldren were given pxctorxal

stunuh whlch provrded a context wrthln whrch to dxscuss the wrrtten sentence.

| eproducuons of the drawings and stimulus sentences in Spamsh and Englisti

are presented in Appendix C. . The content was carefully selected m order to |

. mxmmxze, to the extent possxble, the use of culturally unfamlhar materxal for

R either the Spamsh- or English- speaklng chlldren. .

A second dxﬁerence concerns the hnguxstlc cornplexlty of the sumull. Both of

Ferreu'o's sentences were- sunple transmves “of the type SVO. GS-Z also '-' o

xncludes a sentence of the SVO type. In addltlon, a somewhat rnore complex

,'1ntransmve sentence was used It was hypothesxzed that the ctuldren would ‘

- respond drfferentxally to structures of varyxng complexlty whether or not they** .

" were able to decode. Thus, a preposmonal phrase was used together with.a

v'syntactxcally and semantxcally complex mtransxtwe verb Specxal eﬁort was

taken to - select sentences for both strhctures that would be of slmuar o

,au

- complexxty in each language. Thxs was not altogether posslble and rnay be o '

_unpossxble in pn.ncrple. See the dxscusslon on thxs pOmt in Chapter V.

Admlmstration of GS-Z. ‘l'he plcture cards were presented to each chxld

| mdmdually, and the testmg sessions were taped recorded. It was our purpose : o

on this task to. gmn a more geheral understandlng of the chlldren's conceptua.l-

. ization than thh the card sortxng task. For thls reason, the “testxng was+ '

conducted accordmg to a more open-ended format. ‘l'he questlons were asked

in a oonversatlonal tone, they were- repeated or reworded ‘when necessary, and |

, .-probes were made where 1t was appropnate.

e

e

“u ‘.




. Aﬂ of the testxng was done by the two prxnmpal xnvestxgators, one of whom 1s |
7 ,*a natxve speaker ot Spamsh and the other a natxve speaker of Enghsh. When
lttty were presented thh Picture A, the chtldren's attentxon was fxrst focused...
. on the drawxng. They were told "Look what happened in the picture. The - -
.'kttten broke the cup, ' and in Spamsh "Mira lo que’ paso en el retrato. El gatxto o
quebr6 la taza" Then the child was asked to tell what happened in the picture '
' and the response was written down on the protocol. Thxs was done so that the
) chud would focus on the stxmulus_ sentence. (See examples of the test. :
| protocols in Appendix D. ) Next, the focus was shx:IEted to the wrxtten sentence..‘ B B
| The duldren were told, "Now look at thxs. This te!ls about the picture. What

do you thxnk it says.“ All of the duld's responses are recorded verbatim. |

~
~ . . . R . . - . - - X A L

| i the chxld said sometlung like "I can't read" "I don't khow," the exan'uner' - B
'encouraged her/hxm to guess at. what it saxd gwen the. prevnous response to the k -
picture 1tself and the assurance that the .text "tells" about the pnctme. tor fb | |
 example, the child would be told, "You don't have to read- it. You'said before
that the picture shows that 'the km:en broke the: cup,’ and we know that thxs

" (the text) teus about the pxcture. So what do you thmk 1t says." , B

| The child's'own production was written 'exactly as it was said. From 'thi-s,}'the
| examxner then proceeded o ask the chxld u‘. the varxous syntactxc components .
j of the sentence were present in the form- wrxtten under the pxcture. '\If. the -
_ chxld answered affrrmatxvely, he or 'she was asked to locate it "Where does it ¢
: ui’ti?atﬁ' The exammer connnued in thrs manner for all. the major and mmor'

grammatncal structures in the chtld's own utterance. Fmally, xf the chrld's own

utterance wa.s dxiferent from the actual sentence as wrxtten, the exanuner' Y




od

- asked about the location of the grammatlcal elements of the latter. ‘l'hls was

~ done in order to have a mliorm basls of comparlson across all the chlldren. .

The order in. Whld’l these were presented was (l) oblect noun phrase, (2) the .
predicate, (3) subject noun phrase; (4) the verb, and (5) the article. (In Spanish,

“since the artxcles were different, both,artlcles were presented.

' Picture B was presented in the same manner. ‘l'he order of pres'entation,

'. ,however, was necessanly dlfferent. (l) the V (f.ell asleep and se durrmo), (2) .

the verb complement( p) for, Engllsh and the verb (durmlo) for Spamsh, (3)

the verb (fell) and the reﬂexwe pronoun (se), ) the sub)ect noun phrase, (5) o

.the sub;ect noun, (6) the subject noun phrase artu:le, (7) the verb phrase, (8)

.the preposrtlmal phrase (9) the ob,ect phrase, (10, the ob,ect noun, (11) the

_ object noun artlcle, and (12) the preposxtxon. o

In addltlon to recordlng the chlld's locatlon oi each segment, specxal notatlon ,

. was made of other relevant responses such as polntlng in a left to rlght or_ S

nght to lef.t dxrectxon, polntlng at the plcture, or verbal responses.

cw .
PR ]

R'elia’bility of the Instruments . < |

'.It was ngt ‘the prunary purpose of tlus study to develop vahd and rehable, . |

, lnstruments to be used m _the’ 1dentxflatlon of. graphlc sense levels f.or ,.

: ndmdual chlldren. Rather, the intention has been to understand the partic-'- N

: ular stages in the development. For thls reason, procedures 10 demonstrate- ' )

- the rellablhty of. the mstrumenfs over tune were not undertaken. However,l';

- the f.ollovung rellablhty procedures were performed. o




Graphlc Sense Card Sorting Task. l'-‘or GS- 1, a cornparxson of the response .

patterns between the two decks Wlthm each set prov:des a measure of o

-~"response conslstency." ‘l'hxs is,ina sense, an lrnmediate test-retest rehabnlxty' -

measure. Table 2 demonstrates for each sxx-month age group the mean -

number of 1dent1ca\l reactxons to matched cards in the two decks- ’l'he

percentage of the ‘total number of xtems represented by each ‘mean is also

| lndxcated. These means are further dlvxded by language domxnance, and then

_ combxned across each of the language groups. B ecause of "l:he extremely small .

, number of cases in_some of the cells, the mformatxon provxded about any{-.',,""

single age group cannot be mterpreted meamngfully. Standard devxati‘ons are S -

}mcluded to mdlcate the degree of variance within each group. Nevertheless, |

the general pattern is xnterestmg, and the combxned means reveal a moderate', A N

',_degree of conslstency in the chlldren's reactxons to the 1tems. o

In an attempt to test for lnter-scorer reltablllty, audlo-reccrdlngs were made |

of the admlmstratxon of. the GS—l toa subsample of 27 chlldren. The purpose

was to compare the orxgmal protocol wnth a second whlch would be fxlled out

. .bya dﬁf.erent examiner, However, it was. dlscovered that, due to the non.
'verhal nature of. the sortmg response, it was not possxble to tell (from the tape __

- alone for whxch card a partxcular reason was bemg glven. : eans by Whld‘l this |

| problem could be resolved are speakxng the 1tem numbers onto the audio-tape, -

i vldeo-taplng the sessxons, or slmultaneous scormg of. the responses by two' )

o

exammers., T

i




5 .

IAMMLE 2 CONSISTENCY OF REACTION. TO MATCHED CARDS IN
THE THO.DECKS OF THE GRAPHIC SENSE CARD SORTING TASK

Age Grouwp -

: 4;0 - 4.;5:

a6 - 411

530 ~ 555

56 - 5511

630~ 635

636 - 611 -

7:0 - 735

76 - Tl

 asb- 85

8.6 811
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| Graphic Sense Structure Locatnon Task. GS-Z was composed of. two sub-tasks T

- Pncture A and Plcture B- thh diﬁeﬂng sentence complexity. In the same

g way as wnth the card sortmg task, the response patterns between the two -

~ pictures provxdes a measure of response consnstency. The responses were—- B

analyzed separately f.or each sub-task and a graphnc sense level asslgned to
' each student. Slnce the ordenng ot the response features on each. of the
,,stb-tasks was o slmxlar, it was posszble to combme the scores mto a sxngle;" a

GS-Z level.

Tables 3-4 prov1de the oorrelatlon coeﬁlctents for the cornparxson of the

levels for chture A and Pncture B, and for eaeh of these with the combmed 7:

GS-Z levels. Of most relevance for thls dlscuso;on are the correlatnons L

between chtures A and B. For the Spamsh versxon the correlatlon is quite: |

‘hngh, as the table shows, and is extremely hlgh for the English verslon. Both'_"- '

, correlatxons are at high levels. of sngmﬁcance. : ’l'hey mdncate strongly that-‘ '

there was a sn.bstantxal amomt ot consxstency in the duldren's responses to.

~ the items on the two su_b-_tasks.

: ngorous tralmng sessions attempted to provlde for 1nter-exammer relxabthty- »

For the Enghsh domnnant sample, a single exarmner admmxstered each of the_ L

_‘tasks to all sub;ects. ) For the Spamsh dommant group, two \examlners'

adrmnxstered the tasks. Immedlately precedxng and throughout the testmgh_. :

. penod, the three exammers worked- very closely together to 1nsure standard-‘ |

' xzatxon of procedures.




TASLE 3
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CBRRELATIONS IETUEEN GRAPNIC SENSE LEVELS FROH PICTURES
NANT CHI

‘ P!CTURE;A

;xc‘rmu o

_m_nu momes 0"&_,— U_-'GSU;]_

L TABLE &

_'mummus umm GapHIC ssnsz LEVELS oM ncm:s R
S FOR ENGLISH DOWINANT CHILDREN

A AND'! ARD-OVERAL GSII LEV

i PICTURE‘A

* PICTURE B

-'P!CTURE A

vtc‘runss R

OVERA LL ES!I . t»;"'

o - .

. ke

2.63
1.8

"z,n_ ;
1.56




o - slgmﬂcance that the cluld attnbutes to readlng. -

. Collection of Otl\er Data

- T

-~Socxahzatlon to theracy Data. ‘l'hese data mclude the amomt and nature of". B |

readlng and wrmng by farmly members. , Thns is hypotheslzed to. play a central_:
- role in the development of the d'uld's graphic sense. ‘l'he quahty of the

relding and wntlng actxvnty engaged 1n by farmly members themselves deflnes

. the ~fmctlons that h.teracy has in: the famnly and wxll play a strong role in the -

| A "somographlc" questlonnau'e was developed and plloted. deeo-tap@ of pllot_ -

mtervnews were used for lnmal trammg of the mtervnewers. After ”"efal,'. SR

' trammg sesslons utmzxng role-playmg, feedback and dnscusslon, each of the‘ | :

- staff conducted three mtervrews w:th parents of chlldren who were ‘not .

'partlclpants in the study, but who fell wrthm the same age range. Copxes of :

the mterv1ew schedules are to be found in Appendlx E.‘ ‘l'he mstrument.. e o

- mcludes questnons about famlly structure, resxdence hnstory, educatlona.l‘ L

o hlstory of famlly members and employment of famlly members.‘ Other areas' |

covered are the d'uld's language development, attxtudes of the parents toward N

'vthe relanve value oi prohc.lency m Spamsh and Enghsh and the parents" -

' educatlonal and career aspxratlons for the Chlld. Language use patterns m and
outside the home compnse another “set of questlons. Fmally, a sectxon on -

.- fllteracy mquxres mto the kmds of readmg maternals avallable, _who uses them |

with what frequency and when. It also asks about the chlldren's exposure and' -

: reactxons to pnnted medna of varnous sorts. R R

For the prposes of the present study, the following twelve variables have




been selected for conslderatlon- mother's yeers of schoohng, father's years of o

schooling, mother's level of hteracy, tather's level of lxteracy, readmg and/or -

wrmng acthty engaged in by mother, reading and/or Wrmng actwity engaged_ '.
in by father, reading and/or wrmng activxty engaged m by the focus Chlld,

- socxal readmg and/or wrmng actmty m the home, dyadic readlng\ and/or

wrmng actmty wuth the focus Ghlld, the quantlty of chil dren's b00ks Present | SR

- in the home, the quantxty of magazmes present in the home, and the quantlty |

ot wrltlng mater;als present in the home. Audxo-recordlngs were made of the o

1nterv1ews, and ‘the mformatlon was subsequently transferred onto data. . . Lo

summary forms (Appendxx F)

Readmg Readmess and’ Achlevement Data. On the preschool sample, these"

data were collected by means of the Cooperatwe Preschool Inventog (1970,

L 1974). Although 1t would be maccurate to_call the CPI a test of readmgi ’4 -

readmess, it purports to be a measure oi general readiness for school entry.

" .For the kxndergarten sample, these data were collected by means of the‘ :

Slmgerland Pre-Readmg Screenmg Procedures (1969) This mstrument has_' L

been adapted by the Callstoga School District for administration in Englxsh and; R

Spamsh It has not been. standardlzed natxonally, but the dlstrxct has developed '

i local norms m both languages. When admxmstered in September to entermg o

first graders, it has been found by the district to be lughly predlctwe of’ -

readlng readmess and mxﬁal readmg successo For chlldren in Grade 1, scores o |

trom the readmg sub-tests of the Comprehenswe Test of Baslc Skllls (1974, -

1978) were used to measure achlevement. Both of. these kinds of data are

regularly gathered by the School DlStl‘lCt and were avallable to the pro;ect.

oy




_resularly conducted by school personnel on the students in. whose homes “a
| language other than &gllsh is spoken. | Proixcxency in English and Spamsh is.
{975). The school
:staﬁ member trained in the admmxstratxon of the BSM was as well employed A '»

- easured by use of the an, ual ) ntax Measure (BSM)

as a research assistant for thxs study 'l'his test was admxn;stered to all.' 'f:
" sd:;ects in both languages. The BSM clauns to measure developmental stages o

in the acqulsmon of grammatxcal structures m both Ehghsh and Spanish., In b

spite of criticism often drrected at thxs mstrument regarding the rmmmal

| “,number of Items, diﬁrculty og scormg, and method of admm:stratxon, it was
| chosen for use ‘because 1t does\ tend to dxscru'nmate among several leVels ofl ‘

proﬁcxency related to ages Moreover, au other avadable instruments for the R

aSessment of language proﬁcxency have equally seuous hmxtations. . .': LT

Data. Oral language proﬁcxency assessment is |




' Group Differences

.‘\

'. coeﬁxc:x.ents and corresponding sets of beta wexghts. B o

'- .anprEn WL RESULTS -

Iy

In th:,s chapter, each of the three research questxons (\L[ be 'add’ressed by a

- sectxon in whlch statxstu:al data are presented and explamed. Frrst, proced-_
ures undertaken to obtam proflles of responses typrcal of each stage in. the p ) )
development of graphxc sense are descrxbed. Analysxs of the chd.dren's e .i
responsee to the GS-I and GS-Z tasks provrdes evrdence m support of the"_ o

hypothesxs that the acqumtxon of hteracy 1s a developmental process, Data R

wxll also be presented whlch demonstrate that Spamsh dommant and Enghsh_ -

dommant chrldren m Cahstoga pass through sxmrlar stages of reasonmg

.',‘,.v

The second secuon presents evndence concernmg the relatlonshxp between_-t':_t',f
selected socxographrc background factors and the levels of sraphrc sens o
Dxfferences in thxs relatxonshrp between the Spamsh dommant and En 8hsh_"" e

dommant st.bsamples are demonstrated by means ot multrple correlanon

The fmal sectlon looks at the relatlonshlps between graphrc sense level and
performance on tradmonal measures ot readmess and achxevement. Data ls':r g

. bR .
~also. presented Wthh relates graphxc sense to oral language prohcxency. o

6o

Prror to reportmg the evxdence whrch ﬁresses the research questlons,‘ ‘_

co themselves, it wxll be necessary to examxne the dl.fferences between the';_j,""‘ |

e
e




oo

r .language dommance groups on the twelve soclographlc varlables. _ 'This'._‘ -

| dlscusston wnll provnde a ratlonale for the separate analysts and comparlson of’v

 data from the these two groups. Gwen the: very dltierent socxocultural__'_‘ |

. .backsrouud and experience of the du‘.ier
' dliferences xn central tendency and varlabxhty among
For thls reason and for the reason that school

ent language groups Wlthlﬂ the sample,f.', S

a number of important - |

f.actors were expected. ,

ac'hxevement or readiness. had necessanly o be measured by dxfferent instru- s

.ments at the three grade levels, combuung data from the dxfterent groups forj o

many statisncal ahalyses would be mapproprlate. The extent of these' |

| "di.fferences is summanzed in Table 5.

.
-,

. 'The varxables mder consxderatlon here are the same twelve socxographlc e

factors Wh.ld‘\ were selected for xncluslon in the multlple regresston study.r"’

the assumptxon of equal varxant:es was tested by*

Because of mequal n's,
1ables o

-sub)ectmg the means and standard devxatlons of each group on these var

. to an F test. In the three cases where the F value proved sxgnlhcant, i.e.

Quantlty of Chtldren's Books, and Quantlty of Wrxtxng}f ‘ _

| Father Reads ertes,
s was based upon separatei S 3

- Materials, calculatlon of -the correspondxng t value

'varxance estxmates. In all other cases, in whxd’n the probabxllty of F xs less.--'

than 01, C.Blcul.ation of the correspondlng + values was based uP°“ F’""l""i o

-

variance estimates. e | -

‘l'he expectatlons regarding the dxiferences between the language’groups ',are'
ed by the hlgh levels of slgmflcance represented in ‘l‘able 5.

o % :‘strongly support ’
ues of 0 were obtamed for the standard devlatlon n

s 1nterest1ng to note that val

" and F on the vanables Mother Reads or ertes, Socxal Readmg or erting, and o

. : . X R .
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B ‘f Dv&dic Retdins or Writms in the Engnsh dominant sample. 100% of the

c respondem within this. 1‘"8“‘8*! 8!'0'-9 answered these quesuons aﬁirmatively. L

Grag: ir:.Sense’mmes- R | :.‘?‘

Qualltative as wen as quantitative techmques of analysis were used thh the"

graphlc sense data. On. each of the major tasks - the Graphu: Sense Card_ L

- _Sorting ‘l'asks (GS-I) and the Graphxc Sense Structure Locatxon ‘l'ask (GS-2) -

',the reSponses ‘were’ quahtatxve m nature. 'l'he extraction of pattems, then, ,

i reqmred the classmcatxon ot responses and the determmauon ot character-.,i )

‘ xsuc proﬁles of response types for each age and lingmstxc group. Thxs;

‘provxded the means to assign. Ievels of graphxc sense’ to each child tor each' '5 ..

‘task. These levels then enter mto a vanety of quantxtatwe analyses. R

4

| _vGraphxc Sense Card Sortmg Task. GS-l yxelds two quahtatxvely drfferent' ',

kinds- of data- )udgrnents regardmg whether or not partxcular stxmuh can be o

.. read and, for those stunulx re;ected, cnterxa upon, whxch the decxsxon to re)ect' |

'-_wa.s based. Analysxs of the results must take mto account both types oi data., -

Dnﬁerences in patterns of re;ectxon as wen as xn patterns of reasons for_ o

j re)ecuon can be 1dentmed across age groups. : f
The ﬁrst step in the analysxs of the graphxc sense data was to hst and classxfy .
“all of. the reasons gx\ven for the re;ectxon of any Of the th!rfv-fom' car ds in "he- |

| task. Upon c!ose exammatxon of the protocols, xt was fomd that all of the‘ ‘

' reasons ngen in both languages for re;ectmg any of the thtrty-four cards could o

be __ht'-mto twenty-nve. oxfierent "crxterxa" upon whxch the re;ectxons were . : o

4




based ‘l'hese crlterra were mferred from the chxldren's verbatim responses. B

For example, the response “Es una ﬂor nornas," 1o the pxcture on' “Card 2

» Ai,u‘ﬂpﬁeﬁ the use of the same criterxa as the response "‘l'hat’s a worm," to the

. 'Arabxc word on Card 30. From each reason, lt can be understood that the

__child was attending to the prctorxal nature of the stunulus, as he or she

e ‘.‘

i,percexvedlt. S

Cow e

. -

‘_'.In several sess;ons, the prmcxpal investrgators and one other member of the: .

» -~

cesearch team ‘developed the list of mteria Presented in_Table 6. Cnterla o

were assxgned to ten major categones on the hasls of qualltatwe relatxonshxps .

.among them Each was ngen a code number, mdicatmg the. ategory as well
- as the specmc crxtenon. fl'hus, both of the cnterla m Category 1 fall to

provrde any explanation of the chlld's reasomng. ‘I'ype l.l responses rexterate .' |
o tthe re;ectxon, but fall to express the reasomng behmd the deczsxon. Slmllarly,
‘ o little lnformauon is pro\uded when the cluld rejects a card but clalms not to-
-.'know why (‘l'ype 1.2). Flgure 3 hsts the categones and gwes examples of -
' .;-responses withln each. The crltena m Category 2 all mvolve non-symbolxc :j L
~representatlons such as. prctures, desxgns, or vrsual "games" In Category 3, :
‘A'chtldren's reasomngs focused .on; the absence oi what they consrdered to be a -
' -_»meamngful symbol. Indwtdual elements ina strmg were sahent in the crxtena'
. used in Category 4, Number of elements in the sumuh was the decxdmg factor";"

for the crltena of Category 5, and in. Category 6 lt was the dlstlnctxon.;

‘ .formatxon of letters, words, or scr;pts, and Categorles 8 and 9 mvolved xll-_

| 'formatxon of other sorts, 1.e. of lmear onentatxon or of dlrectlonallty. Fxnally, . |

, ',Category 10 refers to lll-formedness thh respect to segmentatlon. o

between numerlc and letter-type symbols. ” Category 7 mvolved the ill-‘. "
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ot omew  c Beepewess
T _— 1y Ne m]‘n_‘ﬂun. SO Sacause 1t's Just for 1ook'lng aty (Card 15)
: : ‘Pmmsopuedc'luroiclrdn).,

. o z '"non-sy-bol*lc nprucno - 18's ‘tic-tacstod, (cm 15)
¢ representation.. _ Son nub«. (Card 3) _
o, ucx of graphic sy-bol." It 1sn't a word. i d 2) S S
L »_llot'lm 'utns. Card 10) - - .. - T

-

e N 8, lndi‘iidull ‘clements, - - There's a shatl and a ‘cross. md a ups*ldl-dom
S : o . 1 and a star. (Card 10)
S . . R Tiene uma estrella. (Car& 10)

8, m or npct‘ltinn " There's just four d's. (cm ay’

_ of elements. . Tim nouds una.- »(C;rd 34).
B u_ric. f'_- SR, | ‘supposed: to. be ny addms. (.Card 25)
. A '-"Esunculm.(\:ard B}
B N l'll-fornt‘lon of . . The J and the i are hooked ta mm. (Card 20)
N\ Asywols. . - - .;»Tim cuatrn Hnas. (Card 12) R
TR 3...'Linur oricntatinn. , Secause 1t goes up ind down thc way you N
ST SR : _ - writs Chinese. (Card 16 .
s I o © . Porque csti ast, (gnstur'lng)(,t:ard 23) -
« .+ +9. Latterorfentation. ' Secause they're all-wixed-up. (Card 28) o o
: . e e " T -Lluuual mis. (Card 26) - o
10, Swutioh'.‘, B Secause they're all togethcr. (,Card 13) .
. e o 'Nohay cspac'lo. (Card 13) » R
) FIGURE 3. CATEGORIES OF CRITERIA FORx CMD REJEBTION AND EXMPLE RESPONSES U
V.’ '\’)‘ *
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s -j-'l'he second step toward descrxbmg proﬁles of responses tor each stage of'v -

- graphlc sense was to tally the types of reasons glven by chlldren for re)ectlng . "
;each of the 34 cards. ‘l'hese totals were analyzed accordmg to grade level and
language dormnance group. _. An attempt was rnade to combme the varlables_r’j. '
‘grade and years in school ll'l order to dlstingulsh bet\veen chlldren in a grade-~'

. who had been retained f.rom those who had not. Ultimately, however, the nner ) v' '

schemes were abandoned because the '
-any workable data. '-

- ‘}Durlng this analysls, dn‘.ferences became apparent between the language"
'_groups in terms of the predommant response to a specxﬂc ltem thhln a slngle' e
" age group. The most strlkxng example is that the Spamsh domxnant pre- ;
| schoolers, as\i group; accepted all thlrty-f.our xtems as readable. Sxxteen of..- -
. the cards were accepted by all seventeen SubjeCtS xn that group. Five cardsdél o
| .were accepted by sxxteen of the seventeen, and seven more by flfteena,_ -
chlldren. The remauung six 1tems were acr:epted by the majorlty of the groupj . -
B (never fewer ‘than twelve chxldren, or 7096) 'l'he E‘lglxsh domlnant pre— ’v
| schoolers, on the other hand, re)ected ten of the cards by greater than a 5096 ;

i mal"gln. ‘

. This is. not to say that the . conceptual development appears dusxmllar for_ .
.'chlldren in. the two language groups. Actually, the. data’ suggest just ‘the
'opposxte. Klndergartners from the Spamsh dommant group make use of the |
same crxterxa as do prelchoolers f.rom the Englxsh domlnant sample. In fact,u-‘
."J"the patterns ‘of response are nearly ldentxcal between these two groups.'. :

(
. o

B . 51mllal‘lY, the Spamsh dormnant fll'st graders' responses form a pattem more.,ﬂ




LS

- like that of the Enghsh dommant kxndergartners than like that of thexr Enghsh
: _dommant classmates. For example, Engllsh ddmxnant preschoolers and Spamsh, |
. . dominant kmdergartners accept Card 22 (the strmg of pseudo-letters) whl.le“"

" the English dominant kxndergartners and Spamsh dommant first sraders relect‘ .

_that item on’the basis of dl—formatlon oi the symbols (crlterxon 7.1)

'_' Four dxstmct patterns of rejectxon emerged from thxs analyszs. For some ‘»
cards, chxldren across all three grades and both language groups accepted the '
grapl'uc representatxon as readable. On these 1tems, there were no slgmflcant

"dlﬂerences in response attnbutable to developmental level. Included 1n this

- grot.p were such. xtems as the base word in all capltal letters, both ltems in

' »curswe SCl‘lpt, and the correctly segmented strlng of three words.

‘A second pattern could be 1dentl£1ed m the responses to certaxn cards for

L whxch rejectxon was always based upon the same cntenon. Items of thrs type' s

: could be further dxvzded mto two subgroups. For some xtems, rejectlon: ?" - '

- followed a pattern of acceptance by both the youngest and the oldest and were- -

'rejected in the middle (e.g., the two letter word and the vertlcal base word).

Other items were overwhelmxngly accepted b)' preschoolers, but then the rate -

- of re;ectxon mcreased in the h;gher grade groups (e.g., the mirror lmage of the '_ _:‘;

base word and the four consonants) . s -

| A thlrd pattern was seen on some xtems whlch were re)ected by all buta very |
few chxldren (who accepted hterally everythmg as readable) and for which the o
re)ectlons were based upon the same one or two crrter;a across grades (e.g., -

: the Chmese character, the ﬂower and the scrnbbles)




_Finally, the fourth type of pattern seemed to discnmmate between one type of | )

' response at the lower grade level(s) and a dlﬁerent category of reason at the
o - | hlgher grade level(s) Examples of xtems in this pattern are the pseudo-letter Ce
o 'and the rotated letters. In both the second and foorth pattems, vanatlon was . -".
apparent i the level at whrch the "hlgher level" crxterxa began to appear. (ln
the second pattern, thxs criterxon replaces acceptance. Whereas, in the ﬁnal ; |
.pattern, it is a "lower level" crlterlon whrch is replaced ) For some cards, thef

| swntch begms to occur thhm the Kmdergarten sample, whxle for other cards
only ﬁrst graders use the more advanced reasomng. i . el

| From these ana.lyses and the dlagrams they provxded, it was posslble ta
.construct a proﬁle of predlctable response patterns for each oi flve levels of
graphlc sense. Level 1 responses accept hterally anythmg wr;tten down as-;jf R

- readable. At Level 2, certam cards are rejected but explanatlons of the:

R reasonmg ‘behind the re)ectxons are not adequately expressed.‘ One or twoniv .

: mstances of a Category 2 reason (e.g., "lt's )ust a pxcture.") may. appear at "
‘Level 2, but no more. Level 3 profxles may have several Category 2 and 3.."

- responses ("lt's just a flower, not a word."), and one or two responses from ”
et ‘Categorles 5 ("There's only two letters, that's not enough.") and/or 6 ("‘l'hat's a"':'
o -l&, rt's a number ") ‘At Level 4, a much more vaned response pattern begxns to_

" "‘ become evrdent, mcludmg all the above-mentloned dategorzes as well as
\Categones 7 9. (Refer to Figure 3, above, for example responses.) Fmally,‘

“the responses that dxstmgulsh the Level 5 profxle are thOSe \Vthh begm t0

™ accept those 1tems rejected at all the earher levels, e.g. ‘the Chlnese fxgure. ";, ) :

* .
These hlghest level responses also mentlon such crlterla as "mxrror lmage" ;




" which re\?e_al'a»_very.advanced level of awareness about the'characteris'tics-Of"- |

the stimuli.

.

Locatxon Task._l Interpretatxon of GS-Z data requxred ‘

a combxnatxon of hngui’stxc analytxcal and quantxtatxve techmques. ‘l'he' -

' questxons o thls nsk asked about the locatxon of partncular syntacttc R

N segments of the stxmulus sentences, and the responses were chxldren's gesturalf ’

‘ahdlor verbal mdxcatxons of where in the wntten sentences they thought the

segments were represented. The ﬁrst analytxcal task, then, was to understand -

the psycholingutstic features of the chddren's responses, the developmental'l |

) ordenng of these features, and the assxgnment of levels 10 confxguratwns of o

: responses by mdxvxdual chn.ldren. Once thzs was accomphshed, we were able to -

~“"11‘z= statistical tequua to understand the relatxonshxp between the card - R

'sortmg and structure locatxon tasks, and to compare the relattonshxp of each -

E of these to the socxographxc varxables. R

: Each of the responses for every chnd xn the sample was ﬁrst compare'd'lto‘ thef,; ' e

_"correct" response, 1.e. the response that would be expected of a hteratev .

vadult.a ‘l'he manner ‘in wtuch each response dxffered from the expected_

_response ! was recorded, 2 d a master hst of response features was compded ; :
whxch was composed of any and au features used at least one time by any chxld . :

m the sample. Thxs hst of features xs presented in Table 7. -

h -’U.ung this oomprehenswe hst, the responses of an the chudren were tabulated B

" by features, and the percentage of chxldren usmg each feature was calculated.' |

? The results of this procedure demonstrated that many of the features were

TN
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exther idiosyncratxc or were used by very few chndren. Thus, in order. both o o

L reduoe the data to rnanageable proportxons and to utllize only: those features-._"_"_"v.

| that could be consxdered reasonably meaningful, features \Vhld‘l showed no":,i“"

| dmcermble pattem aCl’OS age sroups were ellmmated from further consldera- N

’ txon. None of the featu'es thus ehmmated were used by more than 1596 of the .
_ chlldren. ' : | S

e
B

- 2 DY e

Tl'us reduced hst of dnstmctwe features was then tabulated by grade, language - _‘

group, and pxcture task m order to see the patterns of growth tor each feature.: c o

'All the features showed slbstantlal growth between preschool and ﬁrst grade, e

- as seen in Figures 4-21. However, a number of features showed elther no' - .

, growth ora decremental development between preschool and flrst grade for

the Spamsh dommant group._ (See, tor example Flgs. 10, 12, 13, 15 and 20 )v.'

 The reasons for this are unclear, but we may Speculate that the graphlc sense' L

o

. ‘development of these chlldren is lnterrupted or even dlsrUpted by'_f‘

: lnapproprlate content and/or techmques of rnstructlon. ‘l'hese are geared more' 3 S

| .a"dosely to teachers' 1deas about. the level ot skxll of Engllsh dommant .

- yomgsters f.rom more mlddle-class backgromds. The E.nghsh domlnant- 3 o

»_kmdergarten growp dxd not show this decremental pattern. i Also, the flrst',,' L

-grade group demonstrated vu'tually complete mastery of aﬂ the features. :

. _s,’

‘ : For these reasons, it seemed reasonable to use only the responses of. the '.

"preschool children from both the Spamsh and Enghsh domlnant groups as the .
o ;basxs for determxmng the order of dlfflculty of the features. ‘l'able 8 glves the 5 3
, percentage of correct responses for each of the dxstlnctlve features by[

"'Ianguage group..{‘l'hose features thh a low percentage are to be consldered '_ : L

F S




' ‘T”LE 3 RELATIVE DIFFICULTY LEVEL OF DISTINCTIVE GRAPHIC SENSE
g . FEATURES FOR PRE-SCHOOL CHILDREN C
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the most ditficult, those with the highest the least difficult,
. - It is to be noted that, in general, the features are ordered sxmnlarly for both o
.groups, though there are a few dxfferences. These differem:es in relatxve : _' o
3 ord}r appear prmcxpally thh ‘the features of Left-to-rxght Orxentatton, |
- V.Lacatfon .of the Ob;ect Nom Phrase, and Subject " Nom Phrase on a Smgle‘
- Segment. All the other features are ordered across language groups thhm one'

N N

or two ranks of dxfference. , '

_ 'It is desxrable with such an array, especxauy ngen the rankmg mto levels on’ B
GS- 1, 1 attempt to find- an xmplxatxonal hrerarchy among the features and to‘_i_ - o
B order them mto leyels, We note fxrst of all that the features of Locatxon of_
: -the Partrcles the, el, la, se on a Content Word share the charactenstxc of'

'bemg the hxghest ranked in both language groups. L

- In on a Content Word would share that charactenstxc except that Preposx-g .
" txonal Phrase and Sd:)ect Noun Phrase ona angle Segment are ranked hrgher
in the Spamsh group. ‘rhus, the fxrst four features stand alone as Level 2 by )

havmg the hxghest relatxve rankmg for both groups. CoEnen

Simmta"neous"l.oeatxm of Both the's will be consxdered a. Level 5 feature not_':n
only because it has the lowest rank in E.nghsh (thrs feature 1s not: applxcable to
,Ithe -Spamsh group), but because thrs response was produced only by those"

| chfldren who responded correctly to all other features. I.e., a correct reSponse o

“'on this feature 1mphes that-all other features are mastered (though not vice . ;

. versa).




It is this crlterlon of mutual exclusxvrty of rank among the features that we ’_A A |
then apply throughout thxs portxon of the analysxs to establxsh the xmplldetlonal '_
: “hlerarchy and thus tﬁe levels of GS-Z. ln this way we flnd that certam

_featu-es, taken as a group, are mutually exr.luswe tn rank from other features. .

*These are the feattres of Length Crxterlon, Relatxve Posxtlon of Phrases,

o

- In. thls way, the features in each level are the same features for both language‘j_ o

ldentxflcatmn of Ma]or Structures and the Location of the Verb and the Object -

, }Nom within.their respective phrases.l Only Locatxon of Subject Noun mthmlf B
its phrase 1s lower in both languages. 111e latter feature, then, we consxder ‘to

e represent Level 4, and the former to represent Level 3. , The remammg. |
features, wlth the exceptxon of: locatxon of ob)ect noun phrase m the »if‘ o

o 'preposltlonal phrase, are mutually exclustve from a.ll the rest and comprlse R

tevelze * ¢ e

d

~ groups (except at Level 5 which is unique to English). Wlthm each level, thes

features are ordered srmrlarly, though not exactly the same for each language.'_? S

But none of the features from any one level overlaps those of another level. .

. o« .
-

g The one exceptlon, as. noted above, pertams to Ob)ect Noun Phrase in the o

. Preposmonal Phrase. ‘l'hrs feature is clearly in Level - 2 for - English but; T

| overlaps 1n rank thh two features of Level 3in Spamsh

 However, because of 1ts low absolute rank overall, and because the overlap FUE

°
~ e

[4

rank is so nunor (1796 versus 13% and 15%), we feel ]Ustlfled xn assxgmng thrs_'

, feature to Level 3 for both languages. Desptte the mconsnstency, thxs seems ~

©ne 4

preferable to assxgmng a slngle feature to drfferent levels. o

’ .‘
-

B .83 |
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'Once the levels are assxgned, m becomes possxble to compare the relanonshp

of GS—-l and GS-Z directly and to make s:mxlar comparzsons with other o

, vanables, both socxographxc and educetxonal. :

Socioggphii: Variables as Predictors of G’rapbicgense 'g ;

N
N

P

~ 'Table 9 demonstrates the. relatxve predxctxve value of a number of home ;

variables” upon’ the developmental level of GS-1 aid ds-z. The factors
selected for. znclusxon the Years of School for both parents (Ms, FS), Level of s
Ltteracy for both parents (ML, FL), Readmg and Wrmng Acnvxty of each

. parent and the focus cruld (MR, FR, CR), Socxal and Dyadxc theracy actxvxty' " ‘

"}V (SR, DR), .and the Types and Quannty ‘of - Readmg and Wrmng Matema.lsf,'

| avaxlable in the" h°m° (CB M, WM) were chosen because theu- influence upon‘- L ":

'readmg achxevement has’ been dxscussed in several studies (Wens 1978,,'._'

B Holtzman etal 1975, Ramirez and Castaneda, 1,974*,
As can be seen, the multxple-R obtamed on both measures is qmte l'ugh. O“.j o
GS-litis sxgm@cant at the .001 level and on GS—Z at the .Ol leveL. Thus as

. expected, home socxahzatxon practxces thh regard to hteracy, as measured by .

E the socxographxc vanables are strong predxctors of graphxc sense level.‘ That o

: -.1s, the quahty and amomt of the chdd's mformal expenences with. wntten, o

. language ls reflected fau-ly du'ectly in hxs or her skzu in, the graphxc sense “

}.'taskspresented. | . " S
. . R . L a . N . .:‘."" a ‘

ki

 The most powerful predictors for both GS-1 and GS-2 are whether'or not the
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chi.ld engages in "readmg" actxvmes (CR) and the presence in the home of

: magazxnee and newspapers (M) Gther faxrly strong predn:tors for bothbf' |

measu'es are father's reported !evel of literacy (FI.) father's educatxonal level :

" (FS), and the practxce of dyadn: reading activmes mvolvmg the child (DR) S - |

‘l'he ﬁrst two of these reﬂect SES rather then socxahzatzon practxc.es._ . o

However, xt is reasonable to expect that the father's schoohng and hteracy_ y

‘would aﬁect ina faxrly dxrect manner the socxographxc vanables themse!ves. "

-

Mother's Schoohng (MS), Mother's Level of theracy (ML), and Social Readxng’-’, B
Actwmes in the home (SR) are f.axr predxctors of GS-Z though not of GS- 1. ln L

- contrast,’ whether or not the mother and father engage in readmg (MR, FR)’ o

predxct GS-l to some extent but not GS-Z. o B

U . . -
A e

These dxﬁerences must certamly mhere in' the nature of. tasks and m the IR
R relatxonshxp of the partxcular socrographxc varxables to those tasks. We may - -
speculate that socxal readxng is done more xn homes where the mother's
schoohng and hteracy are relatwely hxgh and’ that in these sxtuatzons the chxld ‘ |

acqmres the skills necessary for the xnterpretatxon of text (GS-Z) These skxlls- "

‘many not be developed by the mere fact that mother and/or father engage xni |

readmg. However, the latter condmons are related to the presence’ of readxng -

~

matenal in the home, and the chxld would thus begxn to. understand the nature
.of graphxc symbols and acquxre nottons about what 1s and 1s not readable',’

(GS- 1) These are but some possxble xnterpretatzons, but the more precxse

| estabhshment of the relationships- of. socxographxc vanables to graphxc sense, ".‘ "

must awaxt turther_ study.




"~ ‘The Relation of Graphic Sense to Other Test Data_

n o

In order to understand the relatxonshlps of graphxc sense to oral language
proﬁcxency, cogmtwe development, and the more tradinonal rneasures of S
school achxeverhent, Spearman correlanons were performed between GS—l, |

| GS—Z and a varlety of other. test data collected durxng the course of the e

project. A summary of the data obtamed through these procedures 13 i

. presented in Tables 10 and ll., ) A

| There are very few correlatxons, with either GS-I or GS-Z, that attaln a level R

- of slgmflcance.‘ Wlth both measures of graphlc —senSe, the, oral language' >
_;proﬁcxency scores on the BSM Enghsh show moderate correlatlons for both* S o
language groups. In addition, the BSM Spamsh is rnoderately correlated thht:

GS-1 for the Spanish dommant gro_up.._ o L o
GS-1 correlates moderately to l'ugh mth several sub-tests of the CTBS (First R
' Grade) for the Engllsh group. Letter Sounds, Word Recogmtxon ll' and Readlng -
'-Comprehenslon. None of these show a slgmflcant correlatxon for the Spamsh " o
o I

. The SPSP (Klndergarten) does not correlate sngmhcantly wnth GS-I for the'
] English group, a.nd only the: Letter Identlflcatlon sub-test shows a moderate S
-'posxtlve relatlonshlp thh GS-l for the Spamsh group. . Also for thls group,

.' Visual Dlscrlmmatlon-v}grds and szual Memory show falrly strong but nega—

',tlve correlatlons wnth the card sortmg task. o
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TMDITIM SCNOL PEASURES
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'Gs-z shows a clearer pattern ot relatxonshxps. For most tests, there are no

sxgmfxcant correlatxons, though several show moderate reletxonshxps thh GS— |

. .. that do not reach significance. Three tests show quite strong correlation, with °

GS-2 for both language groups: \ BSM Enghsh, the Fine Motor Coordmatxon '~

[ .

, ub-test of the SPSP (Kmdergarten) and the STEA.

o~

The CPI (Pre-school) shows no sxgmﬂcant relatxonshxp with either GS—I or

.GS—-Z for exther Ianguage dommance group. These reSults wxu be discussed in "
the foﬁowmg chapter. e ' ' o

Relatmnshlp of GS-1 and GS-2. It is of great xnterest to know whether the C

: very dﬁferent skxlls measured by the card sortmg ‘and structure locanon tasks_ -

are\lated. 'l'he assumpnon govermng the development and use of these tasks . -

-as measures,,,of graphxc sense was that, even though notxons about what sorts oi -
things are readable is a very dxfferent k£d of knowledge from that reqmred to
locate structures ina text, both skxlls underhe the acquxsltxon oi hteracy and o

thus are mtegral components of graphxc ‘sense.

Table 12 provxdes the correlatxon coeffxc.tents between GS-l and GS-Z for
each of the Ianguage dommance groups. The two measuressshow sxgmﬁcant :
'and moderate to fa.lrly strong correlatxons for both groups. Th:s is evxdence .

I 4

that both tasks tend to assess the same underlyxng construct. ~

A
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' CHAPTERIV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

s

| The res:tlts of. this study clearly suoport the 'proposition vthat ~chiidren pass
_— through developmentai stages in their understandxng oi wrxtten languege. This
| conclusron and others whxch can be drawn from the data in answer to the
. ’researcb quesnons posed in Chapter 1 will be diScussed in this sectxon. In-
addmon, data couected by means of the Graphnc Sense -Card Sorting Task and .

T

. the Graphic Sense Structure Location Task will be exammed with regard to~'

some of the notxons charactenstxc of certam stages in the deve10pment' of
other researchers. A sectxon wm be devoted to suggestxons for the 1mprove-;

.} - further theoretxcal and methodolngcal study 111 also be proposed. Fmally,"l'f

~ this chapter will present the, xmphcatnons 1‘. educanon oifered by these o
findings. - - o r")

Graphnc Sense as a Developmental ‘Process. Certamly the data provnded by the

chudren's responses to the GS-1 AND GS-Z ‘tasks have demonstrated that the

where pomons of an utterance. are located in a text. On both of these tasks, -
- | B the kxnds of responses ngen by the younger chudren were dxff.erent from those

ngen by the older chxldren within ‘each language group. The number of

<7

.t

_graphic sense as they telate to Ferreu-o's (1976, 1978) ﬁndxngs and those of o

ment of these mstruments, should revision be mdertaken. Areas in need of“ L

acqunsmon of graphxc sense is a developmental process. . Stages in the
development can be identified by the cntena used by chrldren at each level m - o

decxdmg whether partxcular graphxc representatxons can or cannot be read and_: o |




. "correct" responses, Le. the oonventlonal mterpretatxons that would be glven S

by literate adults, mcreased systematxcally according to age group. Tlus kmd
'ot pattem is. characterxstlc of a developmental process rather than of one
wluch reﬂects concepts or skllls learned in an ldlosyncratlc or arbrtrary order. |
This mterpretatxon is strongly supported by the fact that children who had had | -
_no formal instruction in reading acquired notxons about wrxtten language that. |

o .

S

. were strikxngly simllar withxn an age group. ( B

. The responses given by Spamsh ddmmant and Englzsh domxnant cl'uldren show , i

that chxldren from both language groups usethe same crlterla in thexr deczslon a

makmg.- In GS-l, chlldren f.rom both groups tended to accept or reject the.

same cards and to oﬂer the same reasons for consxdermg some cards readable_

and othérs not. Moreover, four-year-old monohngual Spamsh speakers, who_ o

have had limited contact with the Anglo-Amerlcan culture, nonetheless gave -
reasons for their rejection of certaln ‘cards whxch were identical (except, of |
course, in Spamsh) to those gwen by the Enghsh dormnant preschoolers. In
GS-2, both the Spamsh and in Englxsh domlnant chlldren had slmllar 1deas
_ a‘bout whether and where partxcular sentence structures w_ere}_to be read in _a,
" written sentence. | . L | i

Addrtlonauy, on each task, younger. chnldren from both language groups. tended

| ‘1o respond in the same way as. dxd the older cl'uldren. That 1s, there exxsts anv .o

age-related ordenng of the responses that is characterxstlc of both groups.' :
The ma)or dxfference between the groups was that the Spamsh dommant,

.. -chlldren tended 0 rnake lower level responses than the English dormnant )

chudren of the same age. This pattern Is explamable by the dxff.erences in the v

Y
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' out-ot-sdmool experlences with wrxtten language Wthh are the social basxs oip

graphlc sense develOpment. leen the limltatxons on the extent to ‘which these

- results may be generahzed to other populatxons of cluldren - namely, those

who do not hve in Calistoga - the validity- of a statement regardmg the general TR

nature of graphlc sense would be premature. Nonetheless, the strkag';_\"

sumlarmes between these two cultural groups that .are. apparent m the "

i structure of graphic sense suggest that thelr responses are governed by the .

same underlymg cogmtxve processes. S _v;' A

R Relatlonshlp to Socxographlc Factors. The level of graphlc sense, as defmedj““_ N

by the patterns of responses on both GS-I and GS-Z, strongly related to the
nature of a chlld‘s exposure to and 1nteract1on wnth wrltten language at home. -
: Thls conﬁrms one of our major hypotheses that soclographlc factors are ;"

| crucially lmportant in the val.uSltld'l of graphlc sense., In additxon, this -

' relationshlp supports the notxon that graphxc sense 1s a developmental phenom-' .

enon, acquxred natually in a way sxmdar to that of pther cogmtlve develop-
mental processes.. The socxographxc factors serve as the mdlspensable, mput ,
from whlch the child reconstructs the wrltten code in a way that 1s fully

analogous to the process that operates in oral language acqulsltlon.

The most predlctlve soclographlc factors for both GS-1 and GS-Z levels were .

whether or not the Chlld engages in sohtary or dyadlc "readlng" actmtles and

'vthe presence of magazmes and newspapers in the home._ That 1s, the chxld's L
personal and dlrect partlcxpatxon in. soclographlc ‘actitivites 1s the most |

unportant factor in graphlc sense development. ~ The. presence of popular

.readlng materlals would also seem to prowde the chlld with opportumtxes tof
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Whether or not the

'intera'ct-wlth' print in the home m any’nUm_ber-gf wav_s. _

parents engage in readxng is moderately predxctlve for

'GS-1 only. Observatxon of these actlvxtxes would tend to. provxde informatron

N

-

' to the cluld about the nature of the symbol system used, but not necessanly_

about how to mterpret text. On the other hand, parent's literacy has a sxmxlar

1nteract with the Chlld in his-or her readxng actmtxes and to nge assxstance in

the interpretatlon of texts. Whatever the underlymg explanatxons, the most

trably systematxc relatxonshnp to graphxc sense jevel. Other observers have‘_v' -:
noted the general relatxonshlp between parents' SES and chx.ldren's academxce
achievement. . The: findings reported here, however, begin to explam why such -
‘a relatmnshlp exzsts.
1ntelhgent or have less motxvatxon, or have less support from, thexr parents for_

academxc achxevement. Rather, theré are unportant cultural dxﬁerences thh

It is not, we submxt, because lower SES c:hxldren are less

: , relatlonshxp to GS-Z. More hterate parents, it seems, would be more hkely to -

| unportant point to. be made is that ‘the sociographxc iactors have a demons-‘

espect - to academically xmportant actxvxttes. The schools typxcally are. .’

maware of what these dxﬁerences are and consequently fall to take them mto: R

- account in their mstructtonal programs.

Readxng Readmess and Achxevement. -There was no demonstrated relatxonshxp "'

il

between graphxc sense and “readiness" for school as measured by the °°E"’ :

eratxve Preschool ]nVento Ty, Nexther COuld a strong relatxonshlp be demons-

7

..

LY
D

- trated between graphlc sense and readmg readxness as measured by the '_ L

' ,’Slingerland Pre-Readxng Screenmg Procedures. A sxngle subtest of the. -




'Slmgerland revealed a correlatlon between the Spamsh dommant Kmder- R

. gartners' knowledge of letter names and GS-l. _'l'hls suggests that the ablllty
to name letters ls related to and probably dependent upon an understandmg of 4-__; _

the kinds of symbols that are possrble wrltten representatlons.

LY

The only p°5mve eorrelatlons of the Slingerland' with 'CS-Z were on the o

Fine-Motor Coordmatton sub-test for both groups of chlldren. "l'his would

inidicate that the. experxences that develop thls partn:ular skill and that enter»‘- -

‘ mto the mterpretatxon of wrttten text are related. However, the flndxngs of -

thelr study do not permlt a more deta:led mterpretatlon. ‘v .

“The lack of any other posxtlve relatlonshxps between the readmg readmess -

- tests and elther GS—l or GS-Z contlrms our hypothesxs that what these tests e

| measure are notions that are very dlﬁerent from the conoeptuahzatxons about.

wntten language that chlldren acquxre miormally through soélahzatlon exper-‘_ o

1ence. Itis this latter knowledge that chlldren bnng thh them to the school - B

. and that tradltlona.l readlness measures fall to tap.
7~ Readmg achievement, scores of Enghsh speakmg flrst graders are related to " |
GS-1 but not GS-2. These relatlonshlps may be explalned by the fact that a

there was varlablhty in thelr responses on GS-l - as there is on readlng

achlevement - but not on GS-2. Level of graphtc sense (measured only by o

| GS—l for this group) xs thus strongly related to readlng achlevement. Readlng . o

achlevement tésting measures the relevant skxlls mvolved ln readmg much‘ .

" more accurately than do readmg readlness tests. Thus the relatlonshlp oi

graphiclse'nse level \Vlth the former’ but not the latter glves xmportant support

-




to graphic sense as a valid construct.

The readmg achlevement scores of the Spamsh dommant sam however, are

. ot related to graphxc sense, elther on- GS-l or GS-2. _The diiference betweenj -

tl)e Spamsh and Enghsh groups may be explau\ed m a number of ways. A very
/hkely explanatlon is the quesuonable eqmvalence of the Engllsh and Spamshl'v’;.:;, - ‘;ﬁ;'
versions of the CTBS. The subtests In Spanish are direct translatlons of the ,';,

o Engllsh test. There is no reason to suspect (and many reasons to doubt) that :
'the translatlons of fxrst-grade level words in Enghsh would necessanly be g

first-grade level words in Spamsh.

@

'Another set of reasons for the dlscrepancy may relate to cultural dxif.erence.‘.l )
VThe Mexxcan students are mostly cluldren of mlgrant farmworkers. They are. - ,
| uch less likely than the Anglo-Amerlcan children 0 have had experlences of-," :
an ‘academic nature, in partlcular the klnds of. experlences mvolved m‘v
test-takmg. Desplte the care taken to devise culturally neutral procedures,‘
the nature of the tasks lnvolved questlons and dxscussxon about readmg - a~- :

- cultural less f.amlllar tOplC to these chxldren. The chlldren may have been less -
famlllar with the task, less 1nchned to guess, and less comf.ortable in the test v -

setting.

' ~Beyond the test themselves, we may speculate that these chlldren's graphlc
| sense develops normally glven their socxallzatxon experlences but that they f.axl §
' to learn to read in the academlc context because the rnethods and the level of .
’- mstructxon are so poorly matched wnth the skxlls they brmg to the classroom.,‘

'lndeed, the flat and decremental _patterns on GS—Z descrlbed in the prece;hng




i ,‘ .

chapter for the Spa.msh speakxng group suggest that thls mstructxonal mls

) match only lnhlblts the chlldren's readlng achlevernent, it also has a deleter- o

; jous effect .on the norma.l development of graphxc sense.- Faced thh ’

instruction that is totally mapproprlate 1o thelr graphlc sense level, the ;
children become confused and begin 1o questlon the validnty of their prevxously f

acquired knowledge. . e is

' Cognltlve Development and Graphlc Sense. There exxsts a strong relatlonshxpf

betvmen I.Q - as measured by the STEA - and graphxc sense, These are’ o
: ‘_entlrely reasonable and expected relationsth g;ven the nature of the two: ,_;'5 f I
- tasks. GS-l requlres the attentxon © a vanety of relevant dnmens;ons thatv o |
o 'cpmomtly deflne a hlghly abstract syrnbohc code. GS-Z demands the furtherij(.‘b‘,' |
_interpretatxon of thxs code and an understandlng of m relatmnshlp to- oral R

language, itself an abstract symbollc ob)ect. GS-l and GS-2 are aspects of

Cummlns' (1978, 1980) cogmtlve academlc hnguxstlc profu:xency (CALP) whz&h:

- v:.s closely related to general cogmtlve ablhty

g.

C':ognitive‘ development (l.Q) and the socxographlc vanables are thus found to- e
"be the two most 1mportant factors m the development of graphlc sense. ‘Level
: of Englxsh oral language prohcxency is also qmte 1mportant for the Spamsh' .
,‘ domlnant group, but this is undoubtedly related to lnstructlonal practlces 1n_'

‘the school. If reading actlvmes are 1ntroduced prlncxpally through Engllsh, -

' those children who have a better oral master of this language wxll tend to

progress more rapxdly in their understandmg of the oral-graphlc relatlonshlps. o

Comparison} wi'th' Findings from Prevlous Research. - Protiles of fpredictable. '




o response patterns for each of the flve levels of graphic sense, obtalned through o

the analysis of the ‘Graphic Sense Card Sortlng. Task data, descrlbe the stages

in terms of the graphlc features to whlch Chl.ldfeﬂ at each level attend From L o

these, the level at whxch a partxcular feature becomes xmportant to chlldren .

. can be mderstood For example, it can be mferred that ‘the. dtstlncuon A

between wrmng and pxctures beglns at Level 2, a.lthough the chlld's ablllty to

"}exPl'eSS thl-': distinction does not appear until Level 3. Ferrelro (1976) found

- that all her four year old subjects dxstmgulshed text from plctures. Glbson :

(197%9) reports that maost . of the three-year-olds in_ her study were able to.
'dlstxnguish wrmng from plctures.v Downlng (1969) on the other hand, f.ound .. .

= '}that many five-year-olds still confused wrxtlng wnth plctures. Orgamzatlon of' :

 the graphlc sense data by grade rather than age will not perrnlt a comment on .

a typlcal age level response in the present study. However, elght of the'

| eventeen Spamsh dorinant preschoolers and one of the twenty-slx Engllsh

' dommant presd'loolers dld not dlstlngmsh between pictures and prxnt. These e

data do not help to clear up the amblgulty of the research flndlngs on. thls |
~ issue. Smce the tasks in each of these studles as well as the characterlstlcs 3
.:of. the various samples were dtfferent, there can be” no deﬁmtxve "answer" 8

_ regarding the age at which wrltlng and plctures are dlstlnguxshable. -

-

- Another feature to which chlldren begln to respond at Level 2, and begln to o

' explam at Level 3,is length of the strmg. thle all sub;ects across the sample :

accepted the three-letter word as something to be read, and all the Spamsh» L

'- 'domlnant presd'loolers accepted the two letter word as readable, about a thlrd
of the Engllsh domlnant preschoolers and the same proportlon of the Engllsh’ '

* dominant Klndergartners re;ected the two-letter word as bemg too short to be-

T 0




,_readable. A malonty of. the Spamsh donunant Kxndcrgartners rejected the T

‘item for the same reason. This tends to conﬁrm Ferrelro!s fmdmg that four-':
_year-olds demand a minimum’ of. three letters for somethlng to be "for,

!

reading.” (1976)

Ferrelro also reports that letters and numbers are confused by four-year-olds, '

but the dxstlncnon begms to be made by the age of. nve._ Reid (1966) tound

that first graders cannot “—"‘17 d“tinsmsh numbers from letters or words. The_‘- o

GS-1 data support these: ﬂndmgs. Whereas the sxngle dlglt "4" is re;ected by a} e

majority of the English domxnant children in all three grades because n isa

"number, the tour dlglt number stnng “5348“ is- accepted by the Engl;sh; NP

domxnant preschoolers and by the Spal‘ush dormnant chlldren mnl flrst grade._ SR

~ (Most of the Spamsh domxnant Kxndergartners re)ect the "4" but because it 1s.' , |

not long enough to be read, not because 1t isa nurnber.) '

t e
-4

Fxna.lly, repetmon of. elements was noted by Ferrexro as bemg ob)ecnonable to |

all but one of her four-year-old sub;ectsr Both of the cards mcluded to test -
~ this dxmensnon were acceptable 10 the Spamsh domxnant chlldren ~unt11 flrst ’
v grade, and to the E.nghsh dommant preschoolers. '

- Generally speakmg, Ferrelro's four-year-olds seem to use the same crlterla as '
are charactenstxc of. GS-1 Level 3. Thts is to say that her sample appears to

- have been more advanced developmentally than the Calxstoga sample, espec-

i

ially the Spamsh dominant. chrldren. There are sixtgen preschoolers, six e

| Kxndergartners, and two first graders f.rom thls language group who have yet

to,arr'lve '_ at Level 3. ‘rhere are snx Englxsh dommant preschoolers xn the

-




C,alist'oga~_s'ample: who are"helow Level 3.

»

I 15“ somewhat more problematxcal to- compare the results of GS-Z to

a Ferrexro's fmdmgs. . She found that in early development, chddren percexve

that a text may represnt SUble':ﬁ and ObleCts but no verb. Arttcles are not

: consldered by chddren to form part of a wntten sentence. It lS only at the f '-

-

most advanced levels that children become aware of the phonologncal dnvxsxons; S

—

" in the words. .

V .

Our f.mdmgs show that, in general, chlldren were able 10 locate all the o

Sy

grammatxcal elements of a sentence in the wntten text. (Some were placed- P

correctly, some mcorrectly, ‘but they were. a.u placed somewhere.) Th;s S

dtﬁerence is most probably due to the way m whlch the tasks were presented

The GS—2 was presented by means of a drawmg and an assocnated sentence

Wh.lCh may have allowed the ch:.ldren to keep m mmd all the elements of the o ,> '

stémulus sentence. Nevertheless, we dnd fmd ‘that ::orrect locatlon of the'_- _
article was the most difficult of the tasks. © This is sxmxlar to Ferrelro's

finding that oh’ildren' did not locate'-the article in the sentence although_few of |
the Calistoga children rejected the article ouright. - :

M

Our other fmdmgs showed also a dxfferentxatxon of response accordmg tof |

grammancal category. However, ‘the ordermg of the categor:es was not the :

same as Ferrezro's. "The Cahstoga chlldren had greater relatxve dxffxculty flrst 1_. o

~ with' preposxtlonal phrases followed by SUb]eCt, predncate, and ob;ect, the " ‘_

; latter of \Vthh tended td be the~easxest.

-l

8.
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o the"v.nat,u're of this child's cognitive orgamzauon.

_ adm‘lmst_ratxon.

N

*

- Our mtennon was not.to rephcate Ferreiro's work but to mvestxgate the

nature and structure of graphxc sense in a bmngual commu'uty in the U.S. |

,Therefore, there was no serious attempt to use her exact methodology nor

even to ask the same questxons Thus, it xs not of - greet concern that the ;
f‘ N

) " specmcs of the chndren's responses were dxﬁerent. What is of mterest, gwen ~

the déference in the two studles, 1s that some of the specmc fmdmgs do

" comcxde and that the chtldren do dﬁferentxate thexr development accordrng to

grammatxcal categorxes. These are xmportant results tnasmuch .,as the two o

studies were corrxed out in very dxiferent sociocultural and socxohnguzstxci )

contexts. From this we can conclude that graphxc sense (Ferrexro's “concept-:' i

uahzatxons °f written 13"8“380“) is a general phenomenon, developed by e
chxldren naturany under gwen condmons of exposure o pﬂnt, and, that 1ts'.'-' : .

_ char.actenstxcs :Iare governed not so much by the specxfxcs of the mput as by »
’ S / s ', . S

LI . ce

. ..

'Methodological Consxderatxons. If the Graphxc Sense Card Sortxng Task were' e

to be revised for’use in future research, a number of changes would bef T
.adwsable. These 1nc1ude recommendatnons for changes in_ the stimuli on

-.several ‘of the cards, revlsxons of the mstrument, and, of the procedures for-

.

-

First, a new base word for the Spanish version needs to be chosen. This' is -

because the word luna contains the letters, U and n, whnch are,mversxons of

each other. Several of the chddren £ocused on thns feature in thenr responsesfi o

toa num-ber-of~ items,~basmg thexr re)ectxons upon the observatnon that the n




‘was "upside down," The Chlnese character (Card 15) could -also be replaced. B
-Many children m both language groups responded to its "squareness" wl-uch is
in fact, a feature of thxs partncular fxgure that dxstinguxshes it from most other
) Chlnese characters. 'The character represents the word "country" and its four”
sides are presumably related to the boundanes of 1ts referent. However, rt is
posslble that a greatu' number of chxldren mxght recogmze a more typncal .
_ Chinese ﬁgureoand decide’shat it could be read. Card 6, on which the four '
letters of the basewor‘d are spread out in a cxrcle, also nefgds":f‘oebe r:hanged. |
| The dimensxon along which variation was intended was that of hnear onenta- T
uon of the stnng. However, many cmldren responded to the space between
he letters, apparently attendmg to the. dxmensxon of segmentatnon. If.the | .
elem ts were closer together, but still within the cxrcle, the chnld's reasons o .-
for re)ectxng the card would be more dearly understood. \Fxnally, Cards 3 and -
17 (the nscribbles") need to be made to look more lx,ke scnbbles .and. less llkev
| Ln_’_'s. Several children based thexr rejection of these cards upon "the "repetition o
' 'of graphic syrnbols." © '
I[f greater rehabrllty were deSlred, several chapges would be needed in the
mstrument itself. Havmg the stlmuh prlnted on‘ the’ cards i regular '

manuscrxpt letters would be preferable over the ca'lhgrapl'\y (prxnted by hand) :

, for the present sfudy If the test- were to be publxshed and used by the pubhc

) schools to d nose the graph;c sense level of individual chlldren as a measyre
" - / of readmg readm s, %hen rt would b& deslrable to mclude at least three 1tems

| of eac}\ type. That is to say that a chxld's use £ a'partxcular cntenon cann’ot “
| v be rehably mferred from the response toa smgl 1tem., Snmnlarl'y, it mnght be

wise to vary the stlmu.u from more than one baseword It.els.possxble_, .
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especially with the more advanced sub]ects, that some items werie accepted

because the baseword was recognized thhm a confxguranon that rmght

otherwzse have been. re;ecgd. 'ﬂnally, a number of 1tems- (those which were -

. accepted across the entire sample) could

p—

x

be -eliminated from the test, since

they fail to pl'DVlde any useful dat_g.,

T
L]

o ,
mmistration of the task. Variation in-

ect dbon the-'subiects'f o

Two changes are recommended xn the ad
the order of presentatlon of the 1tems mlght have an eif
This could be tested by deslgmng separate forms of the test,f

aring the responses of subsamples to the

responses.
- varying only in 1tem order, and comp
dxiferent forms. ‘l'he final modx:hcatlon advxsed is that exammers be tramedu .

to probe on 1ndeterm1nate responses. lt is very posslble that some of the Level '

, 2» subjects’ gould have’ explalned their re;ecttons if the examlners had been :

more persistent in their inquu'y. -

29

e

" The GS-2 irstrument had somewhat dxfferent problerns. One is trét the level‘ ‘

- of dl’fhculty of the 1tems is too low for mast Enghsh speakmg fjrst graders._ '
PR

For these chlldren, addltxonal 1tems need to be mcluded that. explore thelr

of the phonologlcal relatxonshlps bet,ween oral language and

understandmg o

L

prmt as well perhaps as other metahnguxstlc knowledge.

On Picture B) the stimulus sentence w1ll need to be changed. One problem

A wnth it is that the form eep on the Engllsh versxon poses pr%blems of

rnorp glcal segmentauon that are riot equlvalent in the Spamsh versxon.

imilarly, the \ph'ases fell asl eep and se durmlo are “not eq
‘terms of the. feature of length for the fll'st word of the

uivalent exther

s ucturally vor_ in

R . -
-




‘phrase.
- g

In terms of the questxons asked in xts admlmstratlon, xt will probably be

preferable to focus attention completely on the stxmulus sentence rather than

to ask the chlldren to analyze the_xr'own productxon. In this way, all ot_t_he
. questions could be standardized for every child. | o
$ .

P
ks

Research and Educatxonal Implications. Several questxons have been raxsed xn

this study which are worthy of further research. Perhaps the most obvxous is

the need to more clearly define the acqmsxtlon ot literacy ‘as a developmental. -

process. This can only be accompllshed by followmg the same children through
a sequence of stages in the developrnent.r ‘l'hls wﬂl requlre the co‘llectxon of

longitudinal data on'a sample of children over a migimum of two years. &+ -

The efiects of bllmguahsm upon the developm ft of graphxc sense is certamly )

worthy of attention. Indeed, the relationship between graphlc sense and oral ,

language pr:ofxcxency in both first and second languages needs to be exammed

in much greater detail. T,h{appaent correlatxon between the two may-in fact
-~

" be caused by a third factor, some as yet vaguely defmed "apntude for code-

- breakmg" which | affects the rate of development in the acqulsmon of oral

language and in the acquxsxtxon of” lrteracy as well. A related qhestxon

concerns the development of graphlc ‘sense for the chlld Whose prlrnary |

language is only expenenced xn lts oral form, and who LS exposed to a seconc? [

lan uagé in print. What will be the conceptuahzanons of thlS child regardmg

> __written language,?.

TN T R . . L L o
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The theory of the development of graphic sense has serxous lmpllcatlons for

education. If the theory is accepted, and the: chlld's success in learmng to read

«can he seen as a function of the ma/stch between his or her conceptuallzatlons

(level of graphxc sense) and the. focus of mstructxon, then clearly it is the

business of educators to deslgn mstructxon whxch "ftts" chlldren at each of the '

various levels at whlch they come 0 school. Thls is quahtatxvely different ‘? .

from current educatlonal theory and practlce.- Indlwdual and group dif- | .

ferences in readlness for readlng lnstructlon have been Vlewed in terms of
a
"cultural dlsadvantage" and hay ,e’ been "treated" Wlth "compensatory educa-

. 't.lon " The assumpuon xmphcxt in this approach is that by means of such '

"ccmpmsatlon" ;he children can (and shou’ld) be changed into Anglo-Amerlcan

r

\

"get it" )ust "get it" over and over agaln until they do.

mlddle-class-llke students who wxll then be able to bleneﬁt from the instryc- A

.~ for the xntroductxon of phomcs at the Klndergarten level. Chlldren who don't ‘

The theory of graphic sense 'development calls for a completely different -

2

approach to currlculum desxgn. Individual and group- dlfferences in develop-
mental level are not seen as a functlon of ethmcxty or language group. |

Dl.fferences in socmhzatlon praqtlces and socxographlc varlables appear to '

ect the develop}nent of graphleense. Due to the varlatlon among famllles

on these dlmensmns, children enter Klndergarten .at every/le‘\kl\oi develop-

9
ment. Instructlonal strategies can. be (must be) deslgned whlch are. approprlate

v

to each child's level of reasoning. Conslder an example. A lesson which -

5

focuses on the letter cluster "at", and upon all the words which can be budt

upon 1t (é.g., cat,. hat, mat, etc.) may be perfectly 'successful for a chlld

>

A

. tional program of the schools. Currxculum accordmg to thls model provxdes L




capable of Level 4 type reasomng. But:of what use would the same ie‘sson be' :
to a chud at Level 2, who typically « cannot accept a strmg of two letters

so_methmg "for readxng and for whom the concepts "word" and nétter” are
still confused? o

V

Innovatxon in currxculum design is called for. t is the schoola' reSponsxbmty to )

develop teaching methodolognes and xnstructxonal techmques thh the ob;ec-

tive of facxhtatmg the development of graphnc sense and to respond appro-a

priately_ ta. each chxld's level in that development. In tl’us wa.y, chxldren :lEromt ,
every - background ‘would be provided equal. access to the acquisition of f,

) utel‘acy . ‘ ) . s

L. C .;8,, N
P .-,i;- - : o

) -
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'Appen'dix A R o

GRAPHIC SENSE CARD SOlTING TASK - '
_ e S Instruct'lons ’
A L "SHOM THE CHILD TRE FULL STACK OF "CARDS . SAY'

l::rt‘ar:ison cards. Some of these cnrcls are for rnding and some of them, arc just
r ﬂ ng at. . .

(IF THE CﬂILD SAYS SOMETHING LIKE. *gyt I can’'t read,” SAY' That doosn t matter. If ’
you think a grown up persot could. read them, 1ike your teacher or your mm or d;d, thcn , _
they are for.reading. mhcndsc. they are not for ruding ) _ R o

What I want you to is shou ‘me which cards are for ruding and wlrich are just for looking at.
Put all the cards for reading over here (SHOW THE CHILD WHERE THE CAR.DS ARE T0 BE PLACEB) :
~and put the cards for looking at over hers. . ; .

Lnok at th'ls first card. Do you think this 'ls for rnd'lng?

ATT right, put 1t over here. (BE CAREFUL NOT T0 EXPRESS APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL 8Y YOUR ~ . °
¢ a< - REACTION) Now look at this card. Is this one for rud'lng? Al right. put 1t here. = :
v (SHOMW THE CHILD WHERE IT GOES.) . o

. Now you do the rest. Put the .cards for reading’here, and -the cards that are’ not for
" peading here. - You might see some cards that are thc same, but that's aH r'lght. ~Just
put each card whore you think it goes.

FROM TIME TO TIME (e.g: EVERY § CARDS IN THE BEGINNING AND~ EVERY 10 CARDS LATER) REMIND :
- THE CHILD WHICH STACK IS WHICH. POINT TO THE STACKS AND SAY' .

‘ Q

~ ’ : . »

_Remember, over hcrt 1s for reading and over here 1s not 461' rud'lng. S o >
W . HHEN THE CHILD HAS FINISHED SORTING THE CARDS, SHOW THe "READING" STACK AND SAY'
Hmt makes all these cards good for reading and not all: these othcr ones ? v
THEN SHOW THE STACK THAT IS "JusT FOR LOOKING AT* AND SAY: = _— & o

. Ic.;iI: s I)ook at these cards onc at a tine. (Ptcx up THE FIRST ONE ANO SHOW IT To THE
. LD : .

Tell me why you put this card here. (CONTINUE) Hlut about this one?

@ . © WRITE THE CHILD®S RESPONSES VERSATIM ON THE TEST PROTOCOL. FOR CARDS THAT APPEAR FOR -~ =
i : THE FIRST TINE IN DECK 11, WRITE THE RESPONSE AND LOENTIFY IT BY WRITING (I1) BEFORE -
SONSE. - :

—
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TAREA SOBRE SELECCION.DE TARJETAS PARA' SENTIDO GRAFICO

;nstmcgionc ) ' ] o ;
eussms AL NINO LA pru COMPLETA OE TARJETAS. DIGA: . '

Aqu1 estan unas tarjcus. Algunas de cstas urjctas son para 1ur Y otras son nums .
. para yerlas. o

(SI EL -NINO DICE ALGO cnm, *pero yo fio pucdo Iur.' DIGA 'Eso nq 1lporta Si plensas
que una persona mayor, como ty maestra o tu: pldrcs, podria 'lurhs, cntoncls son pau
Iur. Si no, no son para Iur.') _ N :

-

Lo que quiero es que me onsms cunlcs urjctas son para Inr Yy cullcs son’ mus para. ver. _

: Pon las tachtas para leer aqui, (ENSENELE AL NING EL LUGAR DONDE DEBE PONER LAS TARJETAS)
y pon las tarjetas que son nomas para ver “aqui. PR

Mira 1a primera urJnta. Crns que esta es para leer?

Entonces, ponla aqui. (TENGA CI.IIDADO OE NO REACCIONAR NI -POSITIVA NI NEGATIVAMENTE A
LA DECISION DEL NINO )

“Ahora, mira esta urjcta. Es para Iur? . : SR . . v -
~  Ponla aqui. (sussusu: AL NINO DONDE PONERLA.) E IR
' . Ahora tu ez hs dauns. ‘Pon las cirtas para Iecr aqui. y las quc no. son para her aqui.. . ) O

Podras ver algunas que son iguales, pero eso no 1uporta. Ponlas dondo tu creas.que - ' R
dcbcn estar, - o :

OE VEZ EN CUANDO (CADA CINCO TARJETAS AL PRINCIPIO, Y CADA DIEZ TARJETAS DESPUES).
RECUERDELE AL NINO CUAL PILA ES CUAL. SENALE LAS TARJETAS Y DIGA. .

v Rccucrda. csus son hs de lur. y estas no son.para Teer.
CUANDG EL NINO HA TERHINADO SEPARANDO LAS TARJETAS, ENSENELE LA PILA PARA LEER Y DIGA
-Por quc son cstas urjetas bucnas para Iur y por quc estas otras no son buenas’ parl lnr?~

. | R ESCRIBA EXACTAMENTE LO- QUE DIGA EL HINO. ENTONCES, ENSENELE LA PILA DE\LAS QUE NO SON
PARA LEER.. DIGA. : :

3

Yamos a minr cada una- de estas tachtas quc no son pan Iccy
LEVANTE LA PRIHERA Y ENSENESELA AL NINO. DIGA: '
Dime por quc o se puede Teer esta. |

-CONTINUE- Esta. por que no se puede Iur? D
ESCRIBA LAS RESPUESTAS DEL NINO EXACT@MENTE COMO LAS DIJO.V L o

. PARA LAS TARJETAS QUE APARECEN POR PRIMERA VEZ EN LA PILA 1, msnnsmusu\s Escnxarsuno
j o (u) ANTES DE LA RESPUESTA. - o _ _
-~ ’ ) [ S \ .

L ] _ .
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Appendix

» GRAPHIC SENSE CARD SORTING TASK, Spanish Version

 Chtld!s Name_ Mgy mate T

v General Distinction_
_luna
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. GRAPHIC SENSE CARD SORTING TASK, English Versfon

. o

‘child's Name___ _ Tage

Ganeral Disti nction

o










| BL gatite quebrd G taza.

| 100 :
 94 |  "..' :




El 9?:&;*60 se.du.rm:.a“ _erL [a.ca.Ja..

<
N
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N
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' »v('%(\ :

| The kibten broke He cup

103

N S




Appendix 0

GRAPHIC SENSE STRUCTURE 'LOCATION TASK

, Child's Name _ . L _ Grade

1.
2.

2a.
3.

" box: -

: ,P'l__etun A
(Picture) ' '
(Written Sentence) _ ,
(Lacation of Sentence) - . . THE KITTEN BROKE THE CUP

. .

(Segments of Child's uitfrancl) X o

(Location of Segments) THE KITTEN BROKE THE CUP
the cup: : . v

_ broke the cup: ' ' - T

the kitten:
broke: ﬁ;
the: ~

“

o Plcture 8 .. ' P
(Picture) ” ' _
(Writtan Sentence)

(Location of Sentencs) THE KITTEN FELL ASLEEP IN THE 80X

" (Segeents of Child's Utterance -

(Location of Segments) THE KITTEN FELL ASLEEP IN THE 80X
fell asleep: E S
asleep:
fell: . ¢ ' *L.V ;
the kitten: o - - B
kitten: ' - : .
cthe: ) _ _
fell asleep in the box: _ ~ -
in the box: ' po

the box: ‘ : :

the: _ . ' : .
in: i} '




v

GRAPHIC SENSE STRUCTURE LOCATION TASK

Child's Name ___ ' . Grade_
- Picture A T

1.° (Picture) o '

2. (Written Sentence) _

2a. (Location of Sentence) EL GATITO QUEBRO LA TAZA

.3, (Segments of Child's Uitterance) ___ :

1.

. 2.

(Location of Segments) . 'L GATITO QUEBRO LA TAZA -
. 1a taza: o v ' :
taza: .
quebro la taza: ,
el gatito: ‘ '
el: ' 2
o : Picture 8
(Picture) . ] v
(Written Sentencs) i _ . .
(Location of Sentance) EL GATITO SE DURMIO EN LA CAJA

.

3. *

4,

se:

" en la caja:

(Segments of Child's Utterance).

4

(Location of Segnents) " L GATITO SE OURMIO EW LA CAMA
se durmio: _ : -

durmio:

el gatito:

gatito: g .

el

se quruio en la caja:

la caja: - - _ ' )
caja: :

la:

I

en: L . Y,




'-AppendixE S

. SOCKO-GRAPHIC INTERVIEW
I Background
"A. Family Structics (who lives in the hom@
“ 1. Child's Parents ) .
2. Sibling (ages)

‘3 'Othersnvmginthehome . T
§.  Regular visitors _ ) »
s Raidency ' L _— )

1.  Childs Parum

a. Blnhphccoielch _ : )

b. Ganenl residence history of family (when they tiest came
to the U.S., pattern of migration since then) .

2. Focus child
 a. ‘Birthplace . v
» b.  Residence(s) since birth of focus child - .

c. - Regular visits to Mexico
C. Education - -
‘ L l. 3!) child's parents (_wher_e. £o_r.how lonS):
2.  Of focus child
D. Employment of parent(s)/sibungslbther adults in the home
I Type of work o
2 Regularxty of employment
E. " Health histary (of focus child)
1. - Physical (any serious u.Iness or defect)

F. Parent perception of a typical day in the Heof the

~ focus child _
R Schoolday _" . "'
-2 Non-school day L

£ Emotional (dmdhood tr:urna, e.g., death, fright, separation) .. '

~




. o . Language Development
A Bllinualism '
1. Slmulumous or scqunntm ,

L2 l!nqucntm.at what age did the focus d\ild ﬂm cxpcﬁence .
"meaningful exposure t0 L2 (at what age did the child come into
contact with spukers of L2 onlre;uhr basis) . '

3 Undcr what cnndmons (e.g., school entry, movc)

8. History ot ungulge Dcvelopmcnt (L.l and 1.2 L‘. appucablc) ?

-

~

L Rate of development T -,
a. At vhatqc(lnmonﬂn,xfpnmhlc) dxdunfocm child s -

-uk for semcthmg (e.gos mllk, awy) . S
-repoct on an event (something that hlppened before or l!sc \vhere) . .
. - «axpress an understanding of cause and effect oL P U
. . relasionship by use of words like "why” and “because” L S
.~ -count (to 3, 0’10, to 20) (for younger children) o
. . =say (or sing) the alphabet "does your c.hud...") v -
b. | ~recognize written numbers - ‘
- -recognize letters (e.g:, in name) _
-scribbiing, drawing, cploring . '
- -write numbars, letters, name: wom ’ : .

v 2 Fomaum verbal interactions (L1 and LZ u appucable)

" . ] -

.. : 4.  Does the focus child p:rticxpnc in verbal "glmes"
ST such as: _
-nursery rhymes _ s
‘-nddlud‘- ’ )
-songs, chants (e.g. o! )umprope glmcs
-other’(specxty ’ -

b. If so, since what age and under whn dreumstances {e.g.,
with family, with sibling, with’ playmates)

o

C.* Parent paceptlon of focus child's preﬂcxency in each language . .

- ) 1. - Relative strength of the two languages . v
’ 2 Awareness of a "shift" in dominance. (e.8-s L L2 | R
* 3. Characteristics of shife (behaviors of child that made shift g
evident) o : o

’ o 0, at \vhgt_a;e and passibge reasons

r BEST_ eop; rIURLE




8 Pmt p«apticn of L1 loa

6. Relative wcn;t.h of unguagc compared 1 o:hcr klds (onl
and written).

~ Attitudes ct Parents .
A Asplrations for focus child's success in:
" L Academic pursuits “
2 Careery |
’ ‘ a. Vlhltwouldplrlntlik!d'lﬂdtobc.
b What vould*pannt like child not- zeb. .
3. Social life o . A .
qudln; friends with other ethnic pod‘p\

2
PN
K

PR

l

b. " reaction to dn.ld rnnrryin; member of other mup

' Import:ncc ofprofxclency in each language. Ask about L2 first,thenLl. . -
Respondent to answer’ "very xmpomnt" '!sornwhat uyomnt" "Not important." -~

1. Educational opportunity.
a.  Basic high school education
b # Fora full, vell rounded education

2. _ Career opportunity s -

3. Cultural opportunity (Understanding and particzpa
cuitural events; appréciating uterature. m, music

4. Social relationships. (makmg friends with duldten of other “ B
‘ethnic group, visiting, iuymg the ni;ht, etc.) 7 . .

- -

C. Parents perceptloﬁ"ot child's rnotivaticn to learn L2 and/oé tb kee‘p L

+

, Language Use Patterns (Rapondent is to answer "only Spanuh/En;hsh" "mostly
" Spanish/English”, o “about the same of each”. )

§ A- * Inmt‘w
L Between parents ' )
r Bet\veen eadh pu'cntand focus duld




.3 Bthm each parcnt and older sibun; :

[ Bcnn-n ‘sach parent and youn;-r sibling

5. Between focus child and diier sibling

6 Between focu child and younger sibling

7. Among relevant others (e.g., othcr adults in the home, BRI

_ regular visitors)
B. Ouuldcthefamuy
' | : : B Conuxuinwhidxpumtsm(n«dtom)!.z o RS
‘ b. .Prmoffmd'tudlnibovesimﬂm - . i ' .
o . 2 Focuschid

3. Lan;uqc use with playmztu

g‘)} b.‘ lnthccpmmumty T ‘

" V. Literacy (Ask about each language where it is relevant)
L 5 . 4 - o . .

A. 'Whols literate in which language (estimate of proficiency)
- ° B Whonadslwrms whnt, whonandhow much : -
. C.  "Social” literacy exparience of focus child (dyadlc or ;roup V
actlvity, e.g., oral reading of storybooks, the Bible, the
T.v. Guide, etc.) |
mSocial® writing activities (lettus, notes, homcwork, etc.) ST
D. Availability of maveriate” s 4 '

le. Kinds and quantity of reading mlteml (books, pcriodicals,
. postm)

2 Klnds and quantity of writln; mnerids (€2 statxonary,
. pens, etc.) - .

"E.  Response of focus child to print
I.. '~ Does the focus child
. pntmdmrud'

-choose to look at/read books = - -
-uktnberndtoandi!so,sincewhatage a S

b

v




2 Does the focus child comment on written language

.(e.g+, regarding road signs, labels, etc.) and if so,
since whatage T

- Does the focus child comment on own pgaductions

Vl. Electronic Media

AN
* -+
.
.
.
-
A.
+ B,
»
Q
7
. .
,
.
~
-

‘Presence in the home N o

Use by various family members (when and how misch)
. Relative use in each language
2. Inwhich h_nimge : . o




E.NTR!VISTA SOCIO-GRAFICA

e ——————————————————————

L

. Educacién o I ,
V l. Escolaridad de loc padm del ‘nifle’ (déndc y- por cuinto

Anucod-nus Hhtorict‘n

A Esmnmhmmu(qdinvivemdhogu)

l. Nombndtlocpadres.
Edades.

3. -Qtras personas viviendo en h cass.
&, . Visitas frecuentes. -

B. = Residencis -
L.. Pndns dtl niib

' -n) Lutdtmdmimﬂdoadamanbmdohmma.dudn
' luamhopntmaymmhnmdnm

b) - Residencia(s) desde qut -nacié d ailflo y motivo de . '

_ residencia en
<) 'Vlsiusnguhnsa xico. Tl -

. tiempo).

2 Escolaridad del nifo y dcmis miembros de.. g.mma

moa).

D; !mplco dn los padres, pcnonu snlteru y otru p«ms adulm '

» ._qucvimenhcaa

I Clssede wabajo. =
rA unhridld del empln., : .

B Hmhdfnkldnaludddnlﬂo

< ‘I Enfermedsdes fisicas (alguna mtmnedad fuera delo mcmal o

‘o defecto).
2" Enfermedades emocionales (algdn acontecimiento o suces

16 haya afectado émocionalmente, como. upmcloms.

o ' mlccxmienzos, fricciones, etc.) -
F. Pcrccpdcn de los padres en un dia tipico de actividades de! niﬁo '

1. Diaescolar (ant-e semnaria).
2. Diano escolar (fines de semana o,ma,,ciuns). .




A. Bilinglismo _ :
. ' Simultaneidad o secuencia del idioma. .
2 A qué edad el niffo realizd la primera expeciencia notoria del * 4
uso de un segundo idloma (y qué &dunfadmﬂ’ocumdo -
cmpudaimrm,cmncwcmpumsquehnbhbmun *
ssgundo idioma en bases

Sobre qdmcuﬂlci (amhlo de cscuch, truhdo aotra

8. Desarrollo histdeico dnl idioma (primcr ldloma Y scgundo dlomu si
e apuabh) o ‘

L.

thtro dn desacrollo logndo

- a) Aquicdlddnllb(unpodbhmmas)muzéx
. -amitid sus primeros sonidos -
" -emitié sus primeras palabris .
-entendié las cosas y sus efectos al referirse
" a un acontecimiento ou:eao,yprcgunto-cl POR UE
del mismo - .
o mpdammoctrlosnumcosyacoaw
o -mdauabewyucomciélulg tificd
en un nombre o o
-colonéydlbuiéporprimmvcz :
-hizoauprlmm 3anblmsyetccm6mcambioen su '
sscriturs
-cscribwﬂmmbn

" Formal intcramblo verbal (prtmer Idloma Y scgundo idioma

sies apliablc). .

2 . Participa e nina en "juegos” verbales comoz
«~canciones infantiles
-adivinanzas
-refranes '
-sonsonetes -

~algin otro (cqnci!lquc)

b St e es as, desde qué. edad y bajo, que drcunstanciu (si S

con familiares, hermanos, compnﬂeroa

C. Pcrccpcian de los padru enla proﬁcx-nch d.l niﬁo en- idiomas

1.

Fuerza nhﬁva de Ia dos idl

. Conocimiento en un "cambio” en el dominio, (dcl primero a.l:
_ segundo idioma),
. Caracteristicas dei cambio (c:ouducu del niﬁo que hizo

evidente este cambio).

' Siesasl, a qué edad y razones pos posibles.’

Percepcidn de los padres en la.pérdida del prim« idloma. v
Fortaleza relativa del moma compando il de otros mﬁos

(oral y ucriw).

BEST OOPLMRLDLE




™.

A.

C.

o Acﬁtudndtlapdns

Aspiudmcspandcxmdunmocm
1 Loconcad‘mlcm. v
Carnn.

. Qtihspswﬁampldnsquwniﬁom :
b) Quihsmarﬁalmpdnsqmsunﬂb no fuera.

L&

"3, Vide mcial.

~a)  Referente a amigos con otros groupos étmicos. :
b R-ed&ﬁdnmouﬂmmmmhmbmdeqtro"

,"!mpcrumh de la pruﬂcxmch de ada xdlom& Pngunnr mercz :
. del segundo idloma primero, después acerca del primer xdinma. =
Deben responder "muy lmportanu" "poco lmpomntc"

unpornlm". '

Lo Opcrtm dua:iva.

!cbudénbﬁaacmdlrh- C
' b): Peru-compku,scudneduad&l -

‘2. . Oportunided econdmica..- -
3. BEn op -ultural (entendiendo ¥ pmk:ipmdoen

eventos culturales; apreciando literatura, arte, misical.

t " Relaciones sociales amigos con nifios de otro grupa-

émmnico, visitas, pasar [a noche en cass de amigos, etc)

P«apclé\dtlmpadnsmeldcuodﬂnﬂbmapmderd'

sagundo idioma y/o conservar el prim« idioma

Modelos de! idioma ysado (debe responder. nsolamente :spaﬂot/ln;lés", "ll
mayor parte maﬂol/lng!is" o "cui lo mumo de cada idioma). .

A

L Padres. e ,
: a) Cansmlam:mp:dmum(mcesiunuw)d' '
; idioma. S

. b)) Siel m‘ﬁo m pnanto en los casos mmcxonados.

Enlahrnilh o
" 1. 'mcloapadres.

2.  Entre cada padre y el niffo.

s :mncadaplduydmﬁomayer. ;

8.  Entre cada padre ydmﬂomu;oven.
S. Entre el niflo y el mayor.

.6. Entre etniﬁo y el mmor.

Fucu de la !;mnlh




B .v.

Vi,

A
&.
G v

) D

Apﬂtﬂs . i o : _4 R R
A !

- ha)

Preguntar acerca de cada idioma, donde esto e ril‘qu}g.,

Quiht,quucrhc,cﬂtdcyuimo

Scdﬂnmdumdﬂo:u,ﬂlmmmdnnbros,halbua,
la T.V. guide. Acostumbran a dejar recados o alguna comunicacién
wiumasucmquimmhbhcm;siammbnn
u:rtbireonqu‘tmmchbhac«u

Mlarhl dhpmlbh

L ﬂahmadnﬂhnh«ubns.pclédicu,penm
aapmmrado

rémlmmlncuhs,marasenbn

2 Si tane disponible o nmo maarhhs pln ucriblr, cumo
Iipnu.plmnu,hpicms.tla.ctc.

cémonacnd-dnﬁbaloucrm
L. Sldnlﬂo:
"a)  Hack comoque les.

_b) ' Escoge libros para leer. -
(5] Pldtquelehlnysluuf,dudtqucedad

& .Qu‘diccdnﬂomadtsggdcs,comms,rémlos. .

!ntcris sobre e l-nguln ucrmk o

Quichadnapmwstwmmaa.

1. ﬁluuancnnfn:umda.»

2 .’_Slthnntehvhim,mq\‘idlmhm ‘
3’;7"Hayﬂgunmmmmdcmsmdanumm

e 'Sldmdhmowdoomancimenqmndlomnm .

oyen, .

 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




", . X _S_g_ClOGRAE[!IL INTERVIEW , No Response= NR

DATA_SUMMARY . FORM * Doesn't know- DK .
. 1.0, - '
" Student: : _ Y
; Birthdate:
Persons in Household J§ / | Age] Birthplace Nationality ] Years of {ind of [1.Regular | 2.Seasonal
: : ‘ of grandp.. J Schooling } work :
' R - jMex.] U.S]
Focus child . | F 8 i
Mother
ﬁlthpr I
Qther Guardian ‘
aternal Grandmother ,
" Crandfather -
Paternal Grandmother | - |
. Grandfather f
Other Adults

Appendix F

Al




I

. Persona in Household

£ |

L

- J lhee

Birthplace

Nationality
of grandp.

Years of
- Schoqlin
Mex. U,

|

ind of
work

1.Regular:

2.Seasonal

-

\ .
“ Qther children
A, .

8.

Ce

O

. 1..

.

Comments:

Visitors to the home

Déaily
4 y:

Weekly
3

Frequency

Monthly
2 .

Anngally'

Length
-of visit

1.Span.

3.Both

Major Llnguage

S.Eng.

A

C,




o

Residence History - ' ' S . . | - :

Place of Resldence | Years | Members of Fan. Reasons

Ao \ . . ‘ : , _ .
Be_ o | I —— . ;
Ca
- De

-Shild o liealth
a; Fhysical Allments

rF

b. Emotional Traumas

A ~ . . ~)

' : - ~ : . Pre-school or
lingualism of Chlld‘ I 1,From infanc Early Childhood
Contact with Spanish '

Contact with English

Comments:




-

Age at which®hild first

In Spanish

In Engliaﬁ

1..

Asked for something

2.

Reported an event

3.

Produced sounds

4,

Produced words

5.

Expfesaéd *"why" questions

6.

Produced numbers 1-3 -

7..

Produced numbers 1-10

8.

Produced numbers 1-20

9.

Said or sang the alphabet

"~ 10.

-Recbgnizéd written numbers

M.

Recognized letters

12,

Drew or colorﬁd

13,

Scribbled

.,

Wrote letters:

15.

Wrote numbers

— _

Cohments;




.Does ¢ d pduce 1n
English .

Sinceé whé ge

‘¥, Commercisl Jingles

2. Nursery rhymes

3. Riddles

4, Songs

5. Chants -

. b. Word gemes

i} 7. Other

&

i

Does child produce in
Spanish

since what age

with aoI:I with siblings

1. Commercial Jinglekav

3. 'Nufaér-y rhymes
3. Riddles ’

4, Songs

5. Chants

© 6, Word games - -

7. Other

Comments:




P -

* Lanpuage Profteiency Spanish JEnglish | -
. L - * — » ——t
’ 0. fong ) :
1. A Lttle
.2, Culte a bit i
- 3, Fluently
Si!ﬂ"t An dominance: 1.Yes _ 2.No, Age
Characteristics of Shift: __ = ‘o ' '
Reasona for shift:
v » R \ 'A' - . . ) . ) . . V o
" parent attitude toward shift:
' Laniuaﬁe Broﬂclenc‘ re'lated To other ch.lldren
Comments:
-6~ ¥
- I s




L 3

Academle éspirqtlnns for child

LY

1d

-

Cnreer‘aspirntlons {or ch

[

- Carcer rcjncted.for child

th
o

Friends desired for child: ‘t.Mexican___ ‘

2.Anglo. 3.0ther_____ h.AL_____ ks

Feelings If child marrias outside group

W

e

Importnncé of language for ' 1;Not
: . - Important

[V
2.5omevwhat
Important

3.Very
Important -

‘ High school education

+ Complete education

Career 0pportunl£y

Participation In communlty
‘syents . )

Appreclation of fine arts

MavTng Trlenda of That
1anpunge :

Comments e




s,

, N o _
- Mewirn of child to learn 12

. - _
f.Weak __ ?.Medium *

.0.None _3.Ytrone ,:0
hestre of child te keep Lt: ~ 0O.None s t.Meak . 2\Hedium 3.stronp_- ",
— g} S 2. 3 b 3 '
- Lanpuage lUse Spanlsh QHainly Noth Ahout | Hatnly [ “nplish’
Ao tween only - Jlupanish the scame tnprlish -

o

Parents

-only

» Father-Focus child

Fnther—hldef siblings-

Fnther-Younger siblings -

Mother-Focus child "

Mother-0lder siblings %&

',Mothcr;Younger slblin§§

_ Focus child-Older sibt.

 Focus chlldrYOUng-rfs}t.‘

Focus chlld-Friends

‘Focus child-0Others

-

_ Occasions when parents use other languagé'-

N

- gﬁ"‘§§
In which of these 1‘3% present

T

e N




3

N .. IR \Spanlsh Proficlency 'n;i T sh Preficieucy
Literacy ) — B —
R o (\.Nn:ﬂ t.Log § 2.Medium §3.High Jo.tene §1.° 0 F 70 edlum | 3. Hich
Father R B ‘ :
. Other Guardian bl |
- Other Adult 1 . i B
- Other Adult . v l .
- Other Adult o | N
Focus child : l
~ Older slbling N A
- Older sIbling T ’
- OIder sIbllng l N N S )
er er chillc
- What s read’ (individually) " By whom Frequency
shat iy written (pdjvidpally) By whou Frequency
t
-9 - - .
. ‘2\:, - 0
o »




Particijpants

. Frequency




2.Several

Type of printed written iaterial'.avnllable.in the htme 1.Few

4,

9
-

R S i N . Quantity
Types of writing materials available in the home




Responses of Child to Print

 pretend -to read
‘Look at books
“Read books

Read other material

‘E:lnent on signs
" on labels

" on own writing

>

. on d!""in.&!,, o

_oh- homework

Radi'b_".
*  Record player .
I . ~ - .
Tape player
Comments:
‘ - 12 ~ -
3 - " v
. 126 '
1, - -




