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", Abstract 

Th present research was designed to assess the effects of bi-

lingual educatio On the social developmen~'of 'elementary school children. 
" 

Three groups of children were tested--all were native speakers of English: 

one group attended English schoo~s with English-sp0aklng'teachers (Control); 

one atte,ndect' English schools with Fr·ench-spcaking teachers (ImmerslOn); and 
, 

the third group attended French schools wlth French-speaking teachers 

(French). The children 's communication "kill's were evaluated in terms Cff 

sensitivity and effectiveness ln two different situations. As weIL, the 

children were evaluated using tro other tasks which manipulated pe~eptual 

and ethnolinguistLc eues. 
// 

In the comm~on situation the French and Immersion groups 

were more differentially sensitive ta their listeners~n were the Control 

children; ,but they were nelther more nor less effective as communicators 

• than the monolingual chlldren,.· In addition, the bili'ngual groups did no~, 
; 

difxer from the monolinguai group in terms of role-taking--either in the' /~ Il 
/ 

perceptual task or' ln tlhe social task. The bilinguai chlldren did, however', 
~ / 

perceive themselves in a different way from the monolingual children. Jhe 
results were di~cussed in terms of the impact of bllingual education on the 

~ 

children 's social sensitivity to others. 
" 

/ 

/ 
/ 
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Cette recherche a été conçue afin 

cation bilingue sur le développement sociGl 
1 

1 

~s 1 1 
effets' de 1 'edit-
, 

au niveau élémen-, 
1 / 

taire. Trois groupes d'enfants furent évjalués-~tou 
1 

ayant l'anglais comme 
/ 1 ! 1 

langue maternelle; ~n~laises avec des 

professeurs de :iangue anglaise (Groupe Contrôle; un groupe fréquentait 

les écoles "anglaises avec des professeurs de ngue française (Immersion); 

un troisIème groupe fréquentait les écoles 
1 

ançaises avec des professeurs 

de langue française (Français). à communiquer des enfants fut 

évaluée en termes de sensibilité et selon deux situatiOn\ dif-

\ 

férentes. De plus, les enfants furent é alués au moyen de deux autre$ 

tâches qui manipulaient les variables p rceptuelles et ethnolingUistiqu~. 

Dans la situatIon,de communi ation, les deux groupes bllingUeS~ 
~ \ 

nsibl~s~à leurs auditeurs que le 
'j <;. 

Français et ImmersIon, étalent 

grQupe Contrôle; mais ils étaient n plus ni moins efficaces comme 

communIcateurs que le groupe De plus, les groupes bilingues 

n'étaient pas différents du groupe monolingue dans les tâches perceptuelles 

et ethnolinguistiques. Cependant, les enfants oilingues se perçevaient ... 
d~une façon dif:férente des enfants monolingues. Les résultats furent in-

terprétés en termes de l'impact que l'éducation bilIngue peut avoir sur 

la sensibilité des enfants envers les autres. 

1 • 
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\ 
In the greater Montreal community an increasi~g number of elemen~ 

~ 

. tary school children are enrolling in so-call,ed "immersion pI"og~ams". ln 

its most COffiffion Canadian version, Immersion education consists of native 

English-speaking children attending schools where the language of instruct-

ion is French. In most cases only the teacher speaks French; aIL of the 

children speak English as a native language and the school administration 

is conducted in English. The purpose of this type of education is to pro-.. 
vide a schodl environment which will foster and facilitate th~ acquisitIon 

, 
~t a second language. There are other varieties of Imm€rsion. These in-

_r 

. -
clude situations in which English-speaking children attend alI-French schools 

1 
and French-speaking children attènd all-English schooLs. The latter two 

, _J 

va~ieties of immersion might be called total immersion, whereas the first 

mentioned variet~ might be called partial i~nersion. 

In a country like Canada ,"here there is a very large immigrant 
/ ') ~ 

pop1:l-l-a-H.on': immersion education is indeed very Common since immigrant child­
\ 

~en who must attend either French or Eqgllsh schools often possess little 
, 

fluency in ei ther of these languages -it the s tart.. Thus, immersion programs 

--which might be regardecl as an exciting and innovati~e approach to second 

language 

for many 

1. 

lear.ning !ibr English 

~~w cana~ns. 

r-
and French Canadians--constitute a fac~of life , 

On the island of Montreal tnere are two major school boards, La Commis­
J 

ion d:~· Ecolps, ~a tho hques de Montréal (CEcM) which serves .mainly the French­

speakins population and the Protestant School Board o~ Greater Mo~treal which, 
~ 

,. P, - ~~ ,-. f 
s~rves maïnly the Engtis~;speaking population . 

. , , 
~ - f~- \ , ,-

• 
?' -

• 
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2. 

Undoubtedly, one conserjuence of inunersion èducation for the par-

ticipating stud~nts i8 greater mastery of a second language than they would 
\7 

achieve by following conventional second-language courses (Lambert & Tucker, 
~ . 

, 
1972). But are, there other consequences? The purR~se of the present investi-

r 
gation is tO,explore the possible cdnsequencesJof such programs on children 

in terms of social developrnent. For'example, one might expect children in 

ear~y irranersion programs ta acquire certain' social skil-ls that others attend-

ing traditional, native-language programs do not. In particular, chlldren 

placed in a social Betting where they can neither make themselves understood , 

dor understartd their t;each~rs (in the case of partlql-irnrnerosion progr\.rns) 

or theliropeers as weIL (in the case of total-immersion prograrns) might be-
\ 

\ / 

come more\~~f{ally ~ensiti ve. This, sensitivi~y may be especially evident , . 

in verbal cornrnul'bicat,ion. On the other hand, H is also possibl,e that thiJ 

type of situation would produce ch!ldren who are poor in verbal communication 
, CI 

ll,< 
and ln other types of soc.ial situations because they are not allowed to com-. 

, 1 

municate fr~ely in their native language. Possible reasons for expetting an 
, ' 

increase in sensitivity Will be described later. 

First, al revièw of the relevant research related to bili~gualism 
.J 

and c~gnition, developmental bi1ingualism and bilirrgual educatiop will be ' 

presented followed by a ritionale for the current research and a number of 

specifie hypotheses. 
~ 

" 

.. ' 

\ 
\ 

.. . 

'. 
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3. 

BilingualLsm and Cognition 
)' 

In 1939, Leopold suggested that bilingual children have a differ-

ént rate of cognitive developrnent than monolingual c~ildren. On the basis 

of his observa tional da ta, Leopo Id specu lated tha t bU ingua 1 'chi'ldren Iearn 

l' ,ta dissociate-the phonetic aspects from the semantic aspects of words at an 

:~ 

" 

eariier age th an monolingual children. 

Worrali's South,Africa Study' 

Recent ly, Ianco-WorraU (1972) has of fcred empUlca 1 suppor t for 

Leopold's speculation. She compared bilingual and rnonolingual children, 

ranging 'in age [rom 4 years, 6 months ta 7 years, 9 months, on a word-p~e-

ference tept. This test c~nsisted of a series of three-word sets. Each 

set was made up of a reference word and two other words; one, phonetically 

simi lar to the reference word, and ore semantica lly simi lar (for example, , 

CAP: CAN" HAT). Each child was asked ta select the word that he thought 

was more s {'mi lar to the re fereq.ce word. lanco-Worraii found that more bi-

lingual children chose the semantically-similar word, HAT in this case, than 

the phonetically~slmilar word, CAN. The monolinguals, on the other hand, 
1 

more ,consi s tently chose'~ phone tically-simdar ward. This di fferentia 1 

preference was evident only for the younger chiJdren; there was no differ-

ence in preference pattern between the aIder bilingual and monolingual 

g\onps. They all,consistently chose the sernantically-similar ward. These 

" results suggest that bilingual children are precocious in thelr preference 

o 

fo~ ~e semantic aspects Qf words, but that ultimately monoltnguals perform 
1; 

equivalently. 

ln a second part of her research, Ianco-Worrall investigated the 

r-" 
development of word-referent dissociation in monolingual and bilingual children. 



• 
, 

1 

Word-referent dissociation refera; ta the realization that words are, in 

4. 

princip le , arbitrary labels for environmental referents, and that there i5 

nothing absolute in word-referent pairings. In other words, a tree·could 

be cailed ~ as easily as tree. In order ta test thlS, children were asked 

if, for example, a cow could, in principle, be called.i9.B.. In another part 

of the experiment they were asked questions of the sort "Why is a dog c~ lIed 

~?". Finally, they were asked ta play a game ln which they were ta Ima­

'~,,,gine, for example, thaLa cow is called pen, and VIce versa. Subsequently, 

" 
they were asked "Does the cow give mi1k?" (w'hile 1101dlng up the pen), and 

l. "Can you wnte with the pen?" (while holding up the cow). This latter 

technique was developed b~ Vygotsky (1962), 

Worrall found that the majority of her monolingual subJects re-

ported that obJect names couid not be interchanged even in principle, while 
, 

the majorlty of her bilingual subjects agreed that, in principle, they could 

'< t 

be. This finding suggests that bilingu'al childten develop an earlier appre-

ciation of the symbolLç nature of words than do monolingual children. 

For the question "Why is a dog called ~?", the explanations for 

both the monolingual and bilingual subjects were of the sort "because it 

barks ... ". Worrall called thi-s type of élnswer "explanatlon bya'ttributes". 

For the question "Can you write with the pen?", there were no dif­
Il 

ference s between the bi lingua 1 s and the mono lingual s . The se find ings lend 

support ta the notion of a distInctIon between linguistic competence and 

linguis tic per formance proposed by Noam Chomsky (1957). ,Sta ted simp ly, lin-

- - -..-- -_ ... - '"-----_ ... - --- ~ - ------
guistic competen2e- i8 éln~ideal1.zed and impÜ-ci"t"'set- of rules I.1sed bi'" a 

(-

speaker to generate language. Llnguistic, performance is the élctual realiza-

tiou of this rule system in sorne overt, behavioral forme The upper limit 
~ 

• 1 
" 
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of performance is establlshed by competence levels. However, an individ­

ual's ~erformpnce often fails short of the level 'e~'tablished by his compe-

tence because of the inter play of other concomitant psychological factors 

-" such as memory, fatigue an"d attention. In the context of lanco-Worrall's 

results, it may be sald that the bilingual and monolingual subjects had 

attained dlfferent stages of competence when the bilinguals agreed that in 1 

prlnciple words can'be interchanged whereas monolinguals denled this possi-

. billty. By vHtue of the lack of difference between the two groups on the 

third part of the experiment, however, there seemed to be no performance 

dif ferences. Fro,m another powt of view one mlgh targue that the more 

... 
sophisÙcated linguistic competence demonstra,ted by the bilingual childrerl 

in the word-referent dissociation task was not manifest at a performance 

leve 1 since the way they used the ir language in the third part of the ex-

, l 

periment was ]lot different from that of the monoli'nguals. The monolinguals 

~ 

and bilinguals may have performed similarly because there were certain en-

vironmental constraints Or task requirements which masked'any underlying 

difference in competence. In theory, being bilI.ngual could alter the com-

petence level of one 's native language or the performance level, or both. 

" 
What is being suggested here is that, oil. the basis of 'Ianco-Wol"rall's re-

sults, being bllingual does ~ffect one's competence-ln---t-he--n-a-t:~ve language, 

but, that there,are also other psXchologlcal factors (memdry and attention, 

for example) unaffected by the expërience of being bilingual which minimize 

. 
___ ~_._ th~ __ 9_ehav!Q.:t::.?Lm~n!:-f~~9-~io~ __ ~t_tbe.~e underlying differet'lces. This lTlay be 

- - - - - ----- -- - - ~-~----~--~ ....---- , -- - ----

particularly true ln more natural lTlulti-dimensional situations where these 

non-affected fac~tors will be more numerous, such as in unstructured play 

situations •. 
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Pea l and Lamber t' s Mon trea l S tud y 

Feal and Lambert (1962) investigated the consequences of bilin­

guality on the more genet~t ~ of cognitive development. They admin-

istered a battery of standardized tests ta 164, IO-year-old, middl.e cless 

chl.ldren. ALI cht'tdren were French Canadian and English was their seconà" 

, 
language. ALI children were 'balanced bi linguals '. A 'balanced bilingual' 

is generally regarded as someone whose proficiency in his second language . , .. 
equals that in hlS native language on a number of linguistic dimensions or 

on a number of performance tasks. The linguistic dimensions. u~ually in-
, . 

clude such skills as speaking, wri ting, lis teni ng or reading (Macnamara, 

1969). The tasks ~ay include such,.. tests as the Stoop test, ward-association 

test, aIl of which were used by Peal and Lambert,. 

Their test battery included the Lavoie-Laurendeau Gr'Oup Test of 

General Intelligence, Raven's Progressive Matrices and the Thurstone Pri-

mary Mental Abili ties Test (PMAT). The bi linguals were compared to il group 

of monolingual children cquated in terms of sociOeCOnOI)lic status (SES) and 

other pertinent factors. The bilinguals scored significantly higher than 

the monblinguals. on the Raven 's Progressive Hatrices, the Lavo1e-Laurendeau ,/' 

verbal and non-verbal subtests, the verbal meaning subtest of the PMAT~ 
man y of the other non-verb"al subtests of the PMAT (such as spa~re-

/' 
// 

// Grouping, Percept ion and Number). 

Why might bilinguals perform better than monolinguals on sorne of 

these tests? Feal and Lambert offered three posslbilit1es. First of a11, 

--bili~;al's-m~yh-a-~;- ~ greater tendency"to --iake c-Ügntzance- or Ene-genè-rar--

properties of environmental events without reliance on thelr linguistic sym-

bols. This may resul t from their having two symbols for each referent • 

\ 
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Secondly, bilin~uals may develop greater 'cognitive flexibility' supposedly 

as a consequence of swi tching from on language ta another or, more genera lly, 

from one symbol system ta anothèr. dly, bilingual superiority may re-

sul t from a possible wider range of t~at might accompany a bi-

lingual upbringing, such as exposure culture and a different set 

of social norms. 

A factor analysis of their data yie~ded a greater number of inde-

pendent factors for the bilingual group than for the monolinguai group. 

Peal ànd Lambert leaned toward the possibility that biIinguals have greater 

cognitive flexibility than monolinguals and, thuS", that they have access ta 

a greater number of independent cognitive abilities in problem-solving situ-

ations . 

Balkan's Switzeriand Study 

More recently, the possibility that bilinguals possess greater ~1. 

cognitive flexibility than morrolinguals has been invest~ated by 

in.Switz~rland. He compared groups of French-English~~linguals 
/' 

Ba 1 kan (1970) 

wi th a group 

s>f 'monolinguals, aged 11 ta 16 years. Bath experimental group and control 

group were comparable in terms of socioeconomic status. There were two 

groups of bilinguals, "bilingues tardifs" and "bilingues initiaux". The 

former group were children who had become bilingual after four years of age 

while the latter group had become bilingual bef.ore the age of four. All of 
" 

the bilibguals were balanced. Balkan administered the "Batterie d'aptitudes 

This battery consists of sevep sub-

" 

f 
f 

- / 

~~~- -- -----,-- -- - -.- _/_~~--------- ---

tests: (1) dominos, a measure of generai intelligence or "g"; (2) nuances 

and (3) synonymes transformés, measures of verbal aptitude; (4) divisions, 

a measure of numeric aptitude; (5) h~stoires, a measure of verbal flexibility; 
./' 



• 
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\~. 

\ 
(6) figures cachées, a measure of non-verbal or perceptual flexibility and '\ 

1 . 

(7) dates, a measure of general reascming or ~ (Thurstone, 1938). 

The three groups were equivalent on the dominos test which is an 

appropriate control fqr general intelligence. However, bath bilingual groups, 

thè' bitîngues tardifs and bilingues initiaux, scored significantly higher 

th an the monolioguals on a11 of the other s,ubtests, except for the two mea-
, /. 

sures of verbal ability, nuances and synonymes transformés. The bilinguals 

performed significantly poorer than the monolinguals on the nuances test, 

. ,-
and there was no difference between the groups on the synonymes transformes 

1 \, test. It is difficult ta account for the findings on these two measures 

- of verbal ability. It might simply indica.te a vocabulary deficit attribut-

able ta the division of one's language-learning time between two languages. , 

Both the nuances and the ~ynonymes tests appear to require a minimum vocab'-

ulary for average performance. However, the bilinguals gave more associa­
~ 

tians in each of their two languages than did the monoJingual~ in their one 
) 

on the ward-association test, a measure of bilingual balan~e, thereby indi-

• l 

cating that the bllinguals did not have a vocabulary deficit. 

,Thus, we again see evidence of superior general reasonimg for a 

group of tllingUalS as indic~ted by th~ir sype~iürity on the dates subtest. 
~ " .. 6 

As well, the bilinguals 1 superiority on the ·hisl;olres and figures cachées 
\ ,/'~ 

j l ",./ 

subtests suggests a greater ability ta u'ncover u~der1ying dimensions of/5pnf': 

~/ . 
ulus arrays whether they be verbal, as in the his toires t:-e-S't; or 

, ~ r 
/ ' 

l, as in the figuL~uQtg~~,-~These findj,I!.RL~or;:.4orate 'simiÎ.ar 

conclus ons reached by Ben-Zeev (1972) using a ~ifferent stimulus array; 

namely, a matrix of cylinders . 

/ 

\ 

/ 
/ 
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/' 

-- ~ - ---- ---
9 . 

Ben~Zeev's Israel-New York Study 

Ben~Zeev hypothesized that bi!~Rgualism accelerates general cog-
/ / -

( nitive d~elopment, and specificallY',thJt'it.':dya;~~s\·tYre on~et of concrete 
, ... ~, ,.,,,,'" , ' .,~ \ .,,, 'l' 

operational thinking. She also hyppthe'siz~i th~t\~l1~{~g~~lism enhances the 

\ ,J~ 
____ ch:Lld-'.s_abilgy'(o ana ly~,è" syntax. 1 

;' 
Her s~mple consisted of two groups of bafanced Hebrew-Cnglish 

bi1ingù~ls, one ftom Israel and one from -,the U~S.A. There was 'a monolingual 

1 \ 

English tontrol group from the USA and a monolingual Hebrew control groQp / 

from Israe 1. The Chil~r~range'd in age f,r'~m 5 year s, 4 mon ths, to 8 ye:~ s, 

6 months. By sam/ung acc' dent the Hebréw con trol group tended ta be younger 
.. / 

than the other gr~ups of 
J 

ch\ldren, bot~ experimental and cont~ol, and they 
\ 10 ~ 

also tended ta come from famj,\i~s of les5 affluent, althougi,\no::theless 

rfd/E;,sirable" socioeconomic mil~~ux. ""'-: 

She administered the following tests 
... 

(1) Verbal Transformations ,- ,r> f) 

Test (Warren,~ Warren) 1966); (2) symb~l substitution test; (3) Paradig-

'matie Ward Association Test; (4) MorphC)logical Generalization Test; (5 ) 

o Transposition Test (Bruner & Kenney, 1966) and (6) Raven's Progressive 
1 

Matrices (1965). Tests (1) and (2) were used ta measure 'verbal flexibility'; 

tests (3) and (4) ta measur~uncle~standing of syntactic form'; tests (5) , 

and (6) i.-o measure l_ogical operations. 
,-

In the area of verbal flexibility there was evidence that the bi-

linguais passes cl greater skiii at verbal, auditory reorganization than th~ 

monolingu s. This suggestion arase from ~heir performance on the Verbal 
< , 

--------~.---~ -- ---

Transformatihn~ Test. Ln this test one ward at a time was repeated continually 

• ---~ 

by means of a taBe 
/ 

The two words that 

Ioop, and the sub~asked ta report what he heard. 

were eho7 as stimuli were nonsensie.i in both Hebrew' 

• 
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and English and-the phanetlc • " ' .. of.each ward was consonant with 

bath languages. In subjeet typically reports that the orig-

)inal ward loses its me lng. Once this happens, he starts ta hear wards 

-----. ' ... _'"""'--.." ft 

whi~ are not r~ on the tape. The bilinguals heard a greater total 

number 0' l~ than the monolinguals and .a greater number of different 

...... --,,;-

/ 

• 

the original ward. As we 11, they heard the fi r st wcr d change 

earlier than the monolinguals and they reportjcl more forms during t~e flrst 

30 seconds. This was interpreted as greater perceptual, cognitive flexibil-
. 

ity on the part of the bilingu?ls as they abandoned meanlngless or de-seman-

ticized stimuli and searched for new; m~aningful ones. 

With regard ta 'an understanding of syntactic form', there were 
\ 

no between-group differences on the Morphologieal Generalization Test, where-

as the bilinguals were vastly ,superior ta the monolinguals on the Symbol 
'" 

Substitution Test. The for~er test requires the subJect to generalize mor-

pholpgieal rules by ~upplying appropria te inflections ta' a series of non-

sense words used in,v~rying contexts (e.g., "Here ts a wug. Here are two 

."). The latter tes't is the same as Part 3 of the lanco-Worrall ----
,'t 

study in which th~ names of abjects were interchanged and the child was 
,.,. 

asked ~ number of questions about eaeh abject., The discrepancy between 

lanco-Worra1l 's finding of no difference and Ben-Zeev's finding of super-

iority for the bllingual group ts very puzzling and difficult ta explain . 
.. 

Together the results from the Morphologieal Gencralizatian Test and the 

Symbol Substitution Test su~est that bilingualism does not seem ta affect 
-------------+1 --- ----- -----

; the learning of ordinary grammar but instead results in an earlier break-

- , 
clown of the "ward magic" phenomenop' or, in othe,r words, an earll.er realiza-

tion that words are arbitrary labels for environmental referents. It 1s 
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lated to syntélx and, consequent11', \.!h('~·h('r hc·r concll ,ions arc \'éllid. 

On the Transposition Task the ld,linf:unJs were SupcFlor tü the 

monolinguals in sp(>clfyillg the dimensions unc1crlY}I1S a v1.5ual :11"ra1'. On 

the Raven' S Progressive l'btric<?s thorc ,,'.1<; no significant di[[orcnc 2 in 

tcnns'of COl"rccl rl'spo1lCli'lg bC't\l'Ccn the hd1nguals élncl the lllon(lli.n~uals 

but Llw bilingur-tls approdtheù the lask 111 il mon' .'1na1yLi.c, sySLC'JW1LJ-c '·Iay. 

These findings lecl B('l1-Zeev to cOl1eludc tlwl hlhnt~11aljsm contnbutes tn 

the aclvanc(,J1lenL of concrctC'-oj)cl".1tional ihlnldng \Jhc)"c verbol SllJ1l\.tJ i arc 

involv(c(l but llwt il 18 nol in itsel[ sufficicnl to lnc111cc the' onsC'L of 

this sUq;c o[ thinldng ln relation to non-vc1bcll fllatl'l"léll. 

In summary, 13er-Zeev commcn t s' 

Il'1'he hi.1 ini',lln1 s' 5(;('k ou! the unc1C'rlyjrît, c1imension'l in 

.. the patterns they coniront:. 111C! p.sttcrns lbey SE.el\: OUI 

are primalily linguistlc, but thr s&me 'procosb clso o~pr-

ates when visual palterns arc confronLed, ilS in the ability 

lo seek out and nnl11(> the dimen<;~ons involvec! in t11C 1'1'é1ns-
! 

,/ 

position Test. H<1ving becn con[rontecl in C'Qrly llfe ivith 

a verbal cn'vironment of unusunl complcxity in i,hich the 

underlying orch'r 18, dlfflcult Lo discover !Jf"C[lllSe LIJcr(' 

are two ordC'n;, nol one, the !lllinguflls sC'cm to have dcv'21-

Tbcsc n'(~chanisl~s hnvc Decorne i1 Lognillvt' tJ jjt and sa tlH'y 
" 

-- ----nppry mOYé -lTrlJctrrly---rh;nr LD . the OTcf1 TIR 1 rrudi"o-\-crhn1 ~d tllé\-

f 
tian. 'I11C br€'ac1th of subjc·c! n1dtt}i.r c,r' [0' l1J1.t1'0'18 for,yl1icn 

. 
this trnit function's ner'tl,'tllrlh"r inf.·cs~1[:3l](m.1\ (1977, p. 20n ___ ..;, 

" 

" 
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• CUnuTIlns and Gulutsan's Western Canada Study 

In an unpublished studYI Cummins & Gulutsan (1973) investigated 

the effects of bllinguality on memory, reasoning and divergent thinking. , 

They were also int~rested in whether the bilingual's preference for or pro-
,- -

ficiency in verbal as opposed ço non-verbal, or imagistic, thinking is af-

fette~ by his having two linguistic systems with which to organize thought 

processes. The lat ter, question arises from Pal vio' s dual-processing theçny 

of cognition (1971). Thus, both verbal and non-verbal forms of the memory, 

reasoning and divergent thinking tests were admlnistered to a group of 

French-English bilingu?ls and tq Engllsh monollnguals in grade 6. USlng a , 

variety of procedures, such as word association, subjective self-rating'and 
• )0 ",' ~ 

teacher ratings they clas~ified the bilinguals as'~ither balanced or non-
'f 

balanced. The following tests werft administered ta the bilinguals and mono-

Hnguals: (1) memory tcst~, a) free recall for separate lists of abstract 

and concrete words and b) a paired-associated recall test, again with sepa-

rate ~ists of abstr~ct and concrete words; (2) reasoning tests, three sub-

tests ( nos. l, 2 and 4) of the Kuhlman-Flnch Intelligence Test; these su~-

tests include verbal and spatial abilities; (3) divergent thlnking, a) 

Guilford Uses Test (t967), a measure of verbal divergence and b) Wallach and 

Kogan's Patterns Tes~ (1965), a measure of non-verbal divergence. 

Both b~rrng~al groups performed significantly better than the mOno-

lingual group on the verbal-ability and general-reasoning subtests of the 

Kuh Imann-Finch Tes t. Therse t'esu 1 ts offer genera 1 confirmation of the find-

ings by Peal and Lambert of superior concept formation, or general reasoning 

abilities, and superior verbal ability for bilinguals. The bllinguals were 

also significantly superior on- the Originality part of the verbal test of • 



e· 

• 

divergence. 

\ 

'The monolinguals pprPormed significantly better than the bi­
d 

linguals on free recall for abstract words. 

The finding of greater originality on the verbal test of diver-

gent thinking should be interpreted cautiously as indicative of grea~er 

13. 

creativity for :~e bil.i~als sinee other measures derived from both the ,"",-<-

.' . 

... 

verbal and non~verbal tests of dlvergence failed ta show any differences 

between the groups. 

The results were equivocal with regard to the bi1ingua1's re1a-

. 
tive re1iance on verbal or i~agislic modes of cognitive processing. ,First 

of aIL, it is questionable whethcr the 1ists of abstr0ct and concrete words 

that Cummins and Gu1utsan prepared for the memory tests were adequate inso-

far as thére was no difference, for either group, on free recall and on 

paired-associate re~a11 with the abslra~t and concrete lfsts. In general, 

one wou1d expect the concrete words tn be reca11ed better th an the abstracX 
, 

words (Paivio, 1971), by monolingua1s and bilinguals alike. Second1Yf the 

results from the Patterns and reasoning tests are inconststent. For example, 

the monolingual group peiformed better than the bilingual group on the spat­
.,.; 

ial abili~ies subtest of the Kuhlmann-Finch and on the fluency part of the 

Patterns test (the ~luency measure is the number 'of proposed representations 

for each item). However, there was no difference in performance between the 
\ , 

groups on the originality measure of the Patterns test. Thus, it is diffi-

cult ta come to any definite conclusions about differential,use of verbal 

and non-verbal coding systems by the two groups of subjects. Nevertheless, 

~ the bilinguals d~ exhibit greater verbal ability and greater reasoning 

ability than the monolinguals. 

Cumm1ns- and Gulutsan also found signlficant differences between 

----
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the balanced and non-balanced bilinguals, in favor of the balanced group 

on measures of gene~al reasoning, Uses' fluency (the number of'different 

uses suggested), Uses' flexibility (the range of uses suggested), arld Uses' 

originality. In other words, level of proficiency in the second language 

seems to affect the magnitude of difference in performan~e between bilin-

guaIs and monolinguals on sorne measures. 
'1 ..... 
". In summary, when we consider the data available from receat re-

, 
search tt seems clear that bilinguality can offe~ a_n individual advantages 

above and beyond that of the abllity t\ use two languages. The picture 

that emerge3 .. "~'$, one of greater flexibility for the bilingual. This flexi-
" ,,,,,, li • -~ 

bllity is char~ct~rized by a greater number of inde pendent mental abilities 
/' , 

(Peal & Lambert, 1967), greater facility at uncovering the underlying dimen-
~ 

sions of a stimulus array (Ben-Zeev, 1972; Balkan, 1970) and a greater 

willingness to change one's strategy in order to maintain meaningfu1ness 
; 

\Ben-Zeev, 1972). The ability to uncover im~licit stimulus dimensions 

seems to be part of a more general facility at concept formatIon (Pea1 & 

Lambert, 1962; Cummins & Gulutsan, t973) that in turn may result from the 

bilingual t s greater tendency ta attend to the semantic aspects of words , 
than to their phonetic aspects (~eopold, 1939; Worrall, 1972; Ben-Zeev, 

1972) and an appreciation that, at least in p~inciple, words are arbitrary 

labels for external referents. 

Developmental Bilingualism 

The resear~h discussed in the preceding seçtion dealt w1t~bi-
~ ~. <-"S 

linguals who have at: least, functional competence in their second language. 
\ 

< , 

This section will discuss studies concerned with children who are in the 
~ 

process of becoming bilingual. 
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The earliest inyestigations of developmen'tal vbilingua1is~ were 

usua11y anecdota1. For examp1e, in 1913 Ronjat r~ported the observations 

that he made of his son who was learning French and German simuÜaneously. -

He made two maJôr observations. First, he reported that both la~guages 
• 

were initi~lly mixed in his sonfs speech. In other words, theréwas no 
" 

systematic recognition or separation of the two languages. Secondly, he 
{ I~f 

observed that one or the other language was dom10ant at various stage~ in 

his son's development. 
~ 

,., " 

Thus, the language of the mother was dominant for 
" 

several months whep,his son first started to talk. Two years 1ater. French~ 
~ 

the father's language, assumed dominance. V-ery similar results have been 

reported/~ Leopold (1939-1949). In both of these families, the father 

spGke one language ta the child; the mother, another. 

More recently, Swain (1972) has conducted a careful, systemaCic 

study of pre-school-aged chi1dren, who were raised from birth in bilingual 

She was'~~ying to discover whether c~ildren who learn two languages , 
simultaneously perform similarly to the chi1d learning each language separ-

ately, or wnether bilingual development differs qualitatively from monolin-
1 

gual development. She gathered speech samples from her subjects by having 

them aet as interpreters between ~wo adults, each of whom the child was 

", 
Led to beli~ve spoke only one language, French or English. In this way 

Swain was able to' gather both English at;d French-language samples from"the 

same subjects in a relatively natural setting. 

Using thes~ data, Swain investigated the acquisitlon of specifie 

grammatl.cal structures -(e.g., t~e use---e-f-the interrogative) whieh she--com­, 
pared wi th the acquisition of these same struc tures in the speech of mono-

lingual control children. She coneluded that bilingual ~fquisition follows 
\ ' 

" 

J 

\ 
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, ~ 

\ ~~ -
es.s~ntiall~ the sawe developmental~ pattern as monolingual acquisition. 

\ 
\ 

The study by Swain is an example o~ sorne very important relatively 

• - l~'" 
recent research that studies bilingualism in the broa~er context of language 

" learning in general. Other contributlons of thi 9 sort have been made by 

Dato (1970), Kessler (1971) and Ravem (1968). An bnderstan_ding of the 

acquisition of l.nguage by the monolingual child may be helpful in under· 

/' 1> 

standing better the mechanisms and effècts of bilingual 'acquisition. 
r _-7 l 

~ ~. ----;' 
Then~ is growing intet~'st~i~ those bilinguals~\who acquire thei'r 

1 

secon~ language after their native language is fully developed (see Dulay 
o 

& Burt, 1972, for a review). This group inc1udes children and adults alike. 

Learning a second language theo may differ from learning it together with 

one's native language. Sorne language-learning stratègies used by adults 

who are acquirlng a second language haVe been delineated by Lance (1969) 

Richards (1971), Selinker (1971) and George (1972). Similar studles with 

children'have been done by Valette (1964), Rave~ (1968) and Data (1970). 
, 

This type or bilingual, in fact, is the focus of- interest in the pre~ënt re-

search-- el~ment~ry school dhildren wi~h a fulfy-developed first-language 

system who were becoming bilingual in'a school setting. This will he des-

cribed in grea ter de ta il la ter. 

Billngual Education 

" Al though no one appears tù doubt that learning tw11an uages, i5 

possible and, judging by the number of "natlkal bi lingUalSO"Win the wo Id, 

~ t~\ 

relatively easy 1 there are grave doubts abou t the success of learning a 

second language in school. 
~. 

As Macnamara (1973) points out "Language is a 
- , 

'peculiar embarrassment to the teacher, because outside scheol, children 

o seem te learn a language without any difficulty whereas in school, with 
- , 

, - 1 

\ 

__ • ____ ---.lI _______ ......;, __ _ 
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the ald of,teachers their progxE's'J lS halting and unsatlsfactory", in most 

~e~ While this conclusion is probably true in general, it fails to 

take lnto accoun~ the dlfference in time spent on language in school afid 
~ 

outiide the school Besides, school may prove particularly useful in teach-

ing the formaI aspects of;language, su ch as reading and wrrting, whieh might 

not Qe learned ,without school instruction. 

Macnamara (1966) presents an extensive reVlew of the bi1ingual-

education programs that had been conducted until 1966. Bilingual education 
.. 

may ~nclude any school pro~ram whose objec,tive is to produce chlldren with 

funcFibnal linguistic competence in a second, language. Functional hnguistie 

competence Il)ay mean eonununicati ve competence in the target language so that 

the student may interact socially or conduet business effectlvely in the 
~ , , 

language, or it may mean mastery of thè formai aspects of, the target lan-

guage, such as reading and writing. The most outstanding feature of mos~ 

of the bil!\tgual projec'ts l>..eviewed by Maenamara was their relative lack of 

suecess; not only did the çhlldren apparently not learn the target language 

adeRuately, but they seemed to suffer deficits ln thelr natlve language 

skills a,nd in i~tellectual functioning generally. There has been a tend-

ency to attribute the fall~re of bilingual educatlon to the limited, 1n-
<' 

tellectual capacity of sCho,al chlldren. Nany evaluators in the past have 

ma~el th,~ implicit assumption that chlldren have a certain limited alll{)unt of 

, j-

cognitive energy, ~hat is fully required in a monolingual environment. Thus, 

•• ,C the assumptïon proce'eds, dl.viding cognitive,energy between two dtfferent 

'languages results in dehcits to one or the other or both languges and pos-

sibly to general reasoning faculties. B101ogical and intellectual factors 

are undoubtedly important when considering second-language learning (Penfield 
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& Roberts, 1959~ Lenneberg, 1967), but there are other factors ta cansider 

which are not as subject ta the limitations of quantity that intellectual 

capacities are aften thaught to be. For example, the role of the psycho-

logical components of learning, such as attitudes and motivation, h~~e been 
-'-

~nvestigated by Gardner and Lambert (1972) and found to be influential in 

second-language learning. As weIl, one cannat igno~e the social aspects 

of second-langu~e learning, such as the general societal support for 1earn-

ing and maintaining a second language (Spolsky, 1974). 

The failure of bil ingual educat ~on programs often ref.lect s mor,e 

on the structure of such programs than on the feas ibility of learning a 

second language in school per se. In particular, it has been suggested 

that lean'ling a second language is essentially the same as learn~ng one's " 

native language (Tucker & d'Anglejan, 1970; Swain, 19.72). 111us, the fail.!: 

----------u-I'€-O-Ls_econd-language teaching ~s probably due, ln part, ta irs fallur~ 
-----~ \ ----------

ta exploit the simiîàrities _between first and second-language learnlng 

processes (rucker & d'Ang1ejan, 1970). ontil re1atlvely recently litt1e 

effort has been expended in developing second-language teaching programs 
.. 

or techniques that reflect processes that we have aIl experienc~d ln learu-

ing our native language. Of course, part of the difficulty resides in our 
, 
ignorance of what these processes really are. Although we may not under-

stand aIl of the cognitive concomitants of flrst~anguage acquis~tion, we 

do know one major environmental concomltant; namely, personal interaction 

in which verbal communication is vital. In the school setting, there has 

been insufficient emphasis Rut on the communicative aspects of second-lan-

guage learning. The development of gramrn~tica land phonetic competence 
f 

have traditionally been the goals of foreign-language teaching . 
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In an attempt ta crealc il situation in tHe school which was as 

analogous as possible ta the environment that accompanfes first-language 

acquisition, the St. Lambert Elementary School, near Montreal, initiated 

in 1965 a program of French-immersion education. St~rting from Kinder-

garten, children whose native language was English were given course in-

struction in this program via Frénch. For the first two years of school 

all course instruction was.given in French by natlve French-speaking teach-

ers. Beginning ~n grade 2, an English Language Arts program was lntroduced 

for two 35 minute periods daily. Gradua11~~re- ând more English-language 

instruction was introduced until by grade 7, the final year of the program, 

instruction was divided approximately equally between French and English. 

In June of each year children participating in this program were 

. given a battery of tests ta assess their scholastic and intellectual devel-

opment. The hndings indicated that the childrén performed at the same 

lever as conventionally-educated, monolingual Engllsh children both academ-

ically and lntellectually •. Their Engllsh-lan.guage skills were equivalent 

ta thbse of monolingual English pè'ers and, at the 'lame time, their Frerich-

language skills were better than those of childèen ~aught via traditlonal 

second-language cOurses. 

This particular program has been 50 successful that approximately 

40% of aIL ellgible kindergarten pupils within the jurisdiction of the sehool 

board enrolled in similar unrnersion programs durillg the school year 1973-
i 

1974. In additi_~n, similar p{ograms have been set up in at least 14 schools 

on the island of Montreal ,under: the jurisdictlon of a different school b9ard . 

') 
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Currenl Research 

Thus, there are a large number of chLldren in the Montreal area 

who are becoming bilingual, ta sorne gegree, in schoal. It iS··Slft.prising 

to the casual observer how calmly and quickly children appear to adjust to 

immersion prograrn8. Nevertheless, one cannot ignore the challenge these 

children face by participating in su ch prograrns. Not only 18 there the . ; 

linguistic challenge of rnastering a second language, but there is also a 

sociorpsychological challenge in the ~se,nse of be~ng unable t~'communicate 

fully with their teachers. There is another group of elementary school 
" _/ 

children in Montreal for whom these challenges are even greater; namely, 

English-speaking children who attend French scho01s where thelr classmates 

as weli as their teachers speak French. This,was thè group referred to as the 

'total immersion' group in the first section of this intToduction. 

/ 
In prograrns modelled on the St. Lambert prQject, only the teacher 

is a native speaker of French so t'l1;a.t the chdd always has the option of 

cornmunicating with his peers in English, an option not generally available 

ta children in total-immersion. In 197?-1973, 5.6% of the entire English 

school population in Quebec was enrolled in alI-French scho01s while 1.9% 

of the entire French school population was enrolle~ in all-English schools. 

This comprises a full 35,420 e1ernentary and secondary school students (Mon-

treal Star, 1974). ln 1973-1974, approximately 7% of the elementary 

school populatidh of the Protestant School Board of Creater Montreal was 

enrol·led in early immersion prograrn8. 

What effed:s mîght one ex-pect such an educational prograrn to have~ , , 

on the participa~ing children? From a pure1y linguistic pOlnt of view these 

children could,be viewed as faeing a linguistic confliet in the sense of 
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having to coordinate two interdependent lingulsti~ systems, French and 

Eng1ish. According to Ronjat (1913) and to Leopold (1949), it was the 

resolution of ling~istie interdependenee that.produeed the cognitive en­
\ 

hancement that they noted in their chi1dren. Ben-Zeev (1972) has also 

argued that the resolution of fonfliet between two different linguistic 

21. 

systems was the main factor-con~ng to the advanced cognitive deve10p­

ment demonstrated by her bilingua1 sub~~lso eXlsts 1imited 

evidence, from non-language related research to suppor~t cog-

~ 
nitive confliet enhances cognltlve development (Smedslund, 1961a,b; 1n-

\ 
helder & Slnclair, 1967). On these bases, therefore, one might expect the 

children in immersion programs ta be more c\gnitivelY mature. 

From a social psychologica1 point of vfew, it has been shawn that 
;/II' 

social perceptlon develops with age (see Taguu!, ,1968, for a review); 

that is, as children grow aIder they learn to Judge more accurately emotions 

expressed either thrpugh !açia1 fe8tures (Gates, 1923) or vocal ones (Dim-

itrovsky and Blau, 1964, see Da~itz). Furthermore, Allport (1924) and 

Guilford (1929) suggested that chlldren could be traln~d to improve their 

abi1ity to rec~gR~~e emotional exprfssslons. Although these findings were 

disputed by Jenness (1932)~~more ~cent research by Davitz (1964) supports 

tne Allport-Guilford suggestion. 

Very 1itt~e r~search ~as been done to date on social perception 

in children as it relates ta communication. That was the main foeus of in-

terest in the current investigation. Presumably, to cûmmunicate effectively 

one must be perceptive of and sensitlve to the characterlstics and needs of 

one's listener (e.g., being cognizant of the listener's age, intelligence, 

sex, language skills, and 50 on). The point here is that c~~n who are 
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educated in French classes may develop heightened"perceptual sensitt~ity. 

Support for this possibiltty cornes from a consideration of the theories 

of Piaget (1971) and Vygotsky (1967). 

The main index of development for both Piaget and Vygotsky--

either cognitive or social--is egocentrism. Egocentrism is part of a more ~ 

general cognitive style characterized by the child's preoccupation with 

single aspects of his environment ta the exclusion of other, rele'vant de-

tails. The classic example of egocentrism, or centration as it more gener-

ally applies ta cognitive development, is the young child's erroneous con-

clusion that when you pour liquid from one beaker into a second which is 

narrower but taller than the first that the second containg.~.more liquld 

than the first. Such a conclusion is reached/presulQ.~~bly be-cause the child 

attends to the increased he!ght of the seco~~beaker but ~gnores its re­

duced diameter. 

In a social context, egocentrism has most often been investigated 

by studying children's speech. Egocentric speech, as opposed ta social 

speech (Vygotsky) or non-egocentrlc speech (Plaget), is defined as speech 
, . 

which 1s addressed more to the speaker himself than ta the listener and 

therefore is non-communicative. As the child develops cognitively he be-

cornes increasingly sensitive ta and increasingly competent to handle more 

details in a given situation. At the same time, socially, he begins ta 

differentiate between himself and the other, and becomes increasingly able 

ta take the role of anotqer. Such skills would seem ta be essential for 

effective social lnteraction in general and effective communication in 

particular. 

Vygotsky claims that when children are confr9nted by social 
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situations in which they believe Lhey will not be understood by others 

they ~prom~ted to make their speech more social or informative and 

less egocentric. To test this hypothesis" he had chi ldren interac t wi th 
li 

deaf-mute children or with children who spoke a foreign language. In both 

cases, he index of egocentric speech was considerably less 

th an it was when t with other Russian-speaking children who 

had no physical ha Similarly, English-speaklng children who are 

exposed to a Freneh-speaking teacher may become more sensitive to the de-

mands of 'their listener as a result of their own comm';llica.tional experiences 

in sehaol. Because the y are unable to communicate fully with their teach-

ers in school--at least initially--they may become better able to take the 
( 

role of others who a~e also experiencing communication difficulties. 

Uolike Vygotsky, Piaget doe8 no~ believe that language ~ ~ 

can affect development. He maintains that the level of the child 's language 

competence is regulated by the level of his basic cognitive development. 

At the same time, Piaget claims that children's speech, which is character-

~ 

", istically egocentric or private at early ages, becomes more social and in-
1 

formatlve as a result of extensive social interaction with his peers. It 

LB not entirely clear from Piaget 's descriptions exactly what characterizes 
.. 

this peer interaction which he emphasizes as the stimulant to social devel~ 

opment. Nevertheless, if the soctal milieu which characterize~ French-

lmmersion education is the sort Piaget has in mind, then his line of thought 

would a180 suggest that bilingual education could actually have a positive io-

fluence on the development of social skills, in particular, skills related 

to communication. 

One might also expect that the child in a French immersion program 
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who is prevented from using his Ciistomary linguistic skills may compensate 

by attending more closely to other eues, such as facial expression, physi-

cal posture, tone of voice, etc, This need ta develop compensatory stra-

tegies may produce children who are generally more sensitive to·~thers than 

are children educated in their natIve language in the way Piaget'says aIder 

children become more aware of and responslve to situa~ional details. Thus, 

if one considers the linguistic situatlOn faced by children in F'rench im-

mersion [rom a more general communicational point of view, then Piaget's 

theory does not ~~~irely preclude an interaction between language develop-

ment and general cognitive developmenl. 

Further evidence for the influence of social experience on basic 

social skills comes from the research of Hollos & Cowan (1973). They 

studied three groups of Norwegian children from three different settings--

a farm community, a village and a town. According to the authors, the 

main difference between ~e three samples, from a social point of view, was 
\ 

the amount o~ verbal and 50cial interaction between the children and their 

parents or th~~ peers. The tbwn children engaged in the most verbal~ 
socLal lnteracti6n and the farm children the least. The children were 

tested on a rtutnber 

taklng à la Piaget. 

of measures of conservation, 
1 

Although th./ farm children 
{ 

class1fication and role-

scored as weIl as the other 

two groups on the tests of logical operations, they scored significantly 

lowtr on the role-taking tasks,' 

The dissociation whieh Hollas and Cowan found between 10giea1 
> 

operations and social skills led them to propose two separa te cognitive 

factors, a separate one related to each type of skill. Rubin (1973), how-

ever, argued for a single underlying factor whieh encompasses skills related 
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to both social tasks, such as rolr-taking, and logical or spatial tasks, 

8uch as conservation. 
"1 

In summary, then, there i8 evidence that experience with artd 

the ultimate coordination of two linguistic systems may result iri cognitive 

enhancement (Ronjat, Leopold, Ben-Zeev); that experiencing communication 

/ difficulty causes children to become more sensit~ve to others and possibly 

to be better able to take the role of another (Piaget, Vygotsky). Further-

. ~ 

more, social experiences as weIL as stimulating social development may stim-
l-

ulate 'flon-social development (Hollos & Cowan\~; however, thlS pOlnt has 

been disputed by Rubin. 

The current research was partic,ularly concerned with the develop-
0, 

ment o~"~~ial skills as reflected in communication. Thus, it was hypo-
-' 4' - . 

thesized that children in French-immersion programs would be more sensitive 
..... ;l.l ... 1 

to a listener than would monolingual children. The possibtlity that the­

bilingual experi~nce might make the children generally poor communicators 
1 

could not be ruled out, however. Jn fact, the primary concern of parents 

and educators alike - is that irrunersion education might have harmful effects 

on the children's native language development. 

AIL testing was done in English, the childrerl's native language, 

since it was felt at the ou'tset that if different social skills develop 
l '" 

from this experience the; may, in fact, reflect basic underlying cogniti"ve 
1 

differences which should,t~erefore manifest themselves even in the Chlld's 

use of his native language, and not be restricted to his French-language 

behavior. Samples of children from kinqergarten to grade 2 were tested in 

order to trace the development of d\fferences in con@unlcatlon skills, if 

any. J 
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To test the generalizabi 1 ity of any effects which might be re-, 

vealed, a non-verbal test of perceptual skills was included (see Study 3). 

A modified version of Piaget 's "Three Mountains Test", referred to as the 

Perspectives Test, was used. This test measures sensitivity which is in 

part social, but is primarily perceptual. According to the firrdings of 

Hollos an'.d COWc;ln qne would not necessarily expect any transfer from a social 

situation to a no~-social, perceptual situation. On the other hand, Rubin's 

findings wauld lead one ta expect a transfer fram one type of task ta the 

other. 

The experimental group included: 1) children who attended all-

french schaols, where teachers and most pupils were native-French speakersr, 

as weIl as ?) children who attended English schools where French was spoken 
c, 

, only by the teachers. No research conducted to date has examined the cog-

nitive consequences of attendance in all-French schools. It was expected 

that a~y social psy~hological effects would be more pronounced in the former 

situation than in the latter. 

In summary, it was expected: 1) that children who become bilingual 

through immersion-type learning experienc~s-would be more socially sensitive 

than a control group of monolingual'ly-educated chil,pren, 2) that t:his social 

sensitivity would be revealed in communication tasks; 3) that the effects, 

if any, would be more pronounced in the totally-immersed than in the par-

tially-immersed experimental children; and 4) that the f'ffects might gen-

eralize ta other non-social forms of behavior. 
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• The Sample 

(.~ Three groups of children were tested, two experimental and one 

control. The control group consisted of native-English speaking children 

, ! 

,living on the island of Montreal and attending English-language e1ementary 

schools under the jurisdLction of the Protestant Scho?l Board of· Greater 

Montreal (PSBGM)'. A description of the actual schools will follow. The 

children in the experimental groups were also native-English speakers. 

The Immersion group comprised children attending schools withln the PSBGM 

which offered a llFrench-lmmersion Program ll
• ln these prograrns a11 course 

instruction in Kindergarten and Grade 1 is given in French. Starting in 

Grade 2 an English Language Arts course is taught for 30 minutes a day; 

otherwise, aIl other Grade 7 courses are taught in French. From Grade 3 

on more and more English instruction is introduced until hy Grade 7, the 

final year of the elementary program, approximatelv one half of the course 

instruction is given in English. The French experimental group comprised 
c, 

children who attended French elementary schools under the jurisdiction of 

the Commission des Ecoles Catholiques de Montréal (CECM). For the French 

group the majority of students and aIl teachers were native-French speak-

ers; and, of course, aIl instruction was in French. 

" 
1 Children were selec'ted from Kindergarten, Grade 1 and' Grade 2 

to participate in the investigation. 'i The average age of subjects from each 

grade was 5.74, 6.60 and 7.55 years, respectively. An at~~rnpt was made to. 

choose an equal number of boys and gi~ls in each grade and each language r 

group although this proved dlfficult to achlpve withih the schoois selected 
.~ 

for study. Table 1 presents the sample size and the ratio of boys and 

girls for each grade by sex and languge-experience group . • 
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Sal'1ple Size 

K 

Boys Gi r~ s Boys Gi rl s 

! 1 

r- 1 1 
1 3 7, 

f 1 J 

French 4 6 

1 • 
1 mme rs i on 1 6 5 ,1 6 6 

2 

Boys Gi rl s 

l ' 1 

8 4 

5 6 
1 

1 

1 

" 

Sub-total by Language 
Gro'up 

32 

34 

.... . ,IIi ! 1 1 
IControl 1 5 1 7 1 6 j 4 1 8 7 
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pL!:'I-tota 1 3.... 1 32 1 3~ 
r~Y Srade i .) _ _ ~ 

~ 

~'" 

.. 1. ... 'Ô 

• 
• 

t< 

N 
co 

r 

0:; 



\ 

• 

• 

29. 

j J 
The unequal number of children in E'ach subgroup reflects the difficulty 

in finding children within tne schools selected who met the following 

,. 
criteria: 1) coming from monolingual, English families (which meant that 

both mother and father had to bi native-English speakets) an9f 2) having 
, 

attended the same kind of school program from Kindergarten on (which 

meant that any who had switched during the course of their éducation 

The Schooh 

The children in the Immersion 8'ouP aIL attended the same school 

which offers both an immersion program and a conventional English-language 
1 

program. The children in the Control group were selected from ~ schools 

as we'te those in the French group. All five "schools were located within 

a half mile 
, 

of one another in a suburban area of Montreal. They were sel-" ----, 
ected to be 

" - -- -. ~ -. 
a~ com~:able as possible in terms of socioeconomic milieu. 

To get information concerning SES, questionnaires were sent to the pupils' 

parents asking for the~r occupation. Not aIL question~aires were returned 

even with repea ted requests. 
! 

HCHvevei;- since the return-rate was fairly 
-', 

-"! high, 72% for the Control group and 84%-for the two experimental groups, 

the results are probably representative of the entire samples. Working . 

from the questionnaires, each occupation was given a value-according to 

Blishen's socioeconomic index (1967) and an average socioeconomic rating 

was calculated for each school/language group. ~e resulting values were: 

French group, 5.7; Immersion group, 5.4; and Control group, 5.2 . 
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Time 0 f Te s ting 

The testing took place getween December, 1972, and December, 1973. 

In the first two weeks of December, 1972, Studies 1,2, and 3 were conducted 
(, 

\ 

with children in Kindergarten, Grade 1 and Gr,~de 2. In Ju~'e, 1973, Study 

3 was repeated with the same children, and Study 4 was introduced using 

the subjects in Grade 1 and Grade 2. In December, 1973, Study 3 was re~ 

peated a second time with th~ ;saffie sl.1bjects, who had advanced to Grades l, 
fi 

2~,and 3, Study 4 was'a1so repeated with the Grad~ 2_ sample, who were now 

ln Grade 3, and with a new group of students from Grades 4 and 5. 

Testers 

Each test was administered by the writer or by one of three 

, -
other testers who differed from session to session. Each, however, was 

a fema1e psycho1ogy major from McGill University.. Each persan tested 

approximately an eqùal number of chi1dren from each graHe and Language-

Experience subgroup. This was done ta counterbalance any experjmenter 
:;, 

effects. Pre-testin& was conducted before ~ach .test session to insure 

standarization of proc,edures. 

-, 

/ 
/ 

,.." 

/ 

1 

" 

_\ 
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Control Testing 

.3 In December, .1972, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) 

and the Raven ~s Progressive Matrices (RPM) , colored version, wer-e.-.admiIL" 

i8 tered, The PPVT was gi ven, ind i vidua lly u'sing 8 tandard ~zeçl pr,oc,.edures 

and ·the RPM was administere'd ta small 8ubgroups of four chifdren 'each, 

( , 
These tests were included ta assure compqrab\lity of the groups-in t~rms 

of verbal and non-verbal IQ. 

Each subJect 's score On the PPVT was converted ta an lQ equiva-

lent. Beèause of the partiçtrlar charactenstics of the popula Nlon on 
Î " 

which the RPH had originaÙJy been stamlardized (Séottish chlldren tested' 

in 194~) the standardized scores were not used. lnstead the raw scores 
( \ 

were analyzed, Table 2 presents the mean IQ-equivalent scores for the, 

PPyT, the meap raw scores for the ~PM, and the average age of the chi ldren 

in each group. / 

Re8ul ts 

Three separate two-way analyses of varIance were performed on 
,~ : .. c , 

the data. The indegen,dent variables were Language Experience (Cont~ol, 

Immersion, French) and Grade (Kindergarten, GrÇlde 1 and Grade 2). See 

Appe;ndix Al for a summary of these analyses". 
/' 

/ 

PPVT: Although ther.e were no signi.ficant main effe'cts or inter-
" 

'1l.ctions for the PPVT data, there are several noteworthy differences that 
---,..-

Control group and th~ lmmers~on group in Kindergarten, This dlfference 

has vanished by Grade l, bu t intre~s'ed ta almost 16 point 8 by Grade 2. One 

test results for children this young. The qUP'ition of reliability ~t the 

Kindergarten level arises again ln Study 3. Notwi th,stand ing the s taUs t ical 

/ 

~- ~-~~------_ .... _ ... 
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Tab le 2 

S ummary of PMean Scores on PPVT, RPM and Age for each -

French 

Immersion 

Cont ra l 

French 

Immers ion 

Control 

French 

Immersion 

Cont ra l 

Language-Experi ence by Grade Group, 

Ij.~~ • 

, 
(A) 

Peabod..t Picture Vocabular.l: Test 

K 1 

109. la llO.-W 

113.73 111 .50 

106.42 11 0.50 

( Bj 

Ravens Pragréss i ve Matrices 

K 

15.40 

18.64 i 

18.67 

-
" 

" 5.72 

5;-72 

5.78 

' 1 

19.80 

19.58 
1 

19.50 

6. 71 

6.58 

6.52 

2 

115.67 

104.00 

119.80 

2 

21.42 

21. 18 

22.33 

. ~ 

7.67 

7.45 

7.52 

0/ 

.32. 

.. 

~, 

..., 

-~--. 
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results, these differences are tao large to ignore complete1y in any inter,,;, 

pretation of the studies that follow 

RPM: Ther,e were no statistically signihca[lt dlfferences be-

tween Language groups ,on this measure (f. = .12; d f == 2 94 . - , , Q = .88). 

There was a significant gr.ade effect, with the aIder children scoring '~igher 

th an the younger children <f;= 7'.15; df = 2, 94; E. .001) . there was 

no significant interaction between Language Experience and Grade. 

Age There 'were no significaut differences between the' Language 

groups at any grade level (See Table 2e). There was, obviously, a main 

grade cffect (~ == 209. ; df = 2, 94; Q < .001). 

In summa,ry, there is evidence, although not statl.stically slgni-

ficant, that the Immersion group performed more poorly than the Control 

group on the vocabulary test, while the French group performed intermediate f 
( 

" ta the other groups. ln one sense thlS resul t may not be surprislng ~rrio-

far as the Immersion chlldren have had virtually no formal Enghsh language 

instruction, except for theu English Language Arts Class in Grade 2. This 

1 

explanation lS not entirely satisfactory since the same condltion applies 

ta the French group and yet their performance compared more favourably 

with the Control 's. On the RPH, a test of non-verbal reasoning ability, 

aIl three groups performed at comparable levels. Thus, it seems that th'e 

three groups of children were comparable on non-verbal reasoning at the 

on the PPVT sugges ts tha t they are I"I-I'lt more in te II igent than tAC Control 

group and any differences in theu favour in expenmental testing cannot 

he attributed ta this factor. 

, . 
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STUDY 1: Came Explanation 

Test Materials 

To assess the differential sensitivity of a speaker to a listener, 

a task used by Flavell et al. (1968) was ac)opted. In this task the child 

is requued to communicate information about how agame is played to two listen-

ers who differ in terms of the information avai lable to them. One listener is . 
blindEolded and cannat see the pieces of the game that the speaker is talk-

... ing about; and, therefore, relies solely on what the speaker says in order 

ta understand the game. The other listener can see the game in front of 

him; and, thus, can supplement the speaker 's verbal descrIption of the 

game with what he sees. Flavell found that as children grow older they are 

more likely to tailor their messages tà the requirements of their 1istener. 

This developmental change is presurned to resu1t from improved role-taking 

skills. 

, \ 

The g,pme used in this study cons iste~~ of thl folIaw~~g pieces: 

a plastic cup, two small plastic model cars 1 -Q.ne green and one yî,llOW, a 

plastic l-inch square die, and ~n 8" x 14" paper p1aying board. \s weIl, 

there was a cloth hood which could be worn by the 1istener in the b1lndfold 
" 

condItIon. On the surface of the playing board were a series of 1" colored 

stripes running perpendicular to the long axis of the board. The colors 

appeared in a regu lar sequence a long the board' red, b lue, ye llow, re4-,-

of the faces were red; two were blue; one was yellow and one was black. 

The game ,is played by two people, in the following way: one of 

the Rlayers hJdes a car in each fist out of view of the other player. The. 

other player then selects the one he wants. To start, the cars are placed 
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on the table in front of the firsl stripe, a red one. One of the players 

puts the die in the cup, shakes it and tosses it out. He then moves his 

car ta 'the first band on the board that is the same color as the upward 

face of the die. For example, i~_red tU~.!lS_,Up, the player moves his car 

to the first red stripe. If black turns up on the die, the player. loses 
" 

his turn since there are no black stripes on the boa~d. The players alter-

, 
nate turns. Whoever reaches the last stripe, a blue one, first, is the 

winner. 

Test Administration 

The subJect (.ê.) was seated at a table beside the experimenter Œ). 

The S was told that he was going ta jJ laya game wi th E and that he should 

pay'very careful attention while §. taught him the game sa that he in turn 

could play lt with a friend of 
his Wh~OU~d 

Then E explained the game ta .ê., non-verb ly 
, -

wôrds, K and .ê. played the game with ~ taking 

saon be brought into the room. 

where possib le. In other 

the lead and using gestures 

to show how the game was ta be played. If it seemed that the black face 

of the die was not going ta appear na turally, then E rigged one of his 
t 

tosses 50 that i t wou Id, insu ring that this particu lar ru le was demons tra ted. . 
" ~ ,After' the demonstration E and .§. played al}other- complete game to insure that 

the S understoad aU the rules. Any mlstakes or 

were cleared up. 

hesitations 

-' 1 
onS's part, 

--- --

- - - -lhen tne TI~st llsJeneL-Ehe ~s1Mfed J.isEener.~Sl,J ,~~_hLougbt _____ -II 

into the room after having been instruct'ed not ,ta say anything ta hB frlend 

until E told him lt was a11 right ta do sa. This was done ta minimize inter-

action between . 

seated at the table, bath child'ten were told to sit on their hands. The S 
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o 

in particular was toid t~ he could not touch any of the pieces in front 

of him while he was explaining the game to the listener <.!). This pro-

, 
cedure was followed to maximize verbal communicatil' The S was told to 

tell L as much about the game as he couid so that would be able to play 

it with him after the instructions. After S finis ed his explanation, the 
o 

Sand L were allowed to play agame by themselves. Again, if ~ made any 

mistakes or seemed hesitant on any points they were clarified for him by 

~; this happened only rarely. 

Llstener 1 then left the room and listener 2, the bIindfolded 

listener (EL), was escorted ta the table. The blindfold was put over ~IS 

head outside the room 50 that he was escorted blindfolded into the room. 

He had been given the same instructions as SL. The procedure thi.s time 

" was Identical to the sighted-condition. After ~ explained the game to 

BL, the blindfold was removed and the two children played the game. Then 

bath were sent Qack ta their classrooms. 

S 's explanationJ to the SL and BL were tape recorded on a Uher - -

5000, 4-track recorder at 3 3/4 ipso The order of testing was identIc'al 

for a11 Ss with the SL always appearing before the EL. This order was 

maintained because it was felt that S would better understand the game and 

be completely reIaxed if the sighted listener came 'first. 

The tapes were transcribed Iater by two of the Es. 

Results -

A full description of a11 dependent measures analyzed in this 

study will be given, followed by a presentation and brief interpretation of 

the statistical treatment of each . 

Transcriptl.on of the tapes The original tape recordings were transcribed 
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for purposes of data analysis. The two transcribers were told to write 

exactly 'what they heard, punctuating the" material as they would dictation, 
----~ --

\ l'~~~~~~~~~~--~---

and to indicate long pauses wlth a dotted line. Normal pauses were to be 

marked with a perioq to indicate the end of the utterance. If"~ ~ection 

of the recording were difficult to understand, both tran~cribers listened 
'. 

to that portion and agreed on an interpretation. This was rarely necessary 

since the general quality of recording was excellent. Then the transcrip-

tions were coded 50 that the ~'s name, grade and group would not be indi-

cated on the transcript. All subsequent analyses were done blind. 

Dependent Measures 

1. Completeness of Communication 

To assess completeness of each game description, a simple count 

was made of the number of rules, the number of materials and the amount of 

extra information mentioned by each~. This analysis was designed to assess 

thoroughness rather than effectiveness of communication. Table 3 presents 

the rules, materials and extra information that relate to the game. There 

were six rules, s~x ~ateria\s and five pieces of extra information. These 

17 items covered:almost all information that the children gave. 

A rule was defined as any information which pertained to the play­
~ 

ing of the game; material referred to the physlcal pieces or objects of 

the game. Furthermore, the material had to be stated explicitlv enough to 

demonstrate that the child viewed it as a plece of the game (e.g., there is 

a cup; there i s a board; there are co lor s on the die.). In genera l, this 

meant that the material could not be embedded in a rule. For example, the 

utterance "Now you put the dice in that llttle, purple cup over there and 

you shake it around •.. " implies the existence of a die and a cup, but the 
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Rules 

- - --L-E8<;h-p-la-y-e-t:"--ge~s- a car-for-his- "man"- ,. ----

2. Pu t the die in the cup 

3. Shake tbe die or the cup 

4. Move your man to the color indicated by the die 

5. If black turns up on the die, you lose your turn 

6. Whoever gets to the las t stnpe wins 

" 
Materials 

1. There is a playing board 

2. There are colots on the board 

3. There is a die 

4. There are colors on the die 

5. There is a cup " 

6. There are 2 toy cars 

) 
Extra 

" ~ '< 
1. There is no black stripe the board on 

2. The colors are red '. blue and yellow 

3. The end stripe is'blue 

4. Players al ternate turns 

5. To start, you put car at beginning of the board 



. 
'- ' 

• 
39 . 

existence of these items was not pxpressed explicitl~. Therefore, E. would 

not get credit for them as materials, although he would be given two points 

for mentioning the two rules "Put the dlce in the cup" and "shake the dice 
------------------------------

(\ 

, or cup". In scoring the rules, no attempt was made to evaluate them in 

~€rms of goodness of expression. 

The category 'extra information' included items which were felt 

not to be integral to an understanding of the game and which were mentioned 

less often than the rules and materials by the children. 
1. 

/ It should be r~peated that aIl scoring was done blind by one 
/ 

s/orer. The protocpls were marked twice by the same scorer at about a 

two-week interval. The reliability was sa obviously high that it was felt 

unnecessary to compute a formal reliability coefficient. 

2. Elaboration of Communication 

Insofar as elabotation usually promotes effective communication 

it was felt that sorne measure of elaboration or redundancy should be cal-

culated. A priorl it seemed reasonable that elaboration would most likely 

be used ta describe the game materials 50 that subsequent explication of 

the game rul€s would be more comprehensible ta the listener, particularly 

the blindfolded one. An index related to the number of elaborated rules 

might then represent the 

needs of his blindfolded 

speaker's relative sensitivity to the communication 

listener. This analysis was restticted ta the 

\ 
blindfolded oondition because it was telt that no Judgment abotl\ elabo~a-

1 

tion of rules could be made in the sighted-condition since the most co~ser-
---------------- -- --------- \ 

vative assum~tion lS that the children could understand almost aIl iule~ 

if the game itself were visible. However, in the case where the game is 

not visible, sorne rules may be difficult to understand unless the speak~r 



• 

,r 

" provir!t-" appropriatl' e]ilboldti.on. 

.l~ (lH' 11111'1hl'1 (,1 ('lnlHlrated 

ta tOI"",l1 rulcs. 

For ri rulr t0 pp scored as 'el <lhorriterl, thu S-'''8S requuec1 to 

have dr·;erilwd .111 uf the m;1terÏ<+-1.S reLltf'cl to Ll~ll ru1e carlier 10 his 

explanation. for f'xample, in arder for the rule ".,I1é1kf' the die" ta be 

1 
scor€,(l RS elahor;:lted, ~ musl previously have nH'J1tlonpd 'that there wac; a 

J , 
1 

40. 

die. On L11f' otl1L'r hand, lf .§. gave a rlllc, but 0HI I1nt! mentlon the related 

matf'riéllc;, that tulp WilS scored as nùn-plilbordted, -,'In a sense, the ollmber 
1 

of non-(,laborated nIles llsed by S IS a lnPilSUre of th" l1uIJlber of presupposi-

tlons t hat he madc when explalning the rulc', of the game. 
" 

The ratio of elaborated to total rules W<lS dcslrable ta control 

for poc,c;ible 'differenees ln the total number of rules descrlbed hy indivl-

dua L Sc; 

3. Linguistlc Analysis 

Finally, a series of li~gulstic measur~$ were taken for each S: 

the IIliJilber of utterances, mean length of utterance, and grammdtical co'm-, 

plexity of eae~ utteraoce. 

Two scorers, working from the written FranscriptlOnq, were told 

ta dlvide eaeh protocol loto 'utterances'. ~n utterance was defloed as a 

S~lJ('llt of the Lranscrlpt which rcpresented a sepnrate thought or idea. 

Thu,>, an uttcrance mighL or mighL oot be a complete, correct grammatlcal 

unit The scorers were LaId ta use the pauses and punctuatlons WhlCh they 

had writtcn ~urlng the orlginal transcrlption ta help them. After both 

seanT") had marked ail protocols, the reslll ts were compared. Where a 
-~--~--~--------------------------~ 
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di;;pnrit-y exisr-cd, ngrl'l?l11t'nLvWaS reacll<'tl ,lhnut t!l,' ',ollndaries of the ut-

terancf' in qll<,st"ion. 

Th.- ilVI'J,lgC 1Cllgth of IIttf'ra1llt' \,',1" (',11(,,1.ltl'd for each protoeol 

by dividing the lotal numbE'r of hOlds ln the prntoco] hy the total number 

of \/ttl'rancC'''. 

After the prC'tocols had been segrnclItC'd int(l IItLerances, each 

raler [l<-'SlgllCd l'deI! utterance ta one or more or th, f(1tlowlng categodes: 

8i'np1(', COOrdll1ilte, suhordlnate, relativp, prpdic,ltl', ,HiJeetival, frtlse 

stélrt or allentlon getter: 

a) Simple: lItterances made up nf él ',ing1 (' ',('nt enc(' or thoughl. 

For example, "You put lt in that litt!,' purple cup." 

. 
b) Coordinate: lncluded utteranccs I1Jade' \Ir of two clauseb which 

were conJolned by the following eonJllIlc tiÏ.ons: and, but, .:J.\ 
or because. For example, "Pu t the die ln the cup and sha\<e 

it". If these conjunctions occurred at the beginning of an 

utterance made 

as coordlnate. 

cars". 

up of a Single .. ~se, 

For example, Incl you 

they were not counted 
" ". 

choose one oi' those 

c) Suhordinatc: utterances containing a subordinate clause in-

troduced by when, while, where or if. For example, "If you 
-, 

get black, you 108e your turn". 

d) Relative: utteranccs contalnlng relative clauses. For ex-

ample, "There's this dice that you have to put..ln the cup". 

e) Predlcatü' J!tterances with predicate complements introduced 

why, etc. For example, "Thib is by tha t, how, where,~, 

1Iow you play the gnm:".J 

--~-----------------------------
\ 
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f) 1\dJf'ctival: utterances wlth Id.JtlVC' (-LllIC,e introduccd bv 

F Cl r l '\:Ullp 1 (', "\~hoe ver ge t s 

ta thC' end first wins l1
• 

g) FLllse Starts: lnc]llded lllCOlllplctC'cl ut LpC1.IlCP'1 \.Jhich had heen-

rli scontinucc1 bv S ln favor of a rlifEer,'nt, complete utterance. 

Thi.., cate~ory may rcpresent a ',el f-cnrrl'cLion technique. for 

pxamp1e, "Then you have .... ]f yOll gel black you have to stay 

whf're vou are". 

Il) Alt~ntl0n getter. includpd Ilrter~ncp~ nr,single words (sueh 
J 

a.:; fl~ or O.K.) that clid not contain lllformation about the 

garne, but seemed to direct or attrac. t the listener 's attention . 
.. ' "'--------.. 

"R~)~ example, "Robert, first you put tlH' dice in the cup". Use 

of the 11stenerJs name and use o[ dlrf'cLlves such as first 

·..::wgIf! counted here. The conJunction then and the interjection 

eh were not cQunu~ ,here. 

Statlbtical Analysis 

----------- ~"'-.. 

) 
\J 

1. ~ ---------- ~ Completeness of Communication (rules, materials and extra informationJ~- ~ 

A sep,lnHe analysis of variancé (unweighted means holution for une quaI n) was per­

--------­fornh'd on cach dependcnt measure (rules, materirr15~<l11d extra lnformat~on). 
, ------- -

In (',Hh case the lndependcnt variables werc Langungc Exp('rie~~èe -fN::-ench, 
------ ------. 

Immersion, Control), Grade (K~ndergartcn, 1,2). Sex of Speaker (Male, 

Femaîe), and Condition'of Listener (Sighted, Blindfolded). The last vari-

abl" jllvolved rE.'pcütcd mCé1surcs. 1\ ,->ummnry for l'ach of thc<.,L' anDlyses ~8 
~ 
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prE'8<:''ltE'd in Appcnd iees A?, A3 and 1\4. 

ThE' onlv -cdgnifi CélTlt main effE'ct 1-0 C'l)\f'rg., frem; lhiQ ana1ysis was 

a grrtrlf' effect (F = 5."'8; df:= '), 85; E" .OOil). l'l1p chndren in'Grade 

'2 gave more nde"- than old the chilrlren in C'ithf'r of the leArlier grades 

(see T<lhie 4), There \,'<1S no sign i flcanl diff('r(~ncn "l1long the l~nguage 
1 

grollpe; nor hetvccl1 the hoys and girls. Nor wac; t!Jf1H' n clifrerence in the 
..,. , 

aVfln!?f' numher of ru1es which thè> Ss toLc! the blindfoLdpd or- lhe sighted 

li<;leners. 

There ,,',l, a significant Grdde X Listener X Sf'X interaction 

(l''' '3.51; d'f ~ ,i, 85; 12. '" .03). This lntcr!;tction j's not very mean,ing­

'" fuI or relevant and sa will not .be discussed [urtlH'r 
, 

~ There were no other significant interaclions. In parth:ular, 

the in Le'raction between Language Exper ience X Cond 1 Lion of LI " tener was 

not 81 gn'ifUcant CI = .41; df = 2, 8S-;--fL~_ .67). 

MatNta1s An Ana1ysis of V,ariance sununary appe~~s in Appendix A3. 

There was a main effect due to th~ Condition of the Listener (I = 30.8, 

43, 

df = 1,85; 12. < .001). The children gave more lnformation about matena1s 

to the' bhndfoLded listener (X = 1.12) than to'the sighted lu,tener (X = .27). 

See 'jable SD. 

'~ere were no other maln effeets Slgnificant at l}lL ,051eve1. 

-----HowE';'pr, the Gréldè'--e-Lt~ ,was margina11y signlficant jI = ? 54; df = 2, 85; . 

-...... 
E. = ,OB). Thi8 suggcsts that the aider lhtldrcn r(i'LltC'd more Information 

about lhe malcrLals than clic! the younger chlldren. ' See Table 5, 

The Language Experience X Listencr interaction was slgnifieant 

From an inspection of Tab-1.e . .5E It 1S 
, 

',,-

eV1dr'nt thal tlll'· Frrnch 
, , 

largc'~l~ diffcrentiatloll he"tween the 

'1 

) 
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French 

Immers i on 
... 

Contra l 

French 

1 mme rs ion 

Cont ro l 

Table 4 .1 

Rules* 

( 1\) 

>"~) Lang~i!.g_~" _Gxoup 

(B) 

Grade 

4.07 K 

4.16 
o 

3.79 2 4.45 
, 

p = .006 

( 0) 
~r H 

t l " 

Listener 

Sighted 3.96 
.' 

Blindfo'lded 4.Q5 

p = .65 

(E) 
J 

Language Group X Listener Condition 

~Ia le J 

Slghted Blindfolded 

4. ,15 ).99 , . 
~, 

4.2'5 ',4.06 

3.82 3.75 

P : .67 

~ax 1 mUfll s co re ',=' 6 

'.' ;; 

44. 

( c.) 

Sex of_?ubject 

3.99 

r 
P = .90 
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t1ateri al s* 0 

Q 

( A) --rR~--------- TC)~---'---, ------
/~ ~ W 

~ LangJl~_ge GrQ~ Grade 5ex ~ f Subject ---.--, 

Frenc~ .93 K .44 tvla le , 
\ 

.69' . Fenléll e Irnrœrs ion . G7 . , 
Control .48 2 .97 

" . "-
, 

p - .11 -p '" . 17 
" 

--------~-~---------

o 

(D) 

Listener 

Sighted 
IJ 

Blindfo1ded 1. 12 

p~.OOl 
---------- -- ---~ ---

- -~-------"--- ---,-~--

. .:, 

French , ... 
1 

fl1lTle rs i on 

ContrQ~_ 

JJ 

( E) 
-\ 

Language Group ~ Listener Condition 
~ Z 

,-

Sighted 

.32 , 

.29 

" 

/ 
Blindfolded 

, 1. 53 

1.08 

;21 .75 
~--~- ~----=---~- --- --

" p = .05 

" 

.67 

.73 

\p - .76 -

\ 

Ç) 

__________ ,~-~l ____________________________________ ----~--~ 

".... 

* Max; mum score = 6 Jr r~ 
• • 

1.., 

1 

1 

/ 
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we]"f> nn othf>r '::!g'1l flcnnt 1l1ternctions.' 

'll1l']"l: \<'il', ~1 mélin ([fcct dUl' ln Ldngll,lg(' fxpcrience'CI = 3.61; 

di == ,l, 8~; 12."" ,O~). The Immersion group fnlt1<"lllltLcd the greatest amount 

and th"n the rrl'!lclt group (X == .CJS). Therc '''(,1'c 1](1 nthcr signiflcant 
" 

maln pffecls or inleractions. 

Interpretatlon 

1 
OveraU, there wa:~ a tendency [or t!tt· (l! r!pr cl~i1dren to convey 

j 

mort' lnformation of a11 ty'pcs to tht=lr lisLencrf;. ln faet lhe Ss' per-

formenLr may have r.achecl an, asymptote by Grade. l 'WH', Ir that age they 

-~erp gi vIng, on the average, 4 to 5 of the _6 poss iblc n~'ks. A breakclown 

of ,,,111 ch rules are given most frequently 18 presented !ilS Appendlx AS. 

The maln focus of interest in this study was the chlldren 's dif-

ferentia1 rcaction to the needs of their 1isl&ners. Thus, although there--

was virtually no accommodation to theu hstencrs in terms of number of 

rule~ (X sighted == 4.0; X bllndfolded == 4.1) there was quite a dramatic ac-

commodation wfien lt cornes to lniormatlon about materials (X slghted - .29; 

X blindfolded - 1.12). It shou1d Dlso be pouHed out, that eVen the best 

-
perfornance here was not very.good when one eonsiders that the chl1dren 

gav(~ on lhe averagc oilly l out of'-6 plCC.CS of lnfoImallon about the mater-

ia] <', even to the blindfolded lisLcncr. Posslbly the children [elt that 

thlb kind of information can be conveyed adequately by glv1ng t~e rules. 

" 
De' p) te(l~leir poor performance, the" obscrw:d patlern of dif[crentiation 

, 
( 
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French 

Immersion 

Control 

/' 

.95 

1. 46 

1. 29 

p : .03 
) 

Table 6 

Extra Information 

( 13 ) 

Grade 
-----

K 1. 02 

-.' 1. 2f) 

2 1. t12 

P - . 11 -

nélle 

Fema 1 e 

1. 34 

1. 13 

p = .19 

o 

47. 

._-_._--------- -------- --- --------

( 0) 

Listener 

Sighted 1.22 

Bllndto1ded 1.25 

p : .65 
~~ ---- -------- - ---~,--- -- -_. ----- --------. 

( E) 

---- ~- ---------~....--cLaO-=nguage-Group X Listener Concfiti()n 

Sighted B1indfo1ded 

French .95 
• .... )1 .96 " 

Immersion 1. 53 1. 39 
.<1 

----

P = . 16 

• 
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seemc;' rfl~On[lhle. \fuen (»:plainlng a gmll0 te' ('it!lpr 1 '>ighted or a blind­

folde(~ J.Alenf>r Olle mighl bc' pxpected to g<' into 1110)"P df'tall about materials 

as thev arfl for;l c:ighu'd Ilstenpr. In thr' ('i.l~C Qf lite rulflS, they.pre not 
1 , 

eVIdpnt ta CJlhp)" Lhe blinclfoLded or slghl('(l li~tf'I1('r. The needs of bath 

listcners <lrc ('rjuiv2\ent in this respect. Con<;('q'l('n~l\', th .. distinguislnng 

neflcl here lS thc' hlindfolded l~stener's Jl('cd ta be Lold about the physical 

ThItS, the lnteractlon between !'::1ngu;lfr. F' Jwrlflllce X Listener ]s 

cruci;ll [or the matcr:'l.élls analysLs Since lt Jodient!,s differential group 

-sensitivity ta listener needs. The fincl1llg ttEll thr' French group showed the 

grcéltf"'st cllfferentiation with the Control group shnT 1 ng the least u consis-

--- ~ 

te nt,,, i tilt he (' x pe c ta t ion 0 u t lin c cl a t thE' s ta r t. 1 lis Intcresting lhal the 

degree of differentla t lon varies dire~ t)y wüh thp ('}; tent of immersion ln a 

., 

2. Elaboratlon of Communication 

Three separate;'three-way inalyses of variance were performed on 

the sco~es for ~Iaborated rules, no~-elaborated rules, and elaboration ratlO. 

The Inrlependent variables were Language Experience, Grade and Sex of Speaker. 

Su~n~ries of these ana1yses of variance are presenled as Appendices A6 to AS. 

1'11('[(' \vC'rc' no signiflC[llll main cff('clc: or Înlp[:Htlons of l1ny im-

pOrlllllCe for lhe lhree i.lllf11ysCfl. The Language Experience X Sex interaction 

was '.lgnlfic:ml in [Ill <111111vscs, Indlcl1tlng lhal th(' boys 111 lhe French groLp 

gavp more elaboraled rules, fewer non-e1aboraled rules and had a higher ratio 

of plahoratlon th~n clicl the girls. 111e reverse sllll<Jtlon occurrcd in lhe 
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, 
1 
1 

Irnrnp'l'si6n group 1nrl the!€' W1S no dl..fferp!1cl' bc(wp('n boys and girls on the 
" 

three llleHSurr'o.; for lhe Control Group. Il lS (llffll\lfl to Interpret this 

interaction in anv meaningful way. 

" The resul ts f'ro111 thesE' analyses nrf' rather ':>urprlslng ln Vlew of 

the results Jusl di c;cl1sseci. Becél.use thl' French <lnri [mmerSlon groups had 

conVE''ypt! more mat('rlal information to tho bllI1rJfolr1od 1istener than did the 

Conttoi grol\p, <:lnci becRuse there was no dl ffOrl'IlCl' 1I1 the llumber of rules 

givE'n hy eaeh group ta either llstener, i t WRC, exp('( ted that the French and 

lrnrllPr<;lon groups would have highf'r elabor,llec1-11l1p ',l'orcs and higher elabor-

ation latios. This expectatl0n was based dn the ';11PP0<;1 tian that thev 

would ~~ information about game materials lhal \,c'ul uith lhe ,rules they 

desLllhpd' However, the results of thlS analysis <,uggf1st that this was not 

~ 

so. ('n the contrary, the extra materlal information that the French and 

ImnH'l·, l on groups do provide is not correlated with the1r descrlption of the 

rule~. This is in effect what the flndings from the elaboration ratio indi-

, 
catc. This, in turn, suggests a distinction between the children's percep-

tion of the requiTements of the communication situation and their actual 

verbal performance in response. to thelr perceptions. More specificall~, 

the suggestlon here lS that whtle the lwo experimenlal groups, and in parti-

culnr the French group, were more perceptive of the' dlfferential neeris of 
~--~-- ~. ---------=. -- --~ -- - ---. - -

Lhe II-Jl1 llc;Lcllt'r<, C!-hnL 1<;. lfll'Y g,lVl' the hlilldroldcd lisll'IH'1" \IIorc I\wll'rllll 

lnforI'1:3l1on) they did not necec;sarily express Lhis perceptlon of dlfferentlal 

necd in [l more claborated, overt, verbal forme ln otller words, lhere mny le 

lingu~stlc con9tralnts on the experimental Lhlldren's use of thelr language 

that are similar to those of the Control chilclren, and that, apparently, 
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CélllS(> thuse> L\m grnup<; ln pl'rlorm SlrnilnrJv .. 11 J('<1 ' ,t- ,Il a11 overt, verbal level. 

" 
The followlng' analyses of grnmm.1t ic;:Jl l'OmplCXl ty were undertaken ta 

pursup this di~tinction further. 

3. Linguistic AnJlysis 

Fir:;t t!Jpre \"ill ~)e a presenLltlClll of Iht' C't.Jtlstical analysis of num-

ber of lltt('rancps :md llIean length ôf u! Lerclllce, Irl lOh'pel by the result-s of the 

g'r.1mm:ltlcal cO'llple},Jty analyses (that J~', LlH' rnll')'(>11:'ilti('n of the' utterances 

.' 
inlo sImple, coordinate, subordinate, etc.), 

Sep~r8t(' !1l]~lyses of variance \oJ0\<' pt r[nnllcd c'n the "number of utter-

ance,," ;]nd "medn length of utterance" scores. 

A summary of these analyses lS prosented ilS Appendices A9 à'n"d AIO. 

The indcpendent variables were Language Experi ence, Grade, Sex of SpeAker and 

Candi tion of Llstener with repeated measures on the lac;t v8nable. 

"-
In tQe analysls of the number of utterances, thcre was a significant 

~ 

maIn dfect,due to Listener (f = 13.?4; df = 1, 8~; E < .01). The children 

uspd more utterances in describing the game ta blindfolded listeners (X = 6.45) 

than to slghted listeners (X == 5.38). As tJelf, the Grade ef[ect was marglnally 

signl[icant (F = 7.55; df - , 2,89; E = .08) with the Grade 2 children uSlng 

marc ulteranccs (X = 6.62) than either the Grade.1 group (X = 5.58) or the 

Kinc1l'rgarten group (X = 5.28). There were no other slgniftcant maln effects 

~~-_:-~-~~~~----=--=-- ~- - -~ 

or llllN<lctions., A bn'i1.kdoWl1-Ü"r ll~ OlCi1!; score,> où -i1tJmlH'l" of uttcranccs .1110---

me~n Lcngth of ~tterances by Langu~ge Group, Grade, Sex of Speaker and Condition 

of Lic;tener lS presented in Table 7A and B, respectlve'ly. 

ln the analysls of. mean length of utterance, there were no si~nlflcant 

maJD e[[ects or interactlons. 

The analysls of type' of utterances consisted of elght separa te 



Table 7 

• (A) Number of Utterances 

LalJ.ÇL~ Gro~ 

French 5.53 Kindergarten 

Imrœrs 1 on 6.43 Grade l 

Control 5.79 Grade 2 

P = .31 
'" ' 

~_ex ~f ~ubje~.~ _._. 
,---

Ma le 6.24 Sighted 

5.59 Blindfolded 
" 

p = .18 

-~--------------------,:-

\ -- -- -- - ---- - ---F re-n ch 
\ 
\ Immers ion 

Cont ro l 

\ 

\ 

Male 

Fema l e 

i 
1 

1 

1 
1 

! 
J 

• 

(8) Mean Length of Utterance 

Language Group 

_ 9 __ --- ---~ 

9.69 

} ;"lQ .0 
..... { ,. 

' .. ;: 
p = .51 

Sex of S ubject 

9.59 

9.83 

p : .54 

.., 

Kindergarten 

Gr.ade 1 

Grade 2 

Sighted 

B lin d fol de d 

51. 

Grade 

5.28 

5.85-

6.62 

P ': .08 

Listener 

5.38 

6.45 

p< .005 

Grade --
9.81 

9.46 

9.86 

P : .66 

Listener 

9.57 

9.85 

P = .24 
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• four-\,I<1Y analyspc; of Vnrlilnce. The main vnrinhlrc; we1"e Language Experience, 

Grade. Sex 0 [ Spf'Rker ,qnd Condition of Li q tC'Ilf'L j\ sl1[TII11ary of these anal-

yscc; 1'; IHPsented ae; Appendlces A11 to 1\18. 

-

The're 1,';:Je; onlv one~ signific8nt Lnnrlldgc F}'flC]--lCOCl' - EfIect--anci-

numher (X:= ,'{9) loJhile the French'Rnd COlltrol p;rc.~\lp'· IISI'd [('wer and an 
•• 

" 

approximatclv (><1\1;)1 number (X
F

= .14; Xc -c .lJ). S(';"Î·.11\'l'ë'''g~",\''I'_ 

The Langllage Experience X Lül(,!1cr 11ltcrélcllon for subordinate 

utt~_anccs \Vil '3 ;--1 glll filant wi th the Contrn J gr0up "hO\"l ng the largest 1n-

CrenC;l~ from th(' sl\.~hted to the bhnd.foldC'(] conditIon (X'-, = 1.60, X
b

:= '3.24). 

The only other maIn effects that were sq;nificant .ll lhe .OS level were the 

LislcI1er main (' ffec t for ~lmp le and subord ina le u l t l'r;1nCeS and a main Grade 

effect for relatlve clauses. There \Vere no signi[pant main effects or 

interactions in the talse starts and attention geller Elna1yses. 

Interpretat1 0 n 

It 1S apparent from the lack of group differences in the above 

analyses that the ~hi[dren from the three school backgrounds used language 

in ba:-'lcally similar manners. This corrobora tes the findings from the pre-

ceding :=malyses on elaborat10n of conununicatlon. 11lUS, lt does not seem 

that 1 mmersing children in schools where a 'forelgn language' 1S the med ium 

of ln<,truction has any major structural effects on thc1r language. These 

f ind i ngs <;uppOIl:r116-i.,-ë- -of Lambert and 'lucker (1972 )ifnël- -t,c!wàTcITr-1ITiu-casser ly----------

(197\) on chtlclren in other c;1rly lnmler~ion progrmn..; ;1n(\ lhose of Swain (1972) 

on cillidren growing up btlingual. At the same time, by providing information 

abouL English chtldren \"ho are attending all-French schools they suggest that 

• therr 1'3 a similar lack of c1etrimental ef[ect on natIve language ski11s even 
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, Si mp lei 

French 2.27 

Imrners ion 2.06 1 

1 

Control 2:03 1 

, 

1<:1ndergarten 1. 92 

Grade l 1. 88 

Grade 2 2.56 

Male 2.23 , 

Fema 1 e 2.01 

Sighted 1.86 

Blindfolded 2.38 

p<.05 

Table 8 

.. 
" • 

--".. 

Summary of Linguistic Analysis (in Mean Scores) 

. Type of Utterance 

Coordl na te Subordlnate Relative Predicate ! ,ll,ttentlonf Adjectlval r False Stans 
1 Getting l ' ! 
i ' ~ 1 1 ~ _ 

j 
1 1 -

.64 2.19 .21 .14* .51 .60 
: 1 

.91 
, 

.74 2.96 .31 .39 .66 .37 
1 

J .84 
c 1 ' : 

.95 2.42 .22 · 13 .64 .42' .67 
1 

1 

. 4 7 ~ -J-----, .60 2.28 1 .09* · 16 .58 .74 
j 

i c 

.86 2.34 .34 ! .25 .64 .39 , .72 
1 1 

1 

1 ! i 
.88 2.94 .31 .25 .59 j .52 1 .97 1 1 

\ J 

f 1 ! 1 l ' 1 ! t i ! i 1 1 1 , 1 
.77 2.66 1 . 19 1 .29 .70 1 .48 ! .82 1 ! 1 

1 

.79 2.38 .31 · 15 
1 

.51 .44 i 
.80 

1 , 
, 

, 

.70 2.15* .25 .20 .62 .44 .76 

.86 2.89 .24 .24 .58 .48 .85 
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-
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'" 
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in a total immel sion ~i tU<ltion. Perh"pc, mon' dri'mnti, differences might 

re<;llil frol1l illlll''.'rsing childten in a toLnl Fr('lllh-',pl'dkinp pIlvironment, sllch 

as wou! cl occur If tlH' chndren wcre to }jv(' in Qllf'h('c City or in a rural 

Fr('nch-CanadidJ1 cnnUlHmi ry 

On thr' oL1ter hand, there are i nc! i Clt)OIl', fronl the' first ana lysis 

that a child W\W 1" being edllcated in é1 sC'cond I1Jngu.1gc clevelops a sensi-

tiVl ty ta tbe ncC'ds of his listeners. 'Ih(',,~:c chl1rlrf'1l who have tl1'ernselves 
\., ~ ~ 1 

experie~~ed con '- idcrab le frustra tion commUnl CP t ing, gi ve sorne indicat i'Oïl 

'that they émpathi7.e with others who are expcriencing similar difficulties. 

\ 
\ -- - - - -~- -~ - -- - -- J - ~- ----- - -- ---- - ---- - - -----

/ 
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" 
rescétrcl1. 1 LI' lllO<,t C'ornmonly associated \. il!] Gluejr·,brrg aTJrI his a~socJate" 

19(jC)d, 196%) ln Lhi'; Lask, a lhild 1<; <J k('d ta c]cSCllhc indlvlduallv "v"" 

serir" nf ilb"rr.1ct desl~ns to a lLstenpr, v'ho j., ,,('p.:lr[lled [rom him hy <1n 

Opa'lll' '~cr('en, ',(l th,lt the ltstell .. er .... ,111 bl' ,lh1" !o ,(']rct '-rom [l IBrger 

set ('1 il cleslgTl'w. (lescribed. Glueksberg nnc1 Kr,lll', .. have found that'elllld-

4t.1,-,ren ('Ofl1fllllOicatv more accurately as they vr 0"" older r1li s inereased lonununi-

catIon competence seems to reflect an impj'ovcd ab,l] tv to select items from 

one le, \'('rbal rl'pertolr~ WhlCh best satisfy the rcqll1 rcments of the listener 

(Kr.lIl'" & Glucke,berg, 1969q; J:rauss & VivekananthdIl, 1968). ln other word s, 

a gOO(' (ommunicator, ta make his messages appropria te, must be sensItive to the 

neerls I)!~ his listeners or perhaps to be able to take the role O~hlS hstenér. 

The "game" involves two players. Each player has a set of 6 wooden-
,,..---? 

l ' .. 
blorke, hhich measure z~" X 21;t X 2~II, There 15 a hale drilled through the 

centr'r l~f each b,lock sa that it can be stacked on a 15 11 high peg, On the 

veLticial face of each black there is an abstract design: This design appears 

on .111 four vertical ,[~ces ~f+, that block, but in different or~entations (up-

sidp rlown, sidcways, etc.), Bath playerh ' blocks are idcntlcal. 

sLuc!) lt!lCl a ,",ct of [ive practicc blacks. Agaln, each playcf 15 set was ~dent-

Leal. Three of the practice blacks had drawings of common abjects on their 

slde~; namely, a car, a dog and a man. The ather two practlce blacks had 

abstract forms similar to those on the test blacks, 

--_.- ----------------_ ... 
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" ' . 
ln thJc; télsk"il<; in the Garn€' ExplnllfltioTl fn<;k, thore was a Speaker 

and a Li stenE'f. 111 cv,'ry case, the !i \"HS tlw ',P(':l k~'r ,llld E acte!} as the 

listC'ner. The S Jnd E \vcre seaU'cl on opposi tr sidc" of il table. They 

were scpArntE'd fr(Jm on0 nl10ther l" view b\' me' 1118 of " (',lrclbonrd sereen.' 

To start, the' S was told that the ol~Ct or lhe gJme was to build 

two identical s;tncks of blocks. He was told to <,C16'cI one block at a lIme 

from l1i" seL ancl ta' de~,~cribe it to the E ln SlIC!l ;1 '·'nv that E could select 

the samp block from hi., set and c;tack J.t on hi.'; pC'g. The 2. was to proceed 

untll he had stackl2d and deSfribed a11 of bis blocks. The E was able to 

see the top of the.§. 's peg over the sereen 50 tlwr he l'ould write clown, for 

later c:;coring, the order ln which S actually stack .. d his blocks. This also 

a llo\v(' (1 ~ tO"st<lck hii> blocks in the same order as ,~. The S was not aware 

that E coulcLsee~ - hThen the-S and ~cBmpar-ed ~ pi-leg----c"cry-S thought \:hey ~had 

succe'eded in describing the blocks ~~ g by virtue of the identical orderlng. 

The <,equence 0 f communication between ~ and S during the task 
" 

was a lIvnys the same; 
1 

namely, ~ would start by asking S to choose a block; 

once [his Was done E asked 1 "What cloes 1.t look like?"; nfter the S 1~ re-

spon:--e, I tried to sol1cit more lnformation o by asklng li l'Why does it look 

~ 

like lbat?ll This sequence was repeated when .E;. said 11Hhat else does it look 

like'?". 111e cycle continued until ~ said lhat he could say no more. 

TIH' ~ \"[1-; gIV<-'1l prc-tr.llllillg \oJllh lhe prnclill' block" which l18d '1. 

draHÎlIgs 0'''[ COlIllllon obJecLs before he -played the game Wl th the test blocks. 

The plocedure [or the practlce lrials was LlH' snmc cl'> lllal olllllnccl aW ve 

for lhe test blocks. VIrtllally aIl of the children performed suçcessfully 

on tlJin part of the pr[1ctlce session. Then the S was given pre-training 

/ 
(' 

t 

! 

___ o~ ______________ • 
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• with the two ci)bstrilct-form hbocks. For thl c.; prRcricp session, the S de- ' 
t ~ 

scribcù the forms in complete view of E. 'I1lÏs \"~lS ùOlle to give the ~ , 

.\ 
practice in describing .;thstra.ct designr.; 'vi th the help of!!.. The E offered 

1 

-,' 
au a-lternati ,;e for pvery description thJt S gilve to demonstrate 'that each 

design couid look like marc than one thing. hrhcn E l,as c;atisfied that S 

understood the principles and abject of tllP game complpLely they proceeded 

tp the test blacks. 

--~ , /' 

Resulta 

Transcription of the tdpes 

\ 
AlI of the children's verbal rlp~criplionc; of the -- \ 

abstracl>de- \ 

" , 
.f 
" ' 

------, --~----

• 

signs wcre transcri~ed from the tapes by Lwo people who were told to punct-

uate thp descriptions as they would dicta! ion. Ail ,'xample of a complete 

"episodc for one subject appears as Appendix A19. 

- Dependent Measutes 

1. Accuracy Scores Ta obtain a measure of how accurately each child-de­
"/ 

,scrihcd the blacks, a sample of his protocol for each block was type-wFitten , 
on a ,1;eet ~of pap€r. Instead of using the chdd '8 eni1.re de!:.Cl1ption for 

a g1\:'f'll blpck, a sample was taken by select1ng the first description that 

,! the chI Id gave in response ta the first two l questions outlined above (see 
, 

Appendix AJO for, a sample). A sample was taken for each of the six' blocks. 
, 

l'hcr,\ Ivcre no idcntifYlng m:lrks on lhC'Sl' lrnnscripUon.:;. The first de-. , , 
-----==~s-c:;:;-::;:r=4i=;:/"'lt=;l;:;:O~1l g--i-v-en -by~ c_h U9----wa&- se.ldc ~d-, lnstcmrcr{- al) 0 E th cm 171" 

{' 

ones, b('caus~ l t HaS felt that, the- child' c; first a ttempt to d~sc-ribe each 

'"black would conta1n the most lnformatlOn. 

Each protoc~l was given ta four different undergraduate psychology 

'.JO , 
", 

• 
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each Illld('1I~I-nrlll.lt(' ll'ct'Ived four diffcrent 

fi, riet-ure of the d("n~),ll' \'d'~ ,,1"(1 jTJclurled with the 

1-
pro t or() 1 r;. '1'11(' tn r(>;1(1 OIH' rl«',lT lpllon nl a

O 

t~me <'lod ta 

scr j r t Ion. 111" ril t ('rs \.(' n' toid tha t ,1 f t ('1' the" lIrlcl 111ade ~1 selection for 

~a ptlrtlC'ldrtt (1(,,_( riptl<m they co!tld nol rcturn t~ 'llidl clcscnptLon later, 

nor \>('!0 lhpy ,11IrJ\'('d to read later de',(,1 lpllnll" \\Tltil . ' 
lbey had fLnLshed 

with tht' pr~~rdlng one',. Aftrr making ,1 ... det t JOIl' f(Or ('Bch descriptIon 
:~ , 

;i 
they \"0H' i1skp~\ ln rate how confident the\' v{'I(' thd! IIl'J{'Jr selection had 

.. 

beef) ('orrect. l'Ill' r;Hlng<; rangpd from (Ill( Lo f1\l'_ hl] lh l 1ndlcallng "no 

confirlence at [l11" and .2 lndicaUng "completp conflr1;nçc". 

A sllhJect wa,> given 1 pOInt -for raeh deslgn that was matched CO'l:-

rccr,1'! \11lh it" descrIptlon by L1i'e> rat0~S. 'l:bus. for l'ach de'agn there was 

a m:lYlmi'iffi accuracy score of 4 and for cach set of <;ix hloQks there Was a 

ma~l mllfJl total alcuracy score of ~4. 

'J 
2. L0nfulencc Rd tlngs The average conf idence ra t Ing [or cach subJec t 

___ ~JVas '-.c1_ls:ulated by ad dIng the -confidonce -v-a-l-uè'l glven-by a-H-folIr raters -

and ri LVldlng by lhe total number of Judgments, tins was usual~y 24. How-

ever, ln a number of (élSl'S the rater [aLlecl to make a Judgment or misused 

the c,caLe 50 the total was less th an )4. 

J. Fl'(:'dback Score The daldls entac descrèption was used ta 

céllcld2tc this score wlllch \o/a::-. dCSIgllcd lo ref1cct the chilcllq responsive- -..., 
~' 

ne~, L (1 LI\(, l' X 1)(' r lIn(' n l (' rIs qUC'1LlOI1 (f\-Jhéll ~l'lse 
,- 1 

1 f, ln rcspo/sc 

dol' 0 ~ look llke? Il The 

scorillg procC'cded éle., Lollows· ta lhlS quesllon, the child 

gave a comp le te l y Ilew re ',ponse he wa s gi ven il score of J; if he gave a 

modifLC~d verSlon of a prevIou5 descrlpLlon he was glvell a score of 2; if 



• 
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he rt'11l'Ated <l. prf'vious dC",cription he t.J:lS glv011 n ,(ort' of 1; if he could 

not or did not hive <'Hl\ Illorr> 
p 

Informatinn of ml\' "lnri he \.Jas glven a score 

of O. fhe sc urin? lias donl' indC'pendcnt h hy l\"C1 llldW"L When there "\Vas 

\ 

(l>-' dlSJgr('l'mcnt 0\1('1 the c,Ctwillg ai a~ item, n).'rl'l'Ill<'llf \ ,,, rp<lch0d by dis-

, --
Cussinl1 o( thtV ir('nJ. Th0 Srs score on.1 pnrlFII]r» (1(><ngn cauld exceed , 

a scon of 3 j r Ihe chI Id contln\led ta f'I"l' the !lIPOP' Information as he 

asked [or lt. 1111' rl!tld hlmself, as ha" d]r('élc1v bUll pnlntecl out, termlnateo 

commun1 C<1tlon ,'1[-()IIl ea~h design. An aver!lge ',ror(' ),;I>.,('d on dU six deSIgns 

was calculatC'd for [acl! subJC'ct. 

StaLi:tical AnnIysic; 

Thrcc' separate analyses of-varinnce (ljnvr'i~hrl'd l1leans solution 

for IllJe(jual n) werE\ performed on the clatD. The llldeppndent varLables were 

apPpclr c, as Appendices A2l ta A23-. 

Therc was no significant dIfférence betwecn the Language groups 

on [lny 0 f the scores (Accuracy: E = .43; p.. -::> .05, Confldence: f = .07; 

.p.. '" . 05 ; Rc>corrununication- F = J.48; p..> .05). The main effect due ta 

Gradt' ,-,as slgl1lfrcant .'lt the .06 level for the accuracy scores and the con-

fidellcp ra tings OSce ~ 2.82; , sU = 2, 89; F '==2.77"df -con - 2, 89). The 

li Idrcn communica ted morb ~clura te1y than lhe younger children (see 

q) and thlS was reflected by increased confidence ratings for the 

oldé'l clllldren. !I~ wd l, lhe aIder chllclrrn \-Jcrc more rcsponc.;lvc ta the 

qucc"lloning of~. They pravicled more new In(ormDlion whrn <Jskcd for it. 

Ta Dl (' q pres~n t s a sununary of these scorc~,. 

Thcre W3S aho a ~igni ricant sex dlfference on the conhdence 

4.2; if. == 2, 89; E. '" .04). The guIs recclVeci hlgher con-

/ 
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T ab le 9 

r~ean Accuracy Score, Con fi den~ Rat i ng anrl FeedQél ck Score 

~ccuracy 

18.78 

17.91 

17.83 

(p :: 

16.81 

18.91 

19.52 

.65) 

(p = .06) * 

, ,{ , , . , . ; '. '{ 
,-, 
., , 
'" 

by Language Group and Grade 

-. 

{ 

, 

" Language _!!:~ 

Confi d~nce 

3.38 

3.39 

3.34 

(p = 

Grade 

\ 3.21 
"-

"~ 3.37 

3.51 

.92) 

-- - --

\ 

Feedback 

.97 
- -- --

1. 13 

1. 27 

(p = .? 3) 

.91 
.t 

. -r.05 

1. 41 

{p = .06) * ~ - "( p = .01) ** 

; 
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• flctcncc' rating Cl (X =- l.~R) than d~d the 110\'s (X 1. )h). This finding is 

J 

diffiC'ult tn ill["fprPl 111 \'1('W of the I;]ck of ê;C', dllf('fC'nlcs on the flccur-

acv é1nd reCOnlIllllllll:1tHlll ,cores. 

Tllo<;(' rindings lorroborate the' prl'V1C~li, n:lliJ insofar as thev 1.n-

dicAtl' a lilek of rliffC'rence bety;ren childrell rdllCrltr(J ln lhe,lr native 1an-

gU,l':U' élild l]wsC' ('c1ucatrd in a second li1Ili"'ag(' ln tl]0Îr \('rbal performance 

in this lOIlUlIUlliciltinn 'ituation. The flnrl"lflg of no )'r011p rhfferençp', on 

th!., f0('dhack s(C'rl' suggests that ther~ uas 110 Jliicrfllcc between 

thp grollps in re~ponslvS'l1ess ta the verbal dCnI<llld.., (If a lu;tener. Thl<; 

pat tern of resulls ?eems different from the (Ii ffcnntial ilensitivity ,,,hich 

the groups seemed ta demonstrate in the Gamp Lxp1.lJl.1LIOn Task. Thls ie; 

~--------------- -------------_._--
nol pélrticularly surpn.,ing perhaps if' one considl'r" tllat the ne cd èxpressed 

>-------~-----~>~----I 

in this study is not ncarly so explicit as that expressed in the Game Ex-

planéltlon. The need is not explicit ln the ..,ens~ that because the ch~ld-

ren nn' trying ta describe unusua1 gcometric shapes whLch have no actual 

re[(,l'ellt Ln the environment, they may be unfanll)iar or uncertain about 

what i' really called for ta describe the deslgns SUCCE'ssfully. ln the 

. . ' cast' of the Game Explanatlon Task, on the other hand, aIl chlldren are 
1 

user] ra' tàlking about and playing games. 111us, the shils or lingulstic 

Itell1s clcmanded ln that sltuatLon may alrcady exis~ in the chlld 's reper-

tOll(', \Vherens tht'y mny not ln the Cél,,(' of lhe Ah<;lrdct Dt"Hglh situatIon. 

Thl'.. J1wy bc one of the hnglllstlc con~lraints, 'rcfcrrec! ta ln Sllldy 1, that 

are COIlUllon ta bath the control group and the experimental groups . 

• 
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Tes t Ha ter L:1l s 

A !Jloc1j fiNI v("'rc;10!l of "1110 ThrN' ~ltlllt1t(}i!l' r'rpC'riment" (Piaget & 

Inhelc!f'r, lC)SG) l'a" lIsed ln R"SeC;., non-vC'rhi'il r(11c-r-.qking f;kills. In the 

, 
or~gin;11 ver<,inn of thC' Lél';k, childrpn He pro<;('n!o<! ;J threo-dimensional 

mode lof threl' Plnun ta in q. They él re asked ln l dont i [v f.hl' v~ew wh ich wou Id .. 
.-'\ 

, ,1011 who i8 pL1CC?c! at differcnt 1nCdLlOllS around the model. 'oe pf'r('pived h\ 

On thr> hasls of r hen l psults, PIaget and Inhelder P(l<,tulated that there 

wen tlir('e stélg''', in the development of lhic; "Id II At stage l, emerglng 

bet'vE'en four nn(l "C'ven years of age, the childrC'11 \l'-.11,11Iy attributed thelr 

own pcrspectlVf' ta the do)l (egocentric <;tagp}. D1lrlTlg stage ?, between 

seven élnd eight years of age, ,the children startcd to become B\l7are of pex-

'~~v(> s which were di fferen t from their own. 11JI1'., they no longer re lied 

) exclusivelyon an egocentrlc perspective. However, cognitively, they were \ 
not ,->ufficiently mature ta be able ta select the correct one. During the 

thirc1 stage, between n~ne and ten years of age, the chlldren consistently 

Ch03C the correc t perspec ti vc. 
,,' 

For the current experiment the display consist0~ of a dark green 

sheet of cardboard measuring 20" by 20". Two black 1~nes drawn perpendic-

ular to one another on the surface of the cardboard div{ided its area lnta 

equal-slzed quadrants. A bottle was pl.:lced in the center of quadrant 1; 

[l pln<,t te drlnl<lng Clip W;JS placee! in ll1e c(,l1~r of qllnc!rnl1L J <me! a rubbC'r 

ball l,me:; plaLl'd li] qUéldranL 4 so Lhal ail OllJl'LL'-, cOllld lw '-.l'l'11 from any 

perqpf'ctive. 

Thcr,e wer{' 10 color phoLographs represenLlng various Vlews of 

the dlsplay. The Vlrws d{,plcLC'd ln Lhl' photographe; were Lho~,(' from posi-



• 

1--_____ _ 

• 

1 

64. 

tions " ta H l'ne lusive (5e'[, Illustration 1) ;J,C: vell :1<, two addttional vÜws-,. 

l aBri .l, "Illich I:en' contri"l'd. That ie; to "<l\, Ihl') <puId not have been 

was thp same' as \ iCI,' C excert thn t the cup :1nd ba 11 \1cr_C' ] nterchanged sa 

that the CliP W,l' nt thp S;lnIl' depth as tlt(' hotLle ,IIHI IllP bélll was c10ser 

/" 
ta side BD. rhl', view was lncluded in orcier ln pn 'oenl a front/back dlS-

" 

except that the' botlle was pl.1ced on the' leU fronl, lnc;teacl of the rigbt 

front~c; it i'; in the display, and the hil.JI ~11lcl l\l!' ,N'H' placed on the 

righl, 1 nc;tcad (lI 011 the left; the corre'ct fronL-h 'Ci< rclatioll'olllP of 

the,r abJects \·'as preserved. TI1ls photograph Y'<1~ Illcll1ded to represent a 

right-lc'ft distortlon of the obJects ln View G. l'II(",e perspectives had 

bee-n d0ilgned' hy Laurendeau and Pinard (1970). FIIl.1lIy, there was a 

small \.'OOdE:li cloU dpproximat-t'-l-y-H1" tall. Th1:8 cloll lT~" ~Ilpposed ta re-

present the "persan" who had taken photographs A ta J. 

Test AdmlnlstrAtlon 

Dutjng the first part of the test, the child was seated at POSl.-

tian 1\. The E was seaLed ta las rlght or lefl at approxlmalely posltion 

J 
H or Il. Thé dald \Vas' told tha t he \Vas gOlng toplay é1 game ln WhlCh he 

was tn pretend lhat lhe l-Itlle cloU 111 fronl of him had taken 'lome phoLO-

grill'llo., of the 11llnge; L1ii'lt were 011 the carclboard. The obJecl of the game 

was ft)] Illrn tü Lry tü figure out \vlwl thi' photogr.1ph Looked llke I"hen takcn 

from dlfferent places around the di~pIay. There was one 

demollstrale 'what was intended. ~trla~, the doLI 

practlce trial ta 

was placed at posi-
• l 

\ 

tian A sa that its V1CW was the same as the chl1d's • The ch lld was ~skecl 

to den de if the cloll had taken photograph A or Il winch were placed to S 's 
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left ,'ncl righl, rC<;}lcctivf'lv. 
~" 1 

ç~ 1 1'('11 ~', .111 .11 ternati ve bCCdll ',E' ."... 

,. 
corr('rl phntop,rnph (A) bill depiC"lted a dl fff'fen t rH r'~p('C'l1 ve of these re-

illlhtr:ltl\'C' ptlrposC's. Tf the S chose the c(lrrecl plctllre he WélS asked 

to ('xp1<l1n 111C, cllo1ce. If S failed La lI';l' thé' cOllcepte: of left/right and 

front/hack 111 111<; c,pl.1naLlon,.~ rcpeatC'd thl' f"s c,.pl;lllatlon Includlng 

the on]] t ted cOllcepts \\,here appropn.é1te. Ir S Il'dci(· .'11 lncorrect dl01CP, 

he \''.l'~ corrC'ct(·d .1llÔ a';ked La explaul tlll' corrC'tllo11. [n the four or fl ve 

cases ,,'here lhl!, wa'î nccessary, the ~s qllickly r('((lgni7ccl the1r nnstake 

WhCll i t was pOlnted out and 

salI C;[élC torily. 

they were ab le ta C'r;p Il i tl the çorrec t cho1ce 
\ \ . 

After lIns practlce, lhe test Lrials beg.Jll. The S remâlned 

seall'r1 at posIt1on A and Lhe cloll was moved ta pOC,itlOI1 G. ThIS tlme 

1--------------------------------- - __ 

• 

fi\(' photographs were placed in [ront of S. For trial l, the hve possi-

bllitlr"-, were H, A, J, G, and C, p1aced ln Lhat ord~r from the,§.'s lefL 
, 
\ 

to III c, righL. Alternatlve A represents the egoc('ntr~cally-lnco\rrect choice; 

~ltl'rn~tive G represents the correct and, there[ore, non-egocentric choice, 

a1tC'rnatlve Il represents the VICW Lhat S l,muId sec if he lcaned toward the 

dol1. alternaLlve C IS t~tally InCOr{ect ~n that bath the le[t/r~ght and 

front/hack relatlonships of tins plcture are wrong; alternative J repre-

sent' ,1 pilrttrtlly correcL ch01Ct' ln lh.1t LhL' [ront/hack relilllonsillp o[ 

Lh( l.bJects 1Q LIns phoLograph and t;he correct one are the same whcrC'as 

th(' 1 ci LI ngh t rCrbL10nS!llP ~s the reverse of lhe corrC'ct rOblt1on~ng. 'l'bus, 

al[(,lnatlves C, J, and Il werc a11 incorrecL even though they are non-ego-
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ate "iewpoint. ,\ c,lmilar rnt~onalc wae; lIs('rl to COll1rO',l' the choices for 

tr l ,d" ) and 3, 

Aftpr trÎid J, ~ v'as n',ken tn 1T10Vr' lo rt'~i tlon r. rllrectly oppo-

site his prespnt location, Thi s s tep pas i nC' Ittclt cl \ (1 \.!emons tra te tü the 

chLJn lhat ilS he' changer! po',it~olls his ViPh' of thr> nhJCcts \lould a1so change. 

AUer he héld rnoved to hi" new POdt{:' n, ~ 'l'D{~ élsked i [ Lhe thlngs "looked 

tlw <~<lInf:''' él" tl1r>v did \"hen he was s'ttin? 0]) Lhe pt1]('r ,;ide. Al1 S8 re­

porton rhat thev Inokecl different a1d gé1Vt' tb"lr 1 1'.1"(111" for saylng sa. 

Trli11 e; ') and l "prr thon adnnnistered. ror trull ) \-h(' c1011 was p'laced at 

position Band ag;'in the..§. had to select .[rom ,11l1011g F!vo phoL.pgrnphs that 

one \\'hich he thought repre'iented what thr> do11 0;[1' The altcrnatives were 

B, E, P, F, and A, arranged from S's right to hi" Ir ft, The S remainf'd 

seatf'd :-It position E for trlal 3 Jor whlch lhe'"doll l,'as p1aced at positlon 

C. lhp same'procedure. as above WBS repeated with L1le !llternatives being 1, 

C, C. E and D. ThlS ended the testing~-_L" -<~--------------------

The child 's rc,'ponses \Vere c1asslfied él,:>: 1) correct and thenf-

fOl0 non-egocentric, ~) ~ncorrect because they were egocenlrlc; or 3) 

incorrect but non-egocentric. The alternatives [or each of the three test 

trLlls wc-rc--classifled as follows, 

H 
A 

c, 
C 

Test l 

ln(Orrect, non-~gocentrlc 

('f;ocentric 
111(Orrect, non-cgoccnlrlc 
l <IITcct, non-egocentrlC' 
i llcorn:,c t, non-cgoccntrlc 

Test 3 

ln~orrect, non-egocentric 
C correct, non-egocenlrlc 
G incQrrect, non-egoccntri c 

E 
D 

('goccntrlc 
Incorrect, non-egocentric 

Il 
E 
]) 

F 

Il 

Test 2 

correcl, non-egocentric 
egoccntrlc 
11\COrrC'c t, non-pgocentrlc 
incorrecL, !10\1-c'goccntrlc 
incorrecl, non-cgocenlrlc 

~ 



• 

, 

• 

68 • 

• 
Dates of Testi~g 

DecernJr 

Th i q l (", l '''0 c; ,l(ltlll Il i s tered tn l'IHIl l Il .1 d 1 Il r('(' time> s- -once in 

1qn; in 
1 

1971 ; and in Ucccmher 19-73 . This once .J t1 ryt' aginn J1ro-
1 

vided r('sulle; eYlpnding f earl v Kindergé'1l ten t0 cRrly 'Crnde 3, wi th 

, 1 h measurec; at SlX mont lnte The resuIte: are lo'lgittrdlIlfll insofar as 

the children in e8eh re tcsted nt thrcc ti'lIp }wriods. On the 
1 

other h,1nd, m"f~g ta the faet that there ",cre rlifff'[('lll lhildren in each 

grade, the reqlll te; are cross-sectional. Ihus, thc' fi rst question to anse 

is whpther the di frerences in performancp, "cross ~rnrle:; are reiiab1e. The 

Decernber, 1973, tee;ting gives a measure of the rcli..lhilJty of the resuits 

by prnviding data that overlap with two of the carlier groups; namely, the 

Decemhpr, 1972, Grade 1 and 2 groups (see Illustralion ) . 

. ' 
111 u st rat i on 2-

.' 

KINDERGARTEN GRADE l 

Dec. '1,' June '73 Dec. '72 June 

• • • ,e 
" 

D-ec. '73 
, : 

0 

u • == origin,\l KindprgJrlcn group 

o e ,.; original 

11 .Â == original 

\ 

"\ 

Gradc~rollp 

Grade 2 ~lIP 

lng 

GRADE '2 

'73 Dec. 

Â 

Dec. 

0 
, ' 

'12 June 

Â 

'73 

GRADE 3 

'73 

Dec. ',43 

11 
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Results 

Ta rr>c;t reliélhi 1 ity, a seriee; of 1',nnf('rflI11 L-tl'sts were appl1E>d 

Deccrnlwr, 1 C)71, Â sl1mmary of thE'se tests, broken dO\orn for eAch category 

of rc',,;pollse, i,~ prf'sented ln Ta,blC' 10. (L le; ('\.~t'nL from these tests that 

the 1"1 e;\lLts From the tlO Deeember test Sr>SSiolls--nnr> Inlh the orlglnal 

f Grade J. Control ~rOllp élnd one with the Crélde J, ('Pl1trol group who "'ere 

the on?,1'l"l KlTldprgarLen, Control group ','cre <'!gnificantly different for 

bath rht' EgocPllLric category (!. == 3.53; df"= h, 1/,0: ~ / .01) ilnd the 

l 
CorrC'ct, non-0gCllellLrÎc caU'gory Cl = 3,(,1; df: h, 1',0; 12.: .01). The 

originé11 Grade ?, Control,.,group and the follow-up (~r:ld(, ') group were not 

sign i fI rantly dlfferent from one another OII ei tlH'r r he Egocentric eategory 
o 

Cl r, , 7 '); d f = 6, 140, 12. < .05) or the Corree L, 1ll1n-egocen trlc eategory 

6,140; 12.< .05). None of the olher compansons were 

1----------------f3Hi:-'ig=tIt'I1j-' +-f4-i tLfli1fiI1-t:-h-----No r \Je r e a ll:Y----GBmp a r i SGfl-&--l-R-bh€-+Um - ego c en tri c, in cor r e c L., _______ -I 

• 

cat 0 gnrv slgnlfleant, 

Thus, the performance proflles presenled ln FIgures ï (Egoeentric) 

and l (Correct, non-egoeentric) are statistically rcliable for the French 

and Immersion groups, but may be unreliable [or the Control group. A com-

paric;nn of the onginal Grade l, Control group in Dccember, 197,}, and ln 

JUDl', 1973, wlth the follow-up Grade l group and follow-up Grade 2 group, 
\ 

f 
resl)['f'tlvely, ~uggests that the Grade l, Control Group was pcrforming at t. 

an 1I111lsllally poor level. lt follows then that the graph for the onginal 

Grarl0 1 group should be lowered ln Flgure 2 and raised ln FIgure 3. Fur-

ther lonSlderation of the results wtll hav(' to take thlS unreliability lnto 

conslrlE:'rntlon • 

l, Â 12. value o[ approximately .01 lS required for slgnlflcance on a 

Bonff>rr'ni test If S'lX comoarisons are rnad{'>_ A~ toRS rlonp in ~h,c: ,,1-1,,1., fn"nn 10(,1 \ 



• 

• 

Tab 1,~ 10 ~ -' 

Summary of Bonferoni t-tests 

A) Ego('~ntric, incorrect rrsranses: 

French Grade 

Grade 2 

Imrœrsion Grade 

/Grade 2 

Cqntrol Grilde 

Gradeo 2 

t-va1ue 

.ns 

.66 

2.51 

.31 

3.53 

2.72 

Derf?lIlbrr' '72/December '73 

;-. .05 

> .05 

, . 10 

, .05 

<.01 

<.05 

---------------------------------

B) Correct, non-egocentric responses: 

t-.va 1 ue 

French Grade l 1. 17 
" 

Grade 2 .63 

Immers i on Grade l 1.71 
Grade 2 .25 , 

Contra 1 <\ Grade l 3.63 . 
Grade 2 2.92 

C) Incorrect, non-egocentric responses: 

t- va 1 ue 

Frènch Grade o. 00 

Grade 2 .17 

Inllners 1011 
• • 

Grade l. 88 
Grade 2 ,~ , . 17 

Contra l Grade 1.04 

Grade 2 ~67 

J 

Deçemhet, ' 72/December '73 

lCya lue 

>.05 

'.05 

>.05 

>,.05 ,~ 

<.01 

< .05 

December '72/December '73 

p-va 1 ue 

>.05 

>. 15 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

>.05 

'} 
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A rctrospcctivf' rpview of tlw 1 i Ler,l turc rL'\'C'dled that others 

worlnnp with lh1"; "l·~k 11,)\(' found 'ami 1.1rlv 1~1l'\'~II'IIl.11 J( LrPIlds [rom klnder-

gartf'1l 10 Crnr!(' ) !lnd th,lt older agI' gro1ljl" th.lIl tlll'~ .ln' n .. eded to produce 

clear-cut patterns (Fishbeln, LevlLs &. Ki.effer, 1977. ShélllL? &. Watson, 1971). 

1'11ro(' <;-('parate Lhrce-way ana1\''O('<, of v1ri.lTlc(' '>leu' performed on 
}­

the rf'slllts [rolll l'ach of the response cotc'gnnce; l1ulllllC'O ahove. The -i.+1.de:::---

'penoC'llt véHiahle', I-Jere Language FxperlC'lJ(c, (;lJÙe ,ll11' Tinle of Teé>tlng (Dec-

ember, 197 7 ; lunl', 1913; December, 197'\) lite Il'\cls of the Crade variable 
~-

were Klnderg:élrtpn. Crarle 1 and Grade 2;1<, nf the ',Inrt of the rec;earch. I!ow-

ever, c;ince LIl(' ter;earch C'xtended over n fll11 VPélr, thr or1g1nal grades hilel 

advAncod ta the next grade level by the Lime of the tl1lrd testlng. For ex-

amp'lr, the Kmdergarten level 1ncludes n~~ults frolll él Crade 1 testlng. Th1S 

... 
overlap does not destroy the age progression and, tht'reEore, rcfcrencc ta 

thl <: variable wUl be in tenns of theu original gJade Level. A sur,nmary of 
" 

the nnnlyses of var1ance lS given ln Appendices Ai4 to A26. Each analysls 

)C----

will he discussed ln turn. 

EgocenLric~ 1ncorrect responses 

T'he only slgnificant effect in thlS analysis \vas a Gr.ade effect 

,0:. = 3.17; df= 1,70; .e. = !. 04) . 
1 

1 
See Figure 2-. The Grad_<=, 2 clnldren made 

fewer f'gocentnc choices (X = 1.64) than did cither the Kindergarten (X 1. 86) 

or Grnde l chi1ùren eX = 7.20). This fLnding is consistent with the data re-

pOI-tl'd by PInget <l11e1 Inlll'lder (1956). 

It is dlfflcult ta camp to any conclUSlons con~erning dlfferences in per-

[ormance bctwecn _groups beeause of the unrel1ab11ity of the results, and ln 

partlcular, of the Grade l, Control group. However, lf one accepts the hypo-

th"t ieal curvc for thlS group shown ln Flgure 2, there <'Ire é>lgns that the 
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1'1 ('ne h <ll1<! LIlUlle r SI PI1 

, .. 1 (1 (\ ., 

1111" l nI, 11\1, l" j i ')H -Ir!''! hl 11" m<ldc Wl rh 

8010111' l.<1ngl1di~e F"p,>riC'll(,p, (~r.:lde 111c1 Tl11](' (1f 11".tlll\~ .1!ld LIll' unn'liablllty 

of Ihl' dat;l [rnlJl [11(> Graùe L CO'1trol gl""r 

Lnt oherenl. 'SuLh 

For eXdmplp, 

Shnntl :Jnd Wut<;on (l971) [aIlee! ta fl!1d olH\' ngl' dIff"J('IlCP<' Ln the-lr t>am-

, 
pleo, 'll/ch l!1Ll\Jdccl clnldq'n from pre-scll(l(Jl ta <,),cI" 1. Thuc" lt c,e('m~ 

" 1" 

~th :!g" Lire notLceable, and, even then, the (btu lrl' not n~~ps..,:rllY sys­

tem;;1 j ('. 

Th(' brgc vbr13tion UnlQng Lhc lhrC'c group.., ln D('ccmbcr of Lhe 

Kindcrgarten y('ar is pu?zllng. The fuct lhal thelr ',ubbequcnt !wr[ormancc 

,Klntl(,I!,:JrlC'n rC'<;ullc; nre '-,llllply Itnrellnhlc. Remembcr ;:llsü thaL the question 

(] 
of ) ('liai)] llty of re'illltt> wlth lhddrpl1 ,ln C3rly Klndergnrlen arase 10 con-

• JljoPct IOn \oJith the flndtngs on lhC' PCllhody Plclure/Vocahulnry 'J'est. 

dl = '), 70, - O') ~ -. , , SCC' Figure 

'1 

thl' (ldrlC' l Lhlldll'l1 (X 'j ln <; 
1 

d 
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c 

aelloll':; makc<, il (llffHldt lo COI'le ta dl1\' L<111CIIl"Ii1I!'-, C()l)(p(nlng group 

, 
I1n vp"rtht 1("'<;",_ If 01"](' <lelf'plc: IIt(, In!l('t-l!('llcal curve in Flg-

LHe 1, :15 prorllscrl l'arllcr, therc pre .l);,1in indiCdti'lllS that by Grade i the 

Conllol cl111drcll \p·rC' pcr[orIlllng better tlldTl th" f, (1 ('}pcrimenlal group,;, , 

n9Cl in pélniclIIal. lhan the French' grOll!? ._1.( ~hc J 111(' 1"Cprc5cnting chance 

perfOll1lal1Cl' ·is l.1ke'n a~ il frame of rc[r·r,;·nr(' lI. l' 0\'Jrlcnt [rom FIgure J 
-- - -\ - ' 

that the Control group wa" pC'rforming ab0\,(' Lh,lnc(, 1", (Ornde 1; but that 

the Iwo experlmental groups did not excepd (héltlCC 10\1pl until late"Tn (;radè 

, 
2. t,g,lin, thi', itcrpretation of thC' daL.1 C'élll 1)(' ('OIlc;H!ercc! only ln the 

11ghl of the unre}lab1lity of the Control gro\/p .llld litt' 1aek of statlsllcal 
~J 

1 \ 

'signlflcl1nce for t'lns in.teracllon. 

As was noted ln the preVlOliS analysis, thorc was large varIation 

in pflrfl1rmanct' afhontC the groups ln December of Kinoergarten. AgaIIl, however, 

theqc Initial differences do not seem to be prediclive of subsequent perform-

arrc:e. 

Incorrect, non-egoccntrlc responses 

Inerc wcre no slgnlflcant maln effeets or inLeractions ln the 

annlv"j" of incorrect, but non-egoccnlric rc<;pOllsr<; (<;('c Flgllre 4). lt is, 
; 

J 
worlll ['tHlltlng out that tlIC' cl11ldr('l~ h'tTe t'e"ponclll1g'lwlow chance Level at 

n 11 l ""1'" , l'In, '''gge, t \ l ha l tlH' '-1' " no h; II' ,~'\'<I L, l" '1" r.:' 1", "\Ce n ,'go' 

cClllrÎ'_' nnd correct responding w!Jell lhe chilclrf'!1 c..hoo'-.(l nit, locorr\l, <11-

thouglt non-egocen.lnc a1lert1atlve~. If sUlh [1 stage eXls,ted, one woulel t'X-
J-

pel t,in IncrCilse ln the frl'qul'!1cy of ~.('l('Ltlllg Lil(· IIH.orn'( t, llon-cgotcnl!""lÇ.. 
.. 

t 
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incorr('ct respol1rling from Klndeq::Arten to C'r.1de \ tngeLhor Ivith dn lncrease 

-----iu- UJ..r-XEC L,-- non-l'goret' t r) ( re spOIld 1 ng 

plemeTlt"ed hv COrlce t rrsponcling rathC'f r";111 h)' un 1lltc'rlllC'diary stage' of 

non-('gocentrl e. out incorrect, rpspondJng. 

sigrll!lli:lnt cHect·,. 11ns may be due I>;lrtlv ln thf' 
1 

perjï'orllldnce of the Control group. But, i.t scerns (J-; 
/ . 

tltln'llalnlit" of thE' 

\,e 1 1 tha l ~r formfl nec 

on tltlC; type of,;lask lSlnherently unsystellléltic in I-hl' rn>-ancl early s(11001 
1 ... ,,) 

l " 

, ) 

y ,ln (rishbein., Lewis & Kelffcr, 1972; Shanrz é \';clLc;nll, 1971). Conc;equenlly, 
, 

goneral trends c,an be clescrlbed with Any degn( of confluence, a110w1ng 

onl\' the' conservatlve lnterpretat10n lhat the school-language experiences 

of t!1PC;(l tInee grau!D~ of crlildrcn cl1c! not scem ta lnfluence dlfferentlally 

cl 

thf'ir dlJllity La perform th1S task. 

. 
ç 

, , 

, 
- ----

i 
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Ethnoeentrifll1--P~lrt l 

~. 

[.<~imdélrJtiec, :l1i1Qn.g the three gro\lps dee.;pit n tllt'lI rf)!éltlve-l'<dlffercnt 

sehool ;:Jnd l.1l,l[';lIngl' eX[l!'rj(,l1ees, lh('rp y.'ne.; n C,llg~,",ll()n in ~';tudy 1 that 
1 

, 
th!' Frcnch group \;'('re tc1Dtivc1y more cOlln!Jv e,('T\sltiv(' than the oeher 

, y 

t\,.,p ?,rO\lpS l\lrh011~h Study l representf'rj n L'si< dli (11 1".]8 r.;oçla! ln nilture, 

SULee " ru 1 petrom"nce 81 so roqu aed lin"o i"" ,h Il c," Il w~ 8rgopd 1. ha t 

whj h . ..!:.!..! e Frf'ndLi!~lH! 11lIm~r~sLC?~ ~hi 1 ch::.f:.l!. ~I) gh l 1'(',;1 ',0 'Ir! '>1 y bc ~xpec ~~~l 1:.0 

devr>!"l' dlffl'H'nlLll soclal competence ae, il rpstl!t (1j their school f'xper-. 
(ienc(' tl'l're wa') no e'vidence in these 'ddld, or ln 1'( lnU'cl délla (see {,am!J0rt 

.;,'. & 111ck,'r'r.; evaluallon of English-1Dnguélg(' ski}lc; ~ducallon 
/ ~ 

of (JII~~I_!:E.I.l, 1(77), of any hngulstic diff9'ycnccf, III tllPlr natlvP lanp,l!;1ge. 

, ;' 

CCJlil<;()q'u'n1.1~.~,~1 t was decidcd la pursuc l)1C' socl<11 
/ 

tl1l\sequcllces of ~[lil1ler:--'lon 
1 

sehaol J"g ln a (~ffcrellt anJ more clireit way. \hth ChlS aim ln mu\d, lt 
1 

, ,1 
se('1l1ccl ,ïPl"roprLltc to aSSl'SS these/~11l ldrc>n 'in terms of ethnocentri\SI11. 

ThlS line of tlnnking s)1gg('stcd tWQ questlons. Flrsl, cl~ members 

of lh.' FrPIlc.h .:md 'lmmerf,lOIl groups per~C1V(' thC'mselves ta be less ~imilar 
1 1 

ta thl' 1 r own elhnie group (Engllsh Canadlém) and perhaps more <,imlljar to 

the 1 l "11ch Ca nad 1 ail 

the (ontrol group? 

ethnie group whosC' language they are ll'arrnng lh<l!l do 

S,ocondly, and porhap' con>equont ly, an" lbe Fre~eb aqd 

Imn;C!c,lon grOllJl"; bClt~r able tü Llke the ]"010 of il French CQJlildla~'l.:llld 

thell Il\', reveal Lhat they ilro morp scnr.;itlv(' ln Lh('m 7 LilI1l!Jl'rl l'Y Tu 'ker 

') 

(](JL'fTlélVC' rl'jlOrLccl chnl chllclrr'll iti LlJc Sl. L,lInonl prllJl'Lt 
- - - t 

wC'rl' m(\re 
r 

- ~~-~----------

fHVOl ;,hly dlSpO<;C'c! toward French Canadlans .. '!lIns wa,> detorollned by asklng 

the (1iIléilc)1l to ratc' French CUlwcll!1llC; on ,] Ilum!wl",o[ c11ff(·r('nl.persondllty 
s 

! 
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• 
ta he' to Fn'llcl1 Cnllddiilllq. élnd t (' e'xamll1,' ho" \ (,1 1 tl!ev cnuld assume' the 

ro1f' Ilf il Fre>ncll (',l11:J.cll,ll1 E c; "f' 11 t l :l11 \' t 1 l" 1 r t f' C Il tJ i if 1 1 (' i n \ () 1 ve sa" k ui rh es' 

J1!f'V [o'wel that older child-

rell Il,ld mure PO',I t ! l'e feelIngs Lawards Lbt'! r (li Il ((t'lllll t v ~h(lIl did youngpr 

clnldrl'Tl, .lnd nt Lhl' S,lm!;' time that 1 
thev! ,,1en' !l(,tl "r ,'lh1(> tü appreCl ate 

that people> [rOIll nlller paru, of the' wort\1 1101rl th" ",llllP [eellng', about 
\ 

the i r 01'11 na t i \'(> cOlin tr i cs. t 
For example, C;CJïil,lTIC, !,frf'(f'r Germanv; Fre'l1ch-

men prrfer France, etc.' Slmilar findlng" have> bl'I'Tl rf'l'0rted by Piaget ilnd 

Weil (1951). Thu,-> , L1ns techmquc ,,('cmec! ('nlLllPlItl\, ',llltablct'[or Lhe pur-

" posee; of tins c,ludy. 
.. .. ' .... l 1"',.(, 

Test HaterIdls 

Five different\ ethme groups wcre rppresentccl in LIlle; study' 

Eng Il ( Il Cnnacllilns (Ee), Ânlt'rlqn;-, (Am), French Canadianc; (Fe), European 
\ 

(EF) and BrilZll~an, (Br). Eaeh ethnIe group was IntrodueC~, through 

of l~O dolls, one \nale and one fcmale, makIng a LoLal of len c1olls. 

FrCnll! 

thc 11 ~( 

\ 

'nle f(\(\1 Canacllan clolls wf>~e inc1uded to 3sseSs Lht' cJlllclren 1., clegree of 
\ 

1 

ldelltlrJU1LIOn wllh the L"JQ'major cthnJ(> groups ln Canaela. InclusIon of 

Lh« '\111('1-1 Lm! ilTld r:llropedl1-Fr~'nch grollps mnr\!' 1 L 
A \ . 

1 ~.J . \ , 1 1 whelll' 1 Lhl' lhlldll'll '-> Idl'I1LI~y wn,> h,l'>l'( (lll 11.ILltll1.1 , l 1 Il -, 

gU1SII( cilmcnsions or somc COn~)]l1;:JLlon of thf>Sl'; ;]nù \v!J0lhl'r young Cannd.: 
\ 

l<1n childrl'11 idOl1Lify \V1LI! lwo 'pO\oJ0rflll [1l1e1 \vC'll-kI1m,1tl UtlL1IH'S. 111<' 
\ 

--~---------~---~- --~ - --------------------

LlrazJiI<1n dalle, Werf> Lnclllclcd sa L1ldt e,01110 llght nnght bl' lhrmvil on chilcl-

-e ren t,> pt'Hl'pllOnS of an (Lll!11C group ilboul which Lhl'y know hetlc O_'lmbOrL & 

1 
/ 
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Ki1lH,t\t'rg, lC)67). \.Jil('ll qllc'~tlonod 11lfl'rli 111". il", 11111lf', llll,ldron ln LIll' 

Ihl'V wprr , Ilowe, (r, 0111 t, Lllni 11 nr '''1 th FranCe> Emd 

tbl' l'llitpd StélL('c, élIld, l'f course, ~'lth Fllgll';h .111d l'rellc!J léln.:1dums. 

2" X '+". 111l'1'1' 1\C'rp t"n blocks t 0 il se l-, 'llle' !)(1Y dl'11 ;]nd 011é' g trI doii 
v 

for (c1lh (lf thl' fi,'f' i;'thrllc groups. Il piLLllr,' (lf ,) lllJ1cl'~ face eut From 

Flve di Fferent 

(e . P, • "ROBER1, ENr.LISH CIINADIAN") were ;]fflyC'd ln f'illh hlock 13elow th" 

face. Hecanse there were [our testers therr' 1,.l l'n' f"'Ir sets of blocks. Il 

, < 

parlllt\!dr facl' loulel be given one of fOl1r diffc'rf'(11 11.1I11eS depending !lpOn 

tlH' rnnlposltion of thé' set. Namps and eLll111clty \,('1(' counterbalanced wlth 

facc', 1 () control for posslble faclal prpfi'>n'llC('S th;,t ~!1('\Chitdren nllght 

exp!"t''''' For eXélmple, a partlcul-ar face would SOOll)tLmes 17 labelled Robert 

(Engl J sil Canadum), Jorn (Amencan), Plerre (French C;rnadian) or P,aulo 

(EL1/' 11 J,111). Slncc tbere were ftve di [feront ethni (' groups .1,nù only four 

sets of dolls complete é;ountcr,b,alanclI1g IVas not pos~lblC'. Thé> first names 

assl),TJ('d to)tl1C' dolls wcre cthnlcéllly dpproprü'ltp and speci lic (('.g., Robert 
t, 

was (Ilways Eng 11 sh Canelian). 

In addillon Lo the Clolls, thero was a moasurlng devlce which con-

i>lSll'cl of il 110 11 
long cardbo[lrd .,trip llumbcred [rom 1 Lo 70, ln 7" intervals. , 

PosJt jon 1 wns lal)('lled wlth <1 snllling facp ta lI1dicalo "likLng"; posit~on 20 

WélS I,lh'lled \\'1 th a [rowning [[lct> to IndJcaLe IIdlc,hl<lng"; ,ll1d positlon 10 

Wd~ Id1wlled wllh il neutral facC' ta Incllcate "lndif[~rc·ncC'''. The faclal labpls 

wcrr 11lLllldC't! ta []SSJst the c11l1dren ln thetr r,1L'lngs, of t!J(l ùolls. On the re-, 

Vl'rt,( SiCle of the carùbodrd stnp the lé\bols 

l, IU[PFERI~NT" dt IH)Slllon 20, wiLh no L~\bel 
- --,--, \ --

'" 

werc ch~ngcd to ',"SAHE I1 at position 
~ 

<Il posltion 10. 
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~~~~-~~--

Ther!' Il 1', .1 ',('1 IIf four pl.l"t I{ 1 l'iii ! " tll,tI l''l'n' ust'ù Lo Il1sLruct 

the Chl1du'11 111 th" u~,l' of Lhe Llting ',c,lle, 

Tec,t AdmllllsLriltlon 

by ~11ddlct(11l pl,,) (l Q 70). Eaell chi lrl Il;]-,, ',(',II (cl, ,II ,] rlcr,k Ivtth the card-

bOé1rd srrip pl le (,c! ',0 lhat positIon 1 \1'<1', r, IC'Isest t () hInt, The l'hild 1·1,1"; 

lnsllllcl"d ln ,Il", "0,0 of the scale and th(' I1lhllllllP (lf Ihl' fAces n.s [[JIJel s, 

For pt<lr'ticc, 11<' I.]~, a .... kecl to Indlcdtc hOl: nHlch Ill' llkcrl each of the V;:JrlOIlS 

frl'lts hy placlllg ('dch ln lurn al an ,1"pprnprlélt(' 1'('Isllion on the scal~, 

1 

Afle'r ",lch ratlng, the chtld was qJJcstioJlPcl Lo ac,'('<;<: hlS unùelstanding 

of tll(' '.;cale, Eaeh se t of [ru l ts inc ludcd one t lin ,h i 1 fi wou Id prob,~bl V 

not Il kl' (an, Dillon or a 10mon) é1nd others wh Ich h( \ol)llld prohably llkp (,m 

app 1,,) . TIns helped tü on"ure lhat the clnld wou]r1 ll"e (l11 pxtr{'mille', of 

the ',{,Ile. Whcn Lhe E was confldent lhaL the clllld fully undJ,:.rstoocl the 

/ 
scall' ;lI1d Ils use,\..iJ>hc liext pnrt of Lhe Lesl was atlIl11111sU'n,d, 

'111e chdcl was shown the ton cloUs, (1nd was lralned lo read thelr 

Jl,lnl(" "ncl ethnIe' labc·ls. Tr311ung cOllL1.nllcsLtlnl~ 111l' 1i wac, (onfu]enl thaL 

--- ----------
the cl li Id was completely fé\1l111inr wllh 1111 of the dolls. The ".hild was 

1: 
\ 

rl~k0r1 t () c,clect one doll at a llille .-Jnd lo lnù leale how much he woulcl ltke 

that "1'11 "ac, a [[[end" by placlllg II .lt :lJl approprt:lLt' pOllll nlong the 

c,céltl (', Ile W,10 IJlllullly <l',kl'd Il) el1"oo',(' lhp olle hl' would most Lilze (1" él ... 
Ilbef,1 friencl". 111ell he \"d~ prOlTlflled hy IIAnd whol,~ Ilext?ll. lll' WélS l'l'mlnded 

in l(I\'.mcC' lhal he dul Ilot have 1(1)(' frlL'ncl'> wILh ,Ill Lhe !Iollc" anù ln 

ouch (ase", he shoulel pLlee that parllcular doll lOloJarci the fnr l'nd of lhe 

sea [e ,mel lhe frowIllIlg [ace. 'lhl1~, aIL tell clol1s wcre raU'ù ()n the nllraLt'lon 

-----~--- ----~~-
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• 

• 

sc~ 1 (' 1 Il ('11 ! 1](, (il 1 1 cl Iv. ' , ',1 l cl top ré' f ( Il'' f \1;1! Il l' , l' ,1 Fr (' n cil C:;l ll.l dl, III 

and lo r:Il ... ' d~',llll ,111 of thl' doLls frolll tllt' 1't'1I1\ pl \'\('h' (If ;1 l'teneh 

Can.1(hilJ1 ehi 1 d. nurlIl?, tillS ratinv ses':;lCll1. tll0 (I!lld "nI> renllllded ~ev(>ral 

Thus 

aIL ten doll" \,'C'rc rated 1111 term~ of attr;lcLl0!l frnlll él French Canddlan's 

pOInt of viel". 

Fi1)allv. the C'hild wa" toid"tb.!t hl' l'a~ I1m .... !-,oing to Jo sOl11ething 
\ 

\ ' 

differont. Th(' <'cale" iJaq turned .Qver and t11(> ',ub 1('( L Il.1<., toId that he ~vas 

nm,! !!,Oing ta br' himseJJ ag:lln and that rH' ',IDS to ril\e ('[\('h doll ln terms 

of Ill'\" SlIniJ.:lr or dUl'similar he thought l t 1,'8', t() \11111. ' He WdS told thnL 

the elo',er Ile rlélc~d the' doll toward hiIw;elf thl.' 1!lO!C' qmilar that doll 

was t-o 11l111, and that the [arther awav he placl'cl 1\ [Ile' more dl [[erent it 

was trolll hLm. Whi le ma king these rat~, gb, the ch 11 t1 '''d'~ remIndcd tha t /le 

ln terms of simlla -ity-dissiml l~'lty rather than Itkin~-
\ " 

was l~tlng the dolis 

dis 1 i'kLng. 

Most of the chlldrcn had no dlfflculty wlth the requlrernenls of 

thic; !n'Jk. The testIng lasted about JO minutes. 

ResuLts 

ThreC' separatc flve-way analyse~ of variance were performed on 

the cL\! a, The Inc!('pendcnl varIables were Langu.!ge ExperIencp (French, 

, Inun(' 1 "Jon, Control), GréldC' (C:rade l, Cr,1<1e n, Sc:.. (lf RrSpOI1<1l'l1l (~lalc, F('méllc) , 

~ 
Ethnll'ILy of Doll EC, Âm, FC, FF, Br) [lllcl Sl'X or IJol1 (1'1.11(', FClllille). 

performet! sQPélratC'ly on thc' Lwo jl.1rt<, of Lhe lnsk III \vhicll t,hl' llllldrcl1 

seloL re'd frlQnd..,--oIlce for thrmsleves and once laklng lhe raIe of a French 

Ca!1.!dL'ln--rlI1d o Il' the' r(,<'Lllt~s.[or the' td~i< III Vllnch they gave ',ÎlIlllanly 

. 
( 1 
" , 
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Selection of n frL0nd 

----- -- ~-- -- ----- --- ----
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---83. 

pOll1l Ollt thal ;n gcneral, the,se childn·n pcrCeiVf"d tl1t'mselves as Engli..:;h 

Canélclléln. 1111" 1<; pvidcnt from tbelr SlllliL1rlt\' r;]linl~L,. SPC> Table 17. 

'Remcmnrr that ~ lm" raLing here indicalcr. él lligh dCl'roc" of perceived <:1mi-

degn'I' of di ssjmllari ty) . 
, 

The most lmportant pOlnt ta be macle [rom l he' ,malysif> of the 

"selnt-lo~ of n Friend" data 18 the dl[fCre~ ln Ilking cxpressed Ily the 

childl ('Il for the dt[[ercnt ethnic groups whcn ,kl'd la select a friand [or 

thE'm',f']ves as opposed ta when Lhey werc askcd ta Lake the raIe of a French 

Cani1-di:lfl. It had been conJectured 111 the lntroduction that as a resl.llt 

of L!lCLI- speciJ.l tirCUl\lstdl1CeS ln school the two experimenLal groups, 

, 
Froue]' nnd Immersion, mighL Ibe botter é1ble ta take the raIe of a French 

IL 15 eVident from Table liB LhaL members of all three 

grolljlS reporLed lhat they wo'uld b,c mosL hkely Lo choose a French Canadlan 

as d f r Lcnd whou they wore plaYlng the Fronch Canac!J an role oven though 

Lhcv'''<''-'fe llIO<, L il kt, ly to ch~6f>O .Ill l' ngll ~h Canndi nn n <, L11l'l r own frtcnel 
, " '1 

LJ • h , LI[ == 4, 216, Q <- .00 1) . 

AILhough nOlthe~ of the Language Experlence X Ethnie Groups lnler-

actlolh \.Jas sq:"nficlant (Solectlon of a Friend for Self F . b l, ùf == 8 216' - , , 

\. 



Table 11 84. 

Mean Attracti-9H--f4-tAn-gs When .&e-l-e-&ting a-~enB-

" 
(A) (8) 

For Self ror FC Rn le 

French 

• EC 7.07 

Am 7.2f> 

Fe 
------ E-~.--_+__;_ 

8.54 

7.9é--

8.65 

Immers i on 
1 

6.35 

8.38 

8.98' 

9.23 

9. q8 

p - .76 -

Control French Illlllle rs i on 

6.41 7.24 8.01 

7.01 7.53 8.83 
9.66 5.76 5. () 7 

10.07 --- 5.~9 fi.91 
1 

9. 74 8.42 10. 18 
---

p = .50 

. 
# A low rating indicates strong attrattion (maximum rating = 20) . .. 

---- -

(C) 

, 
r 

Selection of a/Friend 

For Se lf ** 

Sex of 0011 

Male Fema le 
,/ Male 5.54 11.50 

Sex of SubJect . 
'l 

Fema le ! 
1 10.86 5.35 

**p = .0003 
/ 

• 

Contro l 
Q 

7.83 

7.91 

3.96 

"8. a l 
-~-:ttï~-

" 

, 
1 

, 

'1 
," 



11 C con 1 t 

---- --- -~. ~-- Select, on of il Fnpnrf 

For Fe RD le ** 

-, 
85 ..... _.', ;,. , ''"',''-..) 

1 , 

---------~-------~----~---- -{---_._~._-,----~------
1 
1 
1 

Sex df 0011 
" 

" Mal e Fe Ina le 
J----------"--------~€<------------'.----,-,. ----- - - .-------

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

, • 1 
• 1 - - - - .. ------.-li---;----

J-__________________________ r~>t-----------·------------------------------------1j 
Mal~ 5.34 9.68 

Sex of SubJect 

Ferna 1 e 9. 12 

**p<.OOl 
. } 

v . , 

....... 
p • 

') 

~ 

---- ---_.- --' 

'. 
" • . 

\ 

5.33 

" L' 

'. 
" " 

{' 

. " 

" 

.. 

1 
1 , 
! J 
1 

ri-'IL ___ ~ ___ ~_ 

1 

, . 
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F - . <) " (l~ - 8, 216; 

nolu\Jor t hy. 

Flrsl of <111, it is interesting to Ilote the 0Ci!rec of_different\­

atloil ",hlCh tlH' (!lJldrcn Dinde bf'tween lLllgui'i!l<' ,iTlrI I1dtlollal ch.lractcr-

istics accordlllg !o the'rolc that they lhen;c,l'lvcs <lrE:' !JlaYlng. In order 

to c1arify hownlllch eacll group was diffcré'ntLlfinp; ,1f,l()Ilg the dolls ln cach 

1 

mary f'f these n'std ts Js p-r~serit~·d in 
- ----- --

maklllg a talaI of six tests';~ A sum-
(~ ~ 

ApPL'ndix_/~2~j'h(' ~r~uch_ grou.p d~ô not 

for edch Languagp group in ('ach role, 

deo10nytrate sign1ficant dlfferentiation .1fTIong tll(> doll" elther when select-
-.., 

ing il friend for themselves Œ =.05; Ql ...=/1, 114; Tl' .05) or when select-... 

ing;] fnend while pretending to he a French Can(lrll.1Il (1::. = 1.49; il. '" 4, 94; 

f,

0llf' when selectlng a friend for themselves CI = 1.95; if = _4, 114; E. > .05), 
'jj 

JUt thev d1d d1ffcrentlate when assuming the tole of French Canadianr.., (I;_= 4.01; 

E) .0'1). The lnunersion group did not dLfferel\ti.1t( <,lg,niftcantly among the 
! 

t 

11: = .!I, 9!~; E. <: .05). In particular, the y dlscrtminated bctween the , French 

Canad iall doll and Brazlli an doll (9. = 5.16_; 
, ) '1 
df = 5, 94; E. < .05). 

The Control group dlfferentlated bath when .:;c±ecting for themselves 

3.44; df 4, 114; 
~ 0 

E. < .05) and when pretendlng to be French Canadian 
• 

4, 94; E < .05). When 
'-'>~'''''~- l ' 1 

select~!)f a friend [or q11emselves,. 

.. #I.......J , '", 

lhe French CanadülI1 ::md!/ the European , . 
~ . 

lhe COlllrol group difEcrcntiat('d bctwecn 

r 

Frelldl do11 (9. '= J.98, ~ = 4, llll; E. ~ .05), Whe'n laktng the roll' of 8 

~-------~---

1. Mulllple-comparisons Tests; \h Ile r, l ~ 7l:-

, 
~ 

" 

r ' 
ft, 
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\ . 
french ('ilI1éllI LIl1 thev c1Iff0Icntl.:Jted bet'd(Tl 111<' Ir(1)cl' Cnoéldlan cloll SInd • illl otlli'r I:O} 1" n"l1l('1\', tllr' Europc.1n 1 fi 11l11.~,dnll (f} co l.gl, .iL = Ij, 94, 

dt q '1 , 12. --: • 0 5), t 11(' 

" Am!:' 1 1 (', III d <' 1 1 ( Q ~.OQ, Jf = 3, 9~; R 

(Q - î. ') l , cl [ '), LJ4, Il 

thl'ill' ,·1 ' r";. Il,,.y (' '('11 dlffcrl'ntlatcd !l1'1\'(,(:1 tlll' II('IHI' CalI,ldl<l1l alld ElIrùp-

ean r ri Il,~1I cio Il,, hlll h of wholT' '>penk tHf> "'.JIIII' 1 (ln"ll 'FI il '; tlil' S 10 tho rflIL', 

",--_}an .1lIrl AlIIerIc,lll dolls \0he'n Sel(1Ltlog [or thf'lIIsr',] ,/1 ' " llIe"gencrdl ruie,> 
~--------------.~~~------

amplI', rio not cllscrlmlllate ncLwC'cn c11ffcrcnt niltll)!' Il ~'i'OllpS \"ho speak your 

lall)'II'\I) Wr'rc IloL Lhc,salIIe élt, lhe ruie::, lhcy ,cC!IIi'd'lu attnbulc ta a French 

Canlrll.lll (tllae lS, dlffcrentlall' hetween yoursclf nncl aIL other groups re-

prcs('lll(c! herc), 'nIe French and ImmerSion group'>, on the allier hand, ',eemed 

ta rellorocalc 1II0rC' [ully ln thl'lr role-playiog hy llsing, or nppearlng ta 

use, thl' same pnnclple:o of selection [or u FrC'nch Calwclu!l1 as they them-

selvl'<" Ilsed. 

Seconclly, llH' mcmbers o[ c11l lhree groups demonsü-alcd greater 10-

grollp ,·ttractlon whcn sclectlng for a french Caoadlàn thon! when selecting 

Lor tIICIIIS('!V('C,. ('t1111Jl.1r(' l11(' llle"l)', fOI tll(' l'rl'lIllI (',III.lIII,111 doll III lhl' 

l' 
5.70, XI co 5.07, Xc - \,9G) lo llll' IlIl'all'" l'or 

the hl)'ltc,h C,IIlddl,lll dol! ln thl' Self lLll1dlLJOII (X
F 

= 7,07, À
1 

= 6.l5; 

lS m(lrc ltkoly ln be attractod ta hlS group thun [ ,lfll La Illy grou'p. The Control 

• 
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• gr01J]l" ln p<lrlJ(lll:ll, (1"1111111',trated the· t ll1Il1;!'''' III f~r(lllp allractLon for 

\ thE J, r "l1c11 1Crtnnrll ,1 n roI ('. I1lis degr('(' of "Llr;l( Llll!1 C;(,CIllS "unreall<;tic" 

) 
lf rHH' îJlTlparp', Ihi', grrlllp', éltlracLLnTl (" lll1'lr (l'Il group (X 11.41) , 

role (X -= 1. LJ())' ()\('r-,lLtributinn of 111-1'1" ( 11)1 ,1tll,H{LOll IlL1)' rc',ull From 

menbl l"'-' éle; ln-glllilp oru:ntf'd. --, 
lhl n1l n' lnd fLnallv, the chiLrlrln fro111 ,111 thrtlC' groups tend cd 

tü .1-, ,Illllr> {hAl .1 J rf'Tlch CanadLan 'NouLeI he marC' ,ltll"]r lcc! ta an l'ngllsh Can-

Th('Lr ratin,?,> 

of ,-'Ltr,letlon for él French Canél(han ln thl' Splf «(1!HliLl0I1 werc as follows 

--------------'lP"'rnCMTllî'1 lllir--;f-.~1rîl0'l1Urtnp--j}~: ~~8~.-55i-L4r,~--Lllrll!AAH?n, LOn grollr X -= 8 'lR r:ontrol group X -= ,'9~ ___ ----j 

\ 
ù 

• 

whil.' lhl'Ir ratings for :m Engltsh Canéldi;>ll ln tll(' lr,'nch Canddliln roll' WCf(' 

f 

. Frell( Il vroup X = 7.?4; InUner!:1l0n, grollp ,x = 8.01: r:ontrol group 

v 
This 1 (' Illy appears ta lw il form of ('thnoccnlnsm il1~ofar a,> one L!:1 

X = 7.8l . 

/ 
imp l icitly 

sélyln).': I!ere that"y1u will llke my group more than J will hke YO;Ir grotl'p be-
l 

causC" Ill\' group 15 more> likeab le". ThiS mLghL he called second-arder ethno-
1\, 

ccnLrl',rn. Fl-rst-order ethnocentrLsm oce..urs when the respondent reports that 

a FH'nçIJ CanacIiélll, [or exampl(', would hke élll English CanadLm il'> a friend 

mor" Ihm a French Cill1iH!lan. Whdc all of the groups delllonstrate thLS tend-

ency t Ct some C'xtent, th(' Control, group dld so more lhan the other two ,grot.p s;-

40.'1'/ (Il L!1e Conlq)l group showed lins c[[('cl, whilc 37.5% of the Frcnch 

gro\q'c, dncl 34.5'10 of the InuncrSlon group dit!. 

FlnalLy, thcre WélS J very slrong 
, 

Sélllle-<.,('X " 
1 
1 

prf'fcrl,Je..'(' ln ',electLng 

a [rl0nd boLh [or o!1cc;clf ([ 68.'1/1; I~:::: 1,54; l2. ,- .001) élntl for a French 

Can.1(!1an (1.':.:::; /18.75; df == i, 5LI; Q'/ .OOL). The clverélgc rdllng'J arc prc::;cnled 
,< • 
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'Ihl' (Ill l "H'n, .1<' I,d'-> pOintec1 {'l' 1 {'dl! i ('l, 1 \. 1 he l'\'; C l V e fi n s nio s t 

si[J1tlnr to the L'lgll·,h ("i1l1'ldi'tln doll, follo\.crl Il\' tllr' tlilerlt'élTI doll, Lhen " . 
the Frc'l"ch ('rll(ilrli.lTl, EIIlOpeaTI FU'l1ch <l11(1 Hr,l'j 11,111 (Ipll" 111 decrea"lng or-. \. ) 

df 

ma If' -loi 1 s (X -= (1.») lhéln ta thr [ema 1 {' d(l'll <; (X - ! -1. 1 C), wbert~as Lhe 

t -
gIrls Li1W Lhl'1l1"( 1""1 a" more slmilar ln thl' [('Il1nl(' (lt)ll', (X = 7.02) Lhan 

, 
= 11 .8). 1 h E' set wo fi n d l Tl E c; ({ 11 J< i cl cr (' d ta g te' the r In-

" used bath eLhnLll ty 'lllcl ,," 1~ dimenslons of Slll1-

, 
111Cr(- was é1 tentlency for the Fr(lnch grollp Ll] <;ef' themselves aq 

,,' 
morl' C'il'lllar lo a11 of the ethlHc groups lhan dic! (' 1 t her lhe Inunersion or 

Control group Cf. - 3.18; clf == 7, 54; Q = .06). 1'11(' mean slmllar.lty ~'atings 

are pre~,ented in T;;ble I2e. One l'IOuld have expecleo that the rrench chi ld-

ren FÜ'lld sec lbemseives as more sintilar to the two French dolls than the 

Control or ImmersIon group'. Inspecllon of T<lbic liB LIld1caLc<, however, 

thaL tl1e French group saw LhcmseLves ab more c;imilar even to Lhti J3razlhan 

doll'" (In ethnIe group thcy knew vlrtué111y notlllng About. 

Al th o u-g 11 Lhe Langu<Jge Expcriellce X Ethl1lc Gro.up 1nteraction was , 

onl\' :1l,lrglnallv <'lgnlfic<lnL (I = 1.78; df = 8, 716; I? =.08) several 1n-

terr" (lng tendeI1Li<,'-, clncrged [rom llIese rdLlligs (<;('e T, blc 12B). Flrst, , 

the l!JllJrell \71 Lhe Conlrol group, rcL1tlvc ta the oLh<'1" L\Vo groups, pcr-

CCII/l'Cl thl'msel,\'(>s ,IS lhe mosL sllllll<Jr tü the Engltsh Canadian doU (XC = 
) ~\ . 

Xl = 8-}O; 'Xr = 7.99). Convcré>dy, lhe c1nldrt'1l III Lhe Control 5.99~ 

• 

• 
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Table' 12 

( . 
( A) Sil11i 1 a rit y r~ating~ for all l illlguilQe 

!,rOllps Comblned 

EC 7.43 

Anl 8.91 

Fe la .03 

Er 10.86 

R t' n.8l 
~. 

** .rJnl r 
# A 1mJ Yiltlng indicates h1gh 5FI111 a n ty (Illaxi IllUll1 I~a t lllq 

--- -- --------- -.-------- ---

.. , , 

9à. 

- 20) . -
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gn'lI[' ~ilI" 111('II1<;('I'('s (l c., J (l f' j l Slll1l1ar ,((l t!r,' tl,') Il "1)(11 dolIc, (Xré = 10.07; 
'-

X EF ~- l!.:) 1) 
'IIii., \ 
flle'\ frplw], f'r()up on lh(' (l(!r. r li Illd, 'il, 1 helllsclves as t.he 

\ 
\' 

mo,,1 7 , II' 1 l rI r t (\ 1 hi' ~\ '1) fn'Ilch do 11 c, (, (1" R J, TIll S W<I S no t 
1 ( 

un ('" r ( l 1 cd l 11 \' i 1'" P f cxt<"ISlve 1111 ('1 ," t ,,\11 ' " th rr0t1l11 chlldren of. 

thclr Clvlll ,1g(, III (' 

FrCIH Il ,11HI S on SlIJlll'arll\ lI) tli" FUI"I" ,lIl 1 rPllch dolls (X 

as IlnlIILe,lrll'l, the rrench r;r(lllp pcrr"",'d llIPrt' 

selves nncl UH' 1'),17111;1n dulls Ll 1 an dit! 11H'~](1 
11'111<111 t Y bct,leen I-hrm-

l' n ~'l"OUps. 111us, 1 t ;IP-

pe,n e Illat the Irt'mh grcup gcnrrally b,1d ,111111)(' ('1'('11 "lew of forelgn groupc" 

spejll~ greater slmdarltl's betweC'n thelncd'Ives .llld ('I]ll'r eLhl~lc groups. 

, 
3.6R; rlJ == 4, 216, J2. =' .OOh) wInch 18 shown in ! i)~'ln' 5. 

"" 
The date! slIggest 

thiJr 111(, chlldren 111 Grade 7 had iJ more lllghly cliff"I-CnLli"ILl'd percepLion of 

thel]l~l'l"l'S th,lI1 dHl the Gr de l clnldrC'n. Thue;, aL tbe Grade 2 level Lhe 

Chlllh PI1 saw themsclves as \more simllar LO Lhe l~llgllsh-speaklng doll~ (Eng­
i , , 

lish (rIlladlan and IImerlcan) and , lrss ~lmi1ar to the non-Engllsh speaklng 
1\ \' 

cloll', lilan dlCl the chlldren:at the Grade 1 leve1. 
\ 

" , 1 

There were no olher signlficpnt cffe€ts or Interactionc,. 

lnterprrL1tlon 

The milln purpose of thlS experlment wae; la d€'tcrmlne whether lhe 

thr('(' groups of Clllldrl'll woulcl eX]lllnt diffl'fl'l1l1,1l rote-lal<ll1g alnllLles. 

ln jl,'rllcular, il W,lS c:>..peller! thilL [hl' French and pusc,lhly the InUlll'rS10n 

chilr!rcTl, as il result of their educationai expcriellccs, mlght demonstrate 

lese; ethnocentl~lSIll ln their role-p1aYlng than would the Conlrol cl11ldrcn. 
1 

l!ow,'v( r, lhe' [lI1liJ ngs Im!lcalc that a11 three groups were !nosL hkely ta 

• 
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1 Fr('lw!t (.IIl.lcll ,'Il / 111 ., "best 111'.11'" rI ('111',11""11" Ihe '1 ve etltllll groups 
\ 

III f,] l l, 1 t \".1" -+tD te d. 

~ . 
'h('Il p1aying L!1(' raIe 

of rrr"l1ch r,1Tl,1r1j<'1Jl thé1J1 ,,,1'('11 c;e1,'ctlng d frll'I)·I /l'l '111111I~(,I'\"C'",. The Control 
, ~ 

II1l'V ,howed the c;trong-

OWll grpup llIil\' rpslIll from L<1ll: of exp('r) l'Ille \"1 th 111\' "ll1er group and c,l0re~­
) 

~ 

typ<'" "f tbe Irelldl.']"" a', vpry 1 n-grollP or 1 ('Ill, fi 

s·k] 11~ lTIlOng tlte t!troc gjOUPS lS lhat lhe r"Jy'(1HIt 

gef!PL11Iy 11ker! CtllI1lC group lnso[ar as ,lll lh~(' 
( ,Ill il d 1 an" gr 011 p wa f, <1 

:' 1 (ltlre; of ch IldrCll pl clLerl 

fnOIl.! (Xè'" 8.54; XI = 8.98; Xc = 9.6b). f'11clclll'LI)I1 ct J1 round tltal 

tlù J rI[('n al ~1l1 age groups,' ranSlng [rom 7 to 11 V'-'~HS, wcrc able lo take 

the 1 (lie o[ a II ked or neu lra 1 (' thnlc group bUl,lhat lhe chl1dren, e"'pec-

ialh lhe ~ounger 0110S, found lt more clt[flcult tn take lhe ro1e of a d1S-

lik"t! tbar\. a likecl or neutrai group. Dlffc.-ie~ces 111 role-tnklng slnlls 
". 

nllght "('come e,vident only ln a slrlla~iol1 wlterp dlSllk.~"'d roles ar~ ll1volved. 

There was olso eVldence lh<lt the Control group was lcss reciprocai 

ln Ils roLc-plaYlng than ('üher the French or ImrnerSlon groups. EVidence 

[or (bu, po<;slhl i ly cames flOIll lite Conlrol group 'Si lcndelllv tn clifferl'llUate 

belh'{ ('Il 'more etllIqc grolJp" wlten plnYlng lhe role of Fr01lch Can,ldl.:l11 thall 

wh('[) <,elecllng [or Ohl" '0.; self. 'lite J-rendl ,lnd InunerSlOl1 groups seelllec! lo bc 

USlIH~ the "ame pr111Clples of sqIectLOn ln bolh !>lluntlons. 

Tliere WBS a g.ener;Îl tencloncy for the clllidren ta ""sullle thal il , 
" 
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wa c; l r' l rn e cl c; (' f' 0 Il cl - Il ni (' r (t Il Il 0 ce nl r i C;!TI. 

Tn ,:lllnll1('r sC'ns(' , the 1 rcncl! grll1ljl (';'111 hl rc'd les., ethnocentrism ~, 

théll1 Iht' other r"-Cl grollps 111 thE'H similnll'v ~ng'. ln g .. nernl, the ,. 
French t~rO\lp .., ,', rwre c; i~i lari ty bctwecn rlH'n'< (> l Vf>C; ,lT'y il Il Q r the o"tlwr 

elhnI< !'r01Ip" rh::Pl c1id either tlH' Control r)r Illllner',1011 i!roups. ror example, 

the 

the 

rntlngc.. of thr> French gro1lps dle! nnl Ihfff'rE'n.IL1(, dppreciahly 

l\'11 Fngli<;h-C;rl'dkill~C!OllS and the t\VO J rcn.(h-''1J('r11dng dalls. 

he! Wf'en 

As \<}011, 

the ~lll.lt group, ,lnd the immersion group ln thle; lfl'>Lance, saw Jess slmi-

larit, hctwcen thplllseives and the English CanO(h.ol1 r1nlJ than (hd the Con-

troJ group, who reported the strongest s1JTIllarity 10 LllC' Engltsh CanadulIl 

dol! Kath of these tendencies, the tenc1('Ilcy ta PI'I'( nJ ve lc'Ss sim~lari tp 

ta lili Fnglisl,l CéH1BChan doU and 'lhe tCl1deney to p"l'l'civc greater s~mllarltv 

ta tilt l'ther ethnie gr~ups, suggests 'a reduct~on of ethnocentrlsm on the 
é.. 

part ~f the French group. 

,> 

( ~'II" 

l '!'\' 
~!I 1 

" 

l 
" 

,,(;,f' 1 \ 

( 
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C;tudy 4 -- P,ll r " 

the Llenel" tll.ll li.Jd h'I'll 11ll1('d III Gracies 1 and 

tes 1 (d ,lgtll'l: :111'1 t\.JO I1C>F (~roup:, of el\ l 1,'1 '\1 III CI ",IC", '1 cll1rl 5 \lerc' ndded 

ln l'rt!rr LCl 'l'tlllt! Ihe flncllngc:. 

" .' , 

Ille' pr(, I()US flndLngs (lId not rlV('~ll lhl l' Ic:tence of rlL[[erences 

(l9711) round thnt It Wilsmorc clLfficlllL.lor \ntlllf' (I,ildren lo take the role 

of i1 ,1 l "llked group than of a llked or n(,\ltrnl gTllIIJ'. Lonsequently, a <,lxth 

ethnIe' l'rollp, Ru,>slnn, was Included ln thts lChtlJlI~ j'relesllng wlth a 

group (lf 20 Grade 4 clllldren From the ':><lIll!? ')ebo01 e, ,", tlsed ln the pre\llous 

studv r(lvealedl thal Rus,slans, with il me;:m rallng of 14.,2, wcre most d1S-

hkfôr! :'111ong ten ethnie groups givc>n for considerat1on. Thus, a Russlan boy 

doll, !van, and a Rus~ldn girl doll, Olga, were incorporatetl ln eaeh set of 
t 

ethnie clolls. The cluldren were asked ta take lhe role of a Russ'tan dnld 
'0 

and III rate eBeh of the do11s in terme; of how much or how httle they would 

hke eélch' as a frLend. This was donc ln addition to selecl1ng friends f,or 

onespl f and for a French CJnadian ChLld and to ratlng each of the dolls in .. 
lPITl "r ..,iIllU'I1r1ly ln ~dr, nll of WhlLh 11<1<1 11(+11 c!OllC' III lhl' prevlolls study • 

. 
Otblll,1SC, LhL' procedure Cor lC't,Llllg ,va.., 1\ll'nLlc,tL Ld'lilnl ,drpady def->cribed . 
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Th( S,'nH' rl"l[('ri<J d(,to.cr~becl cnrl1(r !('r( '1r"lill applt'ed. Onlv 
1 ". 

Chlldr('" who h;1r1 h'~rll i'l thpir rf'speetl"f' 'cllon1 f'fclp,r,lllh for the ent~rr' 

r 
rbr eX[lfllp le> , 

the rrecedillf' '1 "('rlIS III ,1 rren(l! school were 
• 

incllldi'C1 ~n t-hl' !'rc'!1ch sctmple, Clade 5 )!r'lIlJ1. (lnl\ (1llldrcJl [rol11 monol1n­

'* 

Ill" rC'slllt~ng sample 

si? (' c; \, (' r (' . 

Grade 3 ,', C"1d(' 
, 
1 Grüde 5 

Fhnc li Croup 15 1 ) 14 
., 

Imm0r<'10n Group 12 li) 14 

Control Group 15 111 15 

... Il 
1 

-------,------ -- ---- ------------ ----
Rcsults 

\ 

rour ~eparate f1v&-way analyses of varlance (unweighted mean 

1 
solu[-lo11 for unequal n) were perfonned on the data from the four parts of 

the ('/qwr~ment: 1) selecting a fr'1eno [or00ne8e1[; 2) assumlng the raIe 

;:!-A French Canadlan and seleet/ing a [rlend; 3) assum~n~ the ro1e o[ a 

Russ1an and selectlng a [riend; 4) the ~imllarity rat~ngs. 
" 

See Appendices 

A31 tn A34. 

f Flrst of a11, il 18 l'v~de1}t [rom an inspectio]1 of Lhe lIlean qmi-

thcllI .. Lvcto. as 1lI0st Slnnl;ll La the Engbsh C.1Il,1c1ul\1 dolls. The Grilde 3, 4, 

--- ---------

.. ); t The 'ilZC of the Grade J ~~ll1plec.., was~not exacll y Lhe Sc'lllie [1'> ,the S"lze 

of Lhe Grade 2 "amples From lhe prcvlous study because ndditional chlldren 

wcrc ,1dded to tompensate for ntLr1tion. ". ~lo'<;'t o..f the c1111c1ren in lhe prr,e-
" .,) i 

sen't Crade 3 sample had been tested as Grade.2 pupds ln the prcvious study~ 
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rhC' older Chllclrl'11 .,1'-,0 "(1\'1 thenl'-elves ,'le; 1;lllr(> 'lllll'[lr t~l hoth the AlTIPrlCan 

grollj1 Ih.1n rlln rhl> preV10II', r;raclc l [lIfl{l") chilrlrclI, fiv Cradp 3 lhe c.l)ltdren 

pr0héll'11., hAV(' IJ!I'rc kn0\7!edgc abOlit Bral'il RIlcl, 11111'>, hn\n il hettcr basls of 

compiH l, ,on thélt lhl> 'volln~\~ c111h1ren 

pr0b;lhly kllO\v nr;lzi 1 Lans dl'\[Or [rom 

gUd il,l' 
\ 

\ 

ha VI' • j lllost of lhe chi ldren 

n:ltLOnalLt) ând 

1 

In 'Wllllllélr" the older'childrcJ1 1i)1\,(' ,'Tl 11]!'rrjîl.e;ed fcellng of slmi-

lant\ to tIH'll" own naLiOnal-liJS:~tlC l'roup (Llli'll<,h ('anadlan) and, to ' 

o,thé>r groups who speak eitller F;:~~ (French Ca'1.1c11nn, European Frenc~) or 
~ \ 

Engll "II (AmerlCélJ1). This suggests a growl ng élwarr'l1C'''>'' on the part of lltese 

\ 
clllldrl'l1 (lf the Inlingual nature- of tlH\lr country.- \t the same time, these 

--------~ ----~--

-- chI.lrf1=-(,fl as-compared to the younger children; e:;aw uIC'msélves as lec;s slmilar , 

ta grn1lfls who chf[er [rom them ln terms of bath n;ltlonallLy [lnd language; 

nall1t' 1 \, Brazl1 and Ru;,si<l. 

Table 13A,B and C present 'the mean attract10n ratlng<, made by the 

thn't' groups of cl111clren for ('ach of tl.~e "lX \eLllJllc gro-ups w!1e!1 se-lectlng 

a frll'TltI [or lhemsclv('~ and when assulTIlng" the\role of a French Canadian 

and ,1 RUSSlan, rl"_spectlvely. l t i8 eVl<lent thal the ch i Idren from each of 
\ , 

the' lllroc groups \"C'rl' mO<,L lIkcly ta ch~()<,c <le:; a\ r'riend th;l! doll wInch 
" - \ 

, 
reprl'c,ented Lhe eLIlIllC group appropriclle to Lhe role lhey were playlng; 

namctv, Engllsh Canadlan for themselves; French Cd~éld Lan [or Frcncl,t .. Çanad-
l ' . , "; 

ian; and RUC;Slan )or Hussi:m. Contrary La Lhe flndU\~ of M,ddL~ton et ni 

the dJlldren, even when assumlng th; ralle of a genera'il}\d'isllked group-- . 
~ > \ 

\ 
\ 

) 
, 
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Table 13 
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• 
frrnrh 

EC 7 114 
... 

Am R 16 

Fe 9 il l 
J 

1 
{ , EF 9 fil 

Br 10 .... 1 
) . 

-l-
'\ , Ru 11 fiC) 

" 
.-, 

0 

, . 

12~ . h • = - 1 \ -- .. -

EC 
I\m 

FC. 
(, J EF , 

,Br 
1 • ! Ru 

1 
1 

t' / 

,0 

e. • 

-~ --\ - - -------

Sp l"ect i on of a 'fr;pnd 

Cf\) 
, 

r () t' Se 1 f 

Inuflel si (ln Control r l'en cl1 , 
" 

O.8S 7.10 9 01 

7.39 6.80 , 9 fi6 

-~ 13 9.57 ').83 

r. i,~ 9.19 fi t'If) 

q 04 9.47 11 ?3 
,p. m~ . 8.82 11 .116 

.2371 p --

( C) 

For Russ i an RoTe 

,-' 

Fr ertelï=-~-lilïm@rs l\)fl --- "COiltral 

9.65 9.90 

9.66 9.05 
, "" 

10. 13 ' 8.35 
10.21 8.48 

9.20 8.3,1 

4. 10 3.40 

'( 
fi P :.84 

1 ,.. .. ~ \ 

'. 

~-
( 

0' 
r. 

" 

9.45 

9.51 

9.63 

8.52 

8.22 

3. 73 

" 
" 

d • 

) 

( 

- --

if 
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\ 
,( Il ) .-

• rOI' rc 'Ro 1 e , 
"D: 

l rr:lllt? rs i Cln Con t ra 1 

7. 71 8. 11 

9 05 9.51 
~.46 4.56 

S 62 6.54 
If). 04 10.62 

C).t1-0 , 11.30 

~f - .58 p -

, 

.. 
\ 

1 
"A' ,.~ "'- r> ( ~ 

~ 
l 

l' 
i . , 1 
1 
1 
f 
1 *' 
j 

1 
~ 
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\ 



~ 

. , 
Îab le 13 canif.: 

• 
(0 ) 

• Selection of a Fn en ct 

é oFor Se l f ** 
, 

"J 

Sex of Doll 

Ma le 

. 5.54 

;-. \. < 

'" 
'Se x of ~lIbj ect ., 
) 

'~J Feilla le 10.86 

*'*p = . 0003, 1 

/ 

For Fe Ra l e**-

Sex of Dol1 

" \ Ma 1 è 

• 
Male 5.34 \ .. ' 

Sex of Suqject 
1 

Fe mi! le 1(> 

**p,ç. 00 1 

--- ---- -------..1.-

• tI 

• .- . 
.' 

reillale' 

11 . 5r) 

5 35 

Fema l e " 

9.68 
:-

1 '. 

5.33 

---, 

/ 

' . 

". 

\ 
\ 
\ 

99. 
, -
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. 
N01lC nr tlll' Lnngll,lgc J: pcrU'IICI' :: f'llll1i t (;]'C'IIj1 1 nLl'ract,i(JIl' "'l'rc> 

~ yiO{fC; .1llidvSl C; f«r the cl11,I<1rcn ta Rttnhilf ( gll'31 ('1 ,'1ttraC'.lon het\,ceen mem-

bel~ (lf ethT)l(, i~r"lIpt, nLhc,'tl1nn thclr 1)\·11 l" r\'id( 11 111 tlwse rt'sults as 

3.4 (); V 
1 r; 1 .' ï ~) 1 han th (' y \<10 ut d 1)(' t 0 ;1ll () 1 111 (r L 11 \' 1 1 <., li Ca nad i a n (X F 

, 
XI - h~RS; Xc = 7.10). The extremc ln-group nltr.1(ll0n that the Control 

group dltributcd lo the French CanadulTI 1111(' 1n th(' r,lc,l slucly \,'éJt, nO longer 

evull'nl ,vhth the older children. ln geneJ"a1, the' 111,'gnltude of ln-group 

.... 
ath'dctlon seem~ to Incrcase the more dlq.QLOlllRr 111(' group IS lo the sllbjcct. 

" 1 1 On Ihl' ,]\Teragc, Lhe cbildren sa\<l the RUSSlan dollc, ,'\''; lec,s Slml ar to them-

, , \ 
anû lhey 

exhihltr·d grcalc.r ln-group attractlOn in the former role than in the latter. 

Tt hnd a1so been p~ed out in the prevI0us "tudy thal the sub-

Jet! ,; reportcd that <1 French Canadtan persan \.,rould he more allrRctpd ta [ln 

Engll sb Canaclul11 lhan they, as reprosentatlves of the Englio,h Canadian group, 

" '-, 
wou'1 ri 1)(' to a French C~!T1adlan. Tl11s was ln terpreted RS second-arder ethno-

St'll ,llld l'rendl C,llll1dl.111 roll', tll1'-, ll'lllll'IlL'y )H''l:,Ic,L', 101 LlH"Colllrol group, 

".-

buL lIel''; 1I10rc or )e<;s disd'P)ll'<1H'd for Lhe l.'rcl1ch illlcl 1I1\11Il'r<.;loll groups. 'Lo 

be IllLll t.:. -SpCCl fIC, the t11ro(' groups, 1)r-CI1Lh, immerslon [Jnd Conlrol, é.hHgncd . " 
• rallll)", of 9.03, R.13 and '').57, rec,pecl!Vely, [or the F1'('l1ch C>nrJ(\1é.1l1 doM"s 

.,,' 
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wlH'n «']ectJJli, " frlcnd [or themc;elves, lnl[, 111ell (:1king the role of a 

fllE' ril L.,C n'p,llll V be( \oJeen the lr 

(d -=- • CP). rhw', llle ('ontrol grnup contllltl"< t0 Ir['nrl grenter attraction 

bet\JcciI thl'lr (lIVJl ,'rou)), EnglJsh Canadl,tJl, ,ITI(I tlli' llPl1lIJ Crt.nadi(ln group 

whcll rL1yill!:' the r<")l(~ of Frcnch CanadLlfl tltéln yhell 'l'lf'ctlng for tl1f'm:,elves. 
\ 

HO\H'\'C'l, as in IhE" prev10us study, thef,p flnc1lTlPc; (:lll only be considerE'd 

sUggtc;tIVl' Slnr" the rplevant interact10 le, ,,;en' IlfJt -,t.1.tistleall) slgnifllant. 

Fjrally, ta clarlfy how eaeh group (l) ffl'!r'ntlé1ted among the dolls' 

when 'l'lecting a fr1end, a senes 0'- test'; of L.,imple prfect" (W1ner, 1971) 

~ 1 

were ~'drricd Olll [or each Language group I"hen SE: lc'r t Illg a friend [or LlIem-

se 1 V(','> !llld when as sum1ng the raie of a l'ranch Canrt.cl,I,111 élnd se lec t1ng a 

" 
frif1lld. 1\ ',ummary of lhese te:ots 1'0 pres('nted in I\ppl'ndlX 1\35. 

Th('r(> 1'0re sigmficant :O:Lmple effcets [or a11 three groups in bath condi­

tians, _Self and Frenct Canadwn, except [or lhe -[mmer<;lon group ln lhe Sel[ 

conditIOn. Subsequently, Newman -Keu1c, Mu 1 tiple -compar":L sons tes t s (Ferguson. 

19(3) '.Jere appbed comparlng the means :Ln each slgnlflcant :ounple effect ta 
, ~ 

a11 other mean'i ln thal ef[ecl. The S 19r'11 bcan t comparl sons are presented 

ln i\ppcndix AJ6 along with thei;~Q. values dnd E. level. 

pari <1ons :LS ta note lhe grl'<1ter ddferentJatlon ~xhibiLed by al1 thrce groups 

r- o[ clltldren when aS'iunllng lhe ro1(' o[ French Canadial1 relatLve to lhe amount 

of dl i ferent1allon lhcy exlllblled when s-èjl-eellng a frlcnd fOl- lhemselves. 
( ~ 

111e Conlrol grollp \Vas hy far L!](' most ùlc,cnnlJn,lllng group whcn 
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.1 

group. l~ngl1..,h ( n;Hlian, ,lllc! tho"e grDlIJ'C; \\Jdch d1,fll'r ln t('rms of hoth 

Il Tl f-. t lIt l c ;1 Il cl Il,1 l ] () na 1 -P (\ 1 i l t c. a 1 c il a ~,l( 1 (' 1 1 • 1 1 ( ~, Il rd? 1 1 l clil a n cl Rtl'; 'i J cl n • 

betwl'('ll lh~ Fngll ,1I- s[1caking groups, J''lgl 1 ·,11 ((lll,ldi,lll .:lnd J\merlcan, and thp 

Frencb Cannd 1,1]] ;lml J~ur('I'C'.1Jl french. Finall \'. 

th(rc' '.'[1') 110 C\ Idl'l1Ce Ihéll the lnunerslon ITOI'jl di ffl'p'llliated bc(\.,ef'n [lny 

Thl', latter finding cOlrnhor;,lc', the maln Languagc-

Expor1('l1ce efhct (E. = ~.8; df = ~, 109; p. = .or)) 'lwr0by the ImmerSIon 

group lwd the lawcst overall attractlon r!1tlng (X - R,11) as comparf'd" tn 

the frenc.h grollp (X = 91.,.-48) and the Control ).'You[J (/ co 8,81). 
,> 

'The patterns of dlffercnti<ltion ior thC' 'tl'l1(h 'and Contn,l group.., 

, 
plavIl1f lhe role of French Canaùian were alljlO..,l ldcnlical. The major ex-

cept] on was tllal the Control group differcntiated hctwcC'n French Canadl;:Jn 

and f~\Ir()pcan French dal,ls, where;:J" therc was no 'cvldencC' that the French 

group clld. 

The Immennon group differentLal~d only between the two french­

spc,' k ln" groups "nd a 11 the otl"r s. Of the three groups, theH pattern of 

seleclion rcvcaled, tlH' lcast d~f[or{'nll[Jllon. It lS also lntcrcsting ta 

1 

notf' !Jere thot nlthough the Coplrol group dJf[crPIlllnlC'c] 1l('l\.JCCll the Euro-

• pré/Il French ~nd French cnn<1Clia!l in the Frenc.h C.:Jnadulll condtLion, they dld 
1 

not m.JI,!'! an <lnalogou.., dlffcrcn~li]tlon bC'Lween, Engll"h Canac1ian and Amcrlcan 
l ' 
1 

ln,tht' Self condülon. This was élIsa truc for the Conlrol group ln the 

prcv]I)US study. The French and ImmerSlon groups dld not ,>opm ta dlffercntiate 

, 
! 



• 

,-

ü 

• 

103', 

r) 

hctw('fll the Fllg']lSh Célll.ldl;lll ,md l\111erll.lll ill thl' St'l! conditlon or bel\VE'cll 

, 
J 

for f ",j'Ill Il,] t, 011 c l'!){'(' they ,lrl' par-

{Jf thl "ludv ,'le, (lIiI] ln('d 111 lhe htrodllcllOl1. lh'", ('J1l('l' i]i!.11n ~herc \>las 

the "IH~gCèJtlOI1 tlt,ll thr' Control l'roup dl!1 !lot IC·ClpI0l.1lr' st) complelely , 

f ri. (' 11 ci for (m t' ., r< 1 r (F -0- ,) 0 9 ; .if. == l, 1 or) , .E .onl), l'ben plaYlng th'(' 

ro1r' {,f French (n[Llr11élll (1::.;= 125.7; df - 1, lOll, r 001) and whC'n 

plaviJ1g Lhe role of à RusHan CE: == 91.56, df = l, ] (}lI; .E .001). Tite 

mean l't'tings b:;' sei< of ~ubJect, and sex or doll .1re' prf'<,ented ln Table 13]) 
'> 

for (;"Cll condiUon. 

IFor the slmilarity ratlngs, lt lS evident that the chlldren SRW 

them<-, 1 l'es as most simllar ta the- EnglLsh Canadlun dolls (X = 4.84) [ollowcd 
1 

by tIH"'l\merican dolls (X == 6.38), then the French Canacll,ul (X == 8.24) , 

EurnpC,ll1 French (X == 9.55), Brazihan (X 13.86) and !{usslan'dolls (X 

14.7;') ln decreaslng arder CI == 101.19; df == 5, 545; Q" .001). The 

mean rdtlngs are presentee! ln Table 14/\ élnd have already been discussed. 

ln .1r1ditlon La ethillc slmilarlLy, thcrc \<Jas a ~Lrong salllc-sex simllorlty 

CI '" 78.08; df == i, 109; 12. <: .001). The boys ::.aw lhemsclves as more 

slmi I:1J" to the 111i11c clolls (X = 7.5) than Lo lhe [em[lie dolls (X = i1.53), 

Wllll( lhe girls S.1W lhcl1I::.clves <11-> more slllniar ta Lhe [c'l1Ialc' c10lls (X _ 

8.1) t It.ln Lo LIll' m,lie clollc; (X = 10.94). These two 'hnd lngô> wInch reph-

catl' tl}(1se of Lhe previous study mdicatc lhat the chlldren L1sed bOlh eth-

nicit') and :1l'X as dimcl1',lon.., of "lmiiarLly . 
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Table 14 

Similal'itv Rnlings for all Langull _ 

EC 4. 8~ 

Ail! "- 6.38 

Fe 8.24 

E.F 9.55 

Br 13.86 

\ Ru 14.22 P .n5 

----- --~-< , 

, , 

\,1 
Si mil a rit y Ratings 

Fr:en ch Immers i on Control 

EC 5.37 4.52 4.64 

Am 7.42 6.34 5.39 

Fe 8.81 6.68 9.25 

EF 9.92 8.51 10.22 

Br ,13.77 14.14 13.68 

~;J '" 
Ru 13.30 14.48 14.88 p = .056 

Simi 1 ari ty Ratings for each Language Group 

French 

Imme rs i on 

Cont ra 1 

9.77 

9.11 

9.68 , p = .35 

..... 

( 

" 

--------~~-----------/-------
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UIlI jkf, tlH' prl'Vl (\lIS fl.ndings, i!(l1v('VI'l , \,11I'r(' there was a tenoencv 

(~c (li.,) for Ill( ln'11(11 l'r(JlIr of childlll: 1<1 ',l"~ Il]('11l',('lvo'~ as more ~1I111-

lat to .,11 of III" othel cl-lllllC groups th,111 .Iid ('1111('1- lhe llnmersion or Con-

tro 1 ~roup, Ihon' \' 1 S no s\leh tendency 11('1'(' (t I.O'J, ~J ~ 2,109; E = 

.35). 1\11 lllrN' grnilp" rOl'orLed on ttH' ,]vr'r."~(', 1"111<11 "imll<lrltv ta all 

the etJlIllc groupe;, '111(' meal1 overal1 SIIllIl.'-l)'it' r1ll11Q for 0aeh group le; 

prcsenlerl in 1ahlo 14C. 

Till.' l.nn);\lc\ge ExperIence X Etl!1l1r gro]'[1 11111'1 éll't ion was' ,:agnlfi-

canl (F -= 1.80; ~!i =: la, SilS; E 05fJ) , It npll(',lr'-, Irom Table lId) Lkl t 

the frl'T1ch .group full' thcms«lves as less c,lmJlé1r tn t!ll' Fnglish Canac.!iéln 

grollp (}' = 5.37) than did cILher the ImmeJ'filon (X '1. rl ') or Control group 

ex Il ,1),,+). TIlls was é11so apparent with the ÂI11Crllflll clo11s (X
F 

= 7.4~', 

Xc = 5.,39). U1Hike the preV](lUS anal""'''1 \,here lt \vas noll·d 
j 

thatJ tll\ Frenell group repOttee! more ~imtlarlly betl.Jr>r'n LlH'mselves and the 
\ 

two i I~rl'Jlch doll s (French ~':lnad Uln, European French) than Cl ther lhe ImnlC'r-

sion (lr Control ssroup, ~t wae; the Immors~on group 111 tlns stuc1y lhat per-

cel\,('c! thp most simllarity bet\.Jeen themselves and the ~wo Prench do1ls. 

Con:-;lderlng the f3raZlllan and Russian dolis, therc was a tendency for the 

FreJlch grDup to perceive themselves as more s~mllar ta them than elther of 

-". 

the otht'r two groups of chi Idren. 
1 • 

The chfferences hcre, however, are 

very ~nal1 IncJeecl. 

The' Grade X EthnIe Group Inlornclion \.Jhich Ivas slgnlflcant cH 

the .(lb 1('ve1 ln thc' !)reV10lls sLlldy was ùnly nwrglllally 'ilgnlfieanL 111 l1ns 

df = 10,545, 1: = .09). Tl11s il1tl'racl~Oll (sec FIgure 6) 

15 l1«t l'as i 1y inlerpretod. Lompan:od ta the curves [or the Grade land 2 

elnlrlrpil froll! the' preVloll<-; c,ludy thl'rv 1 e; sllli f',vJ(1f>l1cC lhol lhe 01<1('1' 

'Y 
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Fr (' n c \ 1 - '-, r e <l k 1 n p ri (1 1 1 c, the 1 n (h d t 11 L' C III 1 ri 1 (' Il t Tl (, l " ,'-' S n Tl d ). ()n t he 

" 

oLhe)' '1 1 nd, th0 nider <I111rlrcn, relath0 tn lIl'! V(IPI'lj~('r chtlclrcn, snw Lhcm~ 

of Tl,1 t l ,'na 1 J l v ,Illcl l.îni'lli1g(' from Lhelll'3(, 1 \ l' C, • 

. lnterprctatloll 

Ils Ln tlil p~ceedlng ('XperlmCJ1L "he (,('Jltr II p1lrpose berc.wcls tll 

tIa! [(11e-taking Ahllitics. However, in Ihis "tllr l , tlllee olcler groups of 

Chl!I'If'll were tested and,<r slxth, generally (lJslil'l'oi elhnie group was 1n-

clud( " 'lS a stImulus group. On~e aga1n there WHS 110 rV1dence of chff('r-

('ntl,ll role-takLng sk1l1~. A11 cl1l1dren were llIost llkely tO,select an ln-
J 

grollp (ltJII as él best Llcnd even when the role the)' \ierC playlng wns that 

of a J:Ij,sian cl1llel. It hacl been expected on the basls of the flnd1ngs by 

Mlddll'liln et al Lhat chddren would have more dlff1culty asslllinng t11lS l'ole 

than thdt of a French Canadian. There are two pOSSI ble explanatlOnc, for 

tIns dlt;crepancy. 111e fast lS that allhough L11C' RUSSlan cloll \.Jas "gener-

all)'tl d"lshkcd, lt cannot he said wLth any cerUnnty that IL was d~sliked' 

ln thC' ~1LC'dlcton, study Lhe "clISllk1.'c1 doli" \"[Je, seiecLed 

Ihus, tll(' Séll111' ('tllllll group \';.1', IIPl u.,(,c\ ln 

-. Ull', (,]legory fur <lll c1111drcl1 III her stlHly. lhe ',('contI pos<,Jhl(' l'xpLm-

ation lS Lhat Lhe rcsulLc, of the c,tudy by MlCldleloJ1 cl ,,1 arc 110t: UJ11ver--
,- -r-

s&l1" or crosscullllr;Jlly appl1Cablf'. tt ,,('cms, for example, that the c1nld-
• • rcn 1I<,ed 111 Lhetr c,ludy cliffered 111 certaIn wayc, from Lhe clllldrl'l1 Le.,ted 



• 

• 

ln th l" <; luch , 

nJunl t \ . 

for 1
In','-.1I1(,('. Lhc l-lonlJcnl lll11[lr l ll 1I1d\' w('ll have morc 

1 

lOB . 

ta nl[11bllll' )~rf','ll'r lil-grollp atlractl(lll [Cl Illl'lIlhpf', (lf nlher eLhnlc groliPs 

th,ln ln Lhf'lf [11111 

and ]é'lH'lIilge froIll tllc "uDJcet::;' own l'LhnlC' grollp Ade! Il 10081 rc "earcll 

would hr' requind tt' uoravl'l the relallve Jrrpl)rL1lH (' nf C'dch pf thetoe I[ll-

tor', [Incl tü furthcr substantlate lhe trends n()~('d h( [l'. 

Unllke the flod1ngs of the prevlotJs Sllld\, tl10 'French group clid 

not 1f'I)(lrt gre,ltcr <;lnnlarlty bC'tween tht'msplves ,lJl,1 ,111 other ethnle gluUpS. , 

Th0[(' \>'ilS a Silghl lendenev for the Fr0nch gruup ln pC'rrelve them~e1ves as 

more' "j'liliar to the Brélzlhan and RUSSlilll dolls, bill tIns tcndcncy was mar-' 

gin.11 (Jj the lhree groups, lhe Frelllh group roportee! Lhe leac,L slnJllarlty 

ta I11C' 1 wo Eng ilsh-~pC'éllung ptlllllC groupc, (Engllsh f:<Incldl.1n. Amerlean). 

And Ih0 fmmerslon group [eported Lhe greéllC'sL c,lmllarlty Lo lhL' tlvO Fr('neh-

spC'ill, 1 ng groups (French Canac1.l<ln, Eliropcnn French). HO\.Juver, the Lnnguage . 
EXPC'll\'IICC' X Ellll11C Croup lntl'raction WilS Hot sLatlsllc<I~ly '.lgnlheant . 

. 
The relntlvC'ly highly chffcrentidtcd paltcrn of sqTlllarlty shown 

by tll!' Grade') '-.alllp11' From Lhf' prcvlollC, slllcly WdS di sp1ayec1 by lhe' Crade 3, 

4 all(1 S 'ehildrC'J1 ln L1llS c,~lIdy. 'nI(' lIlosL noLlCe<lbl(, c1iffor(,)lCC in rl'c,ulL'. 

De't\<'('lll Lhe CradC' 1- '} group nnd Lhl' Crade 3-!f-5 group \,Ia'-. Lill' 11lCrC,1i-.l' 111 

sinlll"~lty rpportcd Dy lhe Idtter"~lollp to the Engl~sh- <Incl French-speaklOg 

ethnIe grollps ilnel the clcerC'<Is(, ll~ c,lmil.1rily lo Lill' I\r,17111DI1 group. Tins 

l, 

: 
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p<1lttrn c;ug/',pc;t-,,'that tlll' nider childrl'Il Il.I'{·.1 d"" [pping uJenLity wl.th 
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l Tl t 11 L 

th[ITl' r ':IVl'llt 11'1. Ilv, Vil.t~l,ttlvc-Engll',b S[l(',1/rlllg 1('dlhC'r~" The purpose 

.of Ihe pre'-'C'flt !p'-,(':lnh wos to Illvestigalp '-'Qlnl' of l!te posslble 'ioclal-
"/ 

vo 1 V",I ln p:nI 1 (ular, it was expectecl lll'il tj,r- (l!tlrlJ"('!l--whlle lC[lrnlng 

lhp ',l', ('nn "l;:tnPlll)'! and wl1l1e lL'élrnlng tn Illpet 1 ('Y' ! f f('( llvel", III tille; 

somr-I I},'I Ulll1'ou,Jl "(l( lat sltuatIon--woulcl rlevellJp )'r{';]ter sOllal ',enslt1\'lt)' 

l 1 

th8t '11Vhl OIalllfe"t (Lt'ielf 111 verbal comInUn'J'l'l[ lUIi ,1llcl posqbly ln otllPr 

l Y P (' " . ,'f SOL ull b (' li a v Lü r . AIt Il 0 u g h l t wa s 11 y l' (' t 1 , (' . 1 ;; (' n th a t the c ln l cl r l' n 

W0111rl l'r'lome more :-'Pllsltlve lOmffiU111cator'i' Ll', p l't','llt of t1l('lr French-im~ 

melC,!r'l', experlence thcre was still th(' posslbllitv that tins experlencC' 

wOl"d Illve detnmental e[[('cts. To test tJ~c gel1craltty of the effects; 

l[ [111" O[ Frl'l1Ch-llnrncrSlon pducatlon ôn cognItIve fUI1c..tlOnc, other tl1an 

thosl' Illvolved ln cOnUllUnlcation, a test of l1on-vt'rbal or perceptual role-

taklll)'. l.;as ,also glven. 

COmmll11lcatlon Skllls 

",hth regard to the completenl'ss of communicatIon as measured ln 

the' ( In'e Explall<11101l T<lsk, the fl11ùlngs <;uggc<>l thüL 'lhe' lnlIllCr',lon chlldrep 

hdd r"'\l'lopcd grc.1tl'l" dlffl'rcnlLt1 C,('I1'iLtlvily L1Ltn had LIll' lllIldn'll Irolll 
c 

scl>(",I, ,,'Ill' n' Fll)iILC,It--lhclr 11.1LIV(' 1.111);11.li',('--\".1', Lill' !lH'dI11111 or 1I1..,LltlcLIOll. 
~ 

'11.(' l'I'nllt grollp, 1',llgltc,h-C,111ddLlll dllldrl'Il ,ILLl'lIdlllg illl-Fn'l1c..h <,clIüOl<>, 

Wl're llie ll10st 'il'I1c,it ive, followed 111 order by tlte ImlllCrc,lon group, lhosc ln 

bnr J l,lI c,lhoolc, 'vllh FrC'nclt-Spt'dkll1g Le<llltcrs, and 11nally lhe ConLrol, lhoc,e 

1 
1 
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ln Fnglt<;h '"'ho,,ls Ivith rIlVlish-spea)dlli( tenC!H'I'" 1\ Il<) \vere the least 

l'rOin ,'1 IIHOrf'tlcal point of \'10\" tll,' rL"'ldts 1mplv that chIld-

'" rPIl ,II \ have tllpJl1c,plvec; exper,ienced diffic.lIltli>C, 'o[lllTlllnicatmg w1th their 

<'11,1 li ,1 IIl.1tc', are more scnsit j :'\- 1 \' 1 he !lc(,d., of otherc; ln CO{ll-

. 
m,lDll i[ Ion 'i1tllil~'lOll'3. Helghtened sen..,îllnlv 111:1\ t(dcp two dlff('rent forms, 

........,., 

One l' ' greall') ,lhîllty or willingnes~ Ln ~jlf[cr(llli;lli> between oneself 

as " "IH'f ;111,1 Lho othcr"person ao; listpller. /lcr Clrrl 1 llg ta \'ygot.sky, di f-

bec(l' , lnlerndl and covert ""hile social "peeel! ';l,lrt s to develop at the 

ove1'l +I,'vel. lhi:, form of sen:,itlvlty, howevcr, dnr>c; not aecount for the 

spec Il 1 ( fact t!Jal the lmmerSion chfldren differecl rrom the non-lmmerslOn 

élu1,jl{"J in their telllng of informatlon about the matenals of the game. 
t> 

An cxplanalion cf the clllldren 's performance in terms f)f rol('-

taklll,', 'ould seem to he more suitablé. l1avlng cxperienced con1lllunication 

dlfflll11tiee; thcmselves, the immerslon chlldren are more mvare of sueh 

dlffl" III ties'and of possible Solutlons ta them. Consequenlly, they are 

bettvi lble to empathize with and take the role of others havlng communi-

Lat 1()'1 problems. Furthermore, havlng learned to cope somewhat with their 

o\'Jil (l l llllllUnic3l11111 problf>m<" the' Unmf>rc;lOIl children [JrC",Jle;o bC'tter able / 
.' . 

t 0 ',,, Ill) ml :J pp t' 0 P r L 1 l L' 1 Y lo l h (' Il l' (' li s 0 f L Il l' i r il s L l'Ill' l ., • , 
Other data from thf> ',ame studY',however, impo~e limite; on the in-

"[lUf'lH l· ... lhal 011(' may dr3h' about the extent of lhe cOll~eqllel1Cc" of early 

i t 'o k'll I.Tl1 "11 Llle clll1dr('11..1, "xplal1'tlollS of 1 1TI1I1!'r', 1 on on commun ca ln'. 1 S. .\'il '" ~ L n 

\ 
\ 

\ 

\ 
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the g,llTIe> werC' ,lTwl \'zed in lprms of elahllr.':~.!=t_()_r:!, Il<' (1 i ffcrenccs I.ere fonne! . 
Il](, rrpl1ch group Ha'; n(1 tlln}e lil'el\, lhan lhe Control 

fi' 
grollp 1(' cl.1!Jr)f,'te Ihl'Ir pr!'sentil~lon ()r Ihl' )111(,<" nf t-hp g.1me bv reff'rnng 

lo 11l1' l[]at011n1,'. l..-. 
'lhu<~, dlthou~h the rll'liCh chJ-ldf(,ll hild perceived the 

neer! ('f-the hl1lldlcllc1ed ll~tener for a f\llle)" .]pscliption (If the matenllls 

" 
of thl ;,3n1l', tlw\ (lid not re~ct ro thi~ 11('(>(1 in t!l(' C''''perterl way (l.e., by 

expli'lrl) rnutll('f,ll1ng tlw mater+,;Jls of tho g.1l1l€ <;() th.1t the rules may he 
~ c 

The clllldren \nay hn'TC' fd L th,lt ,Y.more complete de,,-

crlrti01l of thr> '1l,1~f'r1.lls was all that \Il"S 
, 

nf'll'r;<"'.1rV ln pxplain lhe game> 

/ li 

unn('( l' ,',ary. 

On the other hand, there may have bE'CIl J inF!llic;tic conS'tralnt., 

oper,1t Illg that masked the dlfferences in 

the LC2'llpleleness analysis. To know that 

perc E'P t i Oll <, th.a t w\-E'q, revea led 

your listonC'r needs ~re infor-

by 

ma~l l'II ;Ibout the mater~als of the game cloes not mean ·that you necessarily 

knOh' 11l".] to formulat~ a message winch will' adequately inform your listener 

of '.llch" Flavell (1963) tcrms this aspect of communication "application". 

1 

, 

As Flavell pOlnts out, application lnvolves the use of age-dependent skilr~ 
~ 

who"!' ilcquisltiol1 lS 110t necessarlJy involved 111 role-taking develoRment, 

and, tri the present context, may tlot be a[[ectecl by a French-immersion 

expellfnce. To lnvcstlgete the pos~ibl11ty of llnguistic constralnts a 
ct 

IlngllLstic analysls of th'o chllurcn'b cxplanations t,a~l unâcrtaken. Again,Q • ~ 

thCfl ""cre no ui[ft>t"l'nCCS alllong lhe groupé>. l'hus, lt was .,hQwn that the 

chllr1n'n f~om a11 threc groups were uSlng the c;ame proportions of varlOUS 
~ 

gra[Tl}lldtical <;tructllrcs ln their explar\~tions despite the markedly c1iffer-

ent Ivpes of schooling they had expcriencecl. In the case of the partia'lly-
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(lq7?) 'ho 31~(' Illlilld 1"1 clltf'Tences IH'LI'('l'll' 1 11 Jl III' 1 ,If HI <llld non-lfiUnerSlon 

/ 
1 

, . 
Slllr1(' ",, in rb"lr fl1(IUII'r-tollglle 0rill-l.lfl)'.II.t)'f' ,\Ci Il,,, III Lhe case of totallv-

lIlUllI'r"':lc1 c!111r11Cll. the'C' finding ilre "Clrh ill,tn" 11',,, ,Incl l'I1coulaglng hC'- ~ 

C<1l1f-(' Il'' dl'l;111l'd ,111alY',1 '; of thl' grallll1l,11 11,\1, c lr\lI,111l ;,-c of Ihe native 1.111-

guag<' (,f cl'ildrf'11 l('annng il sf'c(~nd ldllgUrlf!' ill thl'-- Id)' ha;.:; pre\'louc,lv 

t cH) e f) II , 1 Y cl () (' S !lI) 1 n [[" c,t 

\' 
the acquisition ,~f l'il/lf'l l;1ngllagr; sep"rale]v. 

\ 
Thl'n'. fCH e, 011(' 1111 i 11 t h,lve pxpccll'ù that l" lllllll~'." "('Jl111d language .t[tCl . .. 
tœ lir'-l on.' l', ~,,'Il dC'vcLoped, al the ,I~~l' of 'i 1<11 (>,nl1ple, woulcl not 

aIt!']" Ihe ,>tructure of the fHsl one. \ 
Further confirmatlon that lhért> ,,'cre no llffi-lllVe effect'i of 

1 

French 

inml('yc;ion on natlve language skills éOnlti's, From th, 'filldi·ngs [rom the Ah-
" 

str,le 1 Peslgns Task in. winch therc werC' no slgniflC','lIlL dlf[erences omong 
, " , 

in termS: oC actual effectlveness of vcrbill COITUllUnlcatlon. The the III nllps 7 ~ • , . '. . 
~ 

Pfe\'l\' meae;ure§ emphaSlZ:~d 

:COl11p P Lf'1!ce. c The cl lscrepancy 

" 

"lntent to conununlcate" more Lhan corrununlcat'ive 

between t~~ finding of dlfferenlial sensitivity 

in t-hr> Camé' Explanallon task and the lack of cllfferenccs ln the Abstract 

l,)eS~t~" lask moly be explllIled by the nature of the ,two tasks. Whereas 

the (cl1l1t; Explanatlon, Task requHes explanatory ane! ltngulstlc 

wlllQ<ch Arc preosent in Lhe clllid 's e~lsÙn;?trbal l'epertoire, 

concepts 

the Abstract' 

ab'I, '0 llll' child. J L h rarc' l .... or c.llildn'll La ~H' rt<cd Lü de~crlbc geo-

Illetrlf 'ihapC's wInch Illl~e no refl'rl'nlo ln realÙy. 'l'hus, Lhl' e!l[[ercnllal 
\ 

sene; il }Vlly wInch the French clllldren demon~/Lr~\lié'~l ln the Gall~ Explanation 
, ~ T 

T<1e,!<' lIl,dYS1S of complC'll'ness) may have been mac,ked ln the Ahstracl Dcslgns 

, 
,/ 



, 

" 

• 

/ 
/ 

114. 

lrl' 1'!1C1'lIraging in"ofar 
~ . 

./ 

as l!Jpv lndic.1ll' th,ll pnrt-lcipation Ln 1 l()l,'~l 'ion :-.c11001 prügrmn 

doc" Ilnl afft"LI the' development nl- conmnlllic.1llllfl ,1111" ln Olle 1" nativp 

1 

Lang!!!',·,. ".1111I1t'1'" RpV!1o]tl" <l'nd Lam!wrl (JCi()!)) Il,]\(, ,1I1t~a(h rcrurlPd 

Siml J.1r f.1lldIIl)~'- r()~ cl1l1drL'n partic1pilt lllg 111' p.lr f l"J-lmmL'rS10n progr;ulls. 
i 

Th\l '-, . 111(' 1 I;A l"< ,,1 rJ'cln\' ('cl LI ca tor', and p,))"I'n l S ( ",)' 1''1 ( k r> r Ev. cl 1AnglcJan, 

1970) lhat '"!Ich [l Hl~' r ams ha v(' delrimcnt,rl ('ffect<, (ln 1 It ('l r cJn 1 cl r en' c; 

II' 

natIve> ! .qllgU,lh"" < 1 i 1 l S hncl nO,slIpport flom l II~' '-,,, l't' <,ul t s . 

Gen(,~1 J L~Jblllt.L5:r Effecls tü No'n-Verbal' Skt!:.l2 

Therc was no c1ear eVldencé théll the S0!1L,j Il\ 1 ty Whlch ttJe t,,'o 

• 
~lmm('r,l()n'groups clemün~i'trated ln the Game Explan.1LL~':l.lask generalized ta 

" a non-Vi rbal, IlOn-soc1a1 type of situatlon, such ae, Lllc Perspectives Task. 

If .ln\' rll[[erenccs were tü be extractC'd from these <lat;] the,y would probably .. 
favor the Control group wlth the two lmmerSlon groups--and the French, group 

in p~rtlcular--showing a ~light retardation on this task. However, these 

dati! l't'le not verY,relulble a~ was eVldpnt from the results scctlon of 

Stuclv J.' 1he findlngs reportcd by other researchers who hav(' tested chLld­

ren (If the' same a~c range are a1"6a somewhat con[uscd (cf FLShbe in, Lewis',&-
~ J 

, " Kei ff (' r. ,1972; .Shantz &. Watson, 1971); more interprf'table rcsults seem. 

" j' 
to (>fliO l 'gC' on Iv whC'n oldpr childn'n (L) or 14 veare;) have b0en tested. 

,r . 

'l'hus, Lill' pn's(,11t daLa do noL ""cm Lü ofrcr lInamhiguou_s support:., ~ , , , 
\., . 

[or ('Ilher Ruhin'~ suggC<;,tlOlÎ. of a slngle 'cognitiye factor or,Irbll1'J.s.and 

COW,l1l'S of two dl';tinct Llctor<" one rdntod to 10g1cal operations and the 

othe! Lo social <,kJ Il,,. 

lhe overall findings from the fir<;t' three studole" slIggest that 
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\) 

the ',0rial cff,,( Ls of 
... 

.1ro llkely tü bo 

C,P('LIII" .11\c1 (' Il''' Iv r('1.11('c! lü lhe "n( LI! (1 n 11l1!' t '111('1'" of t\les(' progr:lIl1s . 

• 
In 1l111' r ward", Lill' ('ffrcl<- may bet-.L h·' ',('('11 III ll'I"II"'fc,nnal commUnlCatlon P 

COti ,t';'I('I1CPS élr!' 0ilh('r lese; eVldent al- nol ln he fOllllcl !'n communicatiol/ 

sitll,iI,1()n~, ",IJllll (l'qulre unusual rcspOllc,[<<; or III ll l1 l1-vvrhal, non-c;ocüd 

sitILI~innc;.'e;ll(h ,le, thr Pur"prctlves Ta",l\. 

E Ul[t('( ,'n tr l,;m 
~- - ---- f 

Th\' ELhnocenLrlSPl studies we-tc' llllroc!llc,'d ln dn élttempl tn sludy 

dlff' 1 ('ntial social sensltj.vlty in an un,JJJlblguOllS] \' ';('(~Lal situatlon \ls1ng ,. 
a Id ], ','herc the relevant variable, e~hnL"Clty, W,l<-; c1oc;C'ly rclilted to,t]l(' 

schon] pxperience. For exarnple, the French cultUlf' I)t'cornes a sallent corn,­

l 

ponr'ilt of the c;chool experlence of immersion chilclrc'n by virtue of theu 

hav1111' rJ. French teacher and French classmates and by vlrtue of their learn-

' .. 
lng 10 '~peak French and s'tudy ln French. 

111e data dld not suggest Lhat this type of ecJtcationa1 experience 

mak( "0 j t any eaSler for these chlldren to take lhe role of a n!emhcr of anoLher 

culLlIrZll group, French or otherwlse. AlI of the children, regardless of 

thel! instructionai expericnce, werc most like1y ta select a French-Cana-

c11,ltl,lL cl bcst fru'ne! vA1en playil1g the rolr> of Frr>nch Cill1<1c1ian. ln gencr;:d, 

LIll)(' Illg .1 [rll'nt! \.,,!Je'll pl.lvin!~ IIH' roll' of.1 J1\('IlI\)('l ni ,111l1tlIl'1 clliJlll: f,l-(lllP 

wac; I.lirlv C<lSV for :111 of these childr(,Il, Even Lnklllg Lhe rolC' of a HllSsinl1, 

" 
who ht'longs lo n group g('IH'rllJlv dl,dlk('d hv LillS ',<lmple', ',('('IlJ('cl f;lLrly 

casy lor them . Ch-ildr('n ln nlany of Montrea1's "chools {nteract dally wlth 

cln 1(1) ('Tl from V;tl"lOUS ('Lhnte backgrounds, 'l'Ill S re'gular ('xpo..,llrl' nldY produce 

o 
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" , 

• of :1\,';1 1 ('n(' '-,', ni l' th nIe ci l V(' r L' i t \1. 11 ~d'iiid be interestlng lo 

in\ ['~I , ga t l' 

and' i ,()~atpc1 CPI1lITlIl11iL) o'h lilis té'[,k. Pltll ',l1ch ,\ L."l'ilplf', the ethnoCPlllrISm 

• rCpl1lt,r! hv ~liddl('.ton ct [ll (197 n),for,llllll \O\lIlf:l",t o.;1lhlecU, m1ghl bc 
') 

rep Il ",Il ed 
-" 

ni Uprr'llccs ,'1mong the (1'rOl~pS Iwc;'\Dr, 1110r(' l"I [lcnt \vhen lhey were 

The J 1-('IlCh ,1Il1dl ('Il in the carly grades (gradc" ;111<1 ?) t('nded 10 see them-

selve' 1S marC' <:;jl1ll1ar to mcmbers of aIL of tll() Otl'Vl' ('t-Imle groups repre-

sent",1 10 thC'm th<J11 dul the ImmerSlOll or'(nntro] cl1i1dl'('n. ln faet, lhe 

childHll Ln thl' French Rehools showed very I1ttle dlff('rentation among Lhe 

, Eng II <,l, - [,pcaking, the Frcneh-speaking and the. Br<l71 11{f1Jl groups. 
... 

As wc Il , 

they cil'! not rate lhell1selves as being as ',Illlilar 10 thl' Engli!:>h Canadinll 

doll 1"' did the other two groups. It is not surpn..,ing that ie was thE' 

ehl fdl '\11 \.,1110 élrc lmmersed totally ln French who rC'ported the greatest Slml-

--- /' 

lar Il \, 10 the other ethnIe groupe;, and Ln partlcular, to Lhe French group". 
, 

QUitf' JI kely the cmpathy that the totallY-lmmersecl c1nldren express towarc! 
>', 

the) f011ch èthnie groups arises from slJaring language experiences wlth them 

" 
and fr'lm actually having French-s'peaklng fnends. 

The French ehildren in the aIder grades (3,4, and 5) did not re-

porL thp 'lame l11gh degree of cami Lanty ta the non-Enghsh Canadlan groups 

:1S d1r1 thl' yOllngl'r FIC']1ch lllllclr<'Il. Ill" r1ifficlIlt tn .lccnul1L for lhe 

slll j t in cmpclthy; by the french group ilS lhey grow older. Posslbly lhey are bel 

comill~ more aware of ll1eir IltltlVC English 1denLlty and W1,,11 ta diffcrentlate 

it '[IOIl thcir ilLquired Frei1Ch idenllly. 

The lmmersion chlldren ln the older grades tended lo "report relatlvely 

• 
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• 1I0\';('vcr, the dlffer-

pnr'{'" h('l\JCfl1 III' (Ildr>j" gr"llps \ver" lwl ,'l', 1,111'/' .]" th()'-,(' hctwe<'n lhe 

YO'lTl);! J grrlllp<" 11J(,11 l 10111'(1 :1bove. 

arr " 1 V encollr lf' 1 n~,. First, they offr'r c,uppnrt f nl' rt'port') from other re-

senrclwrs t!1,11 rlplleh-Îmmersion progrélill', ln llll' (Ir'Illl'Tllnry grades do not 

ha',,(' lll'lrimC'nlql l'ffeets on the dev!:·loprn"llt (1f:1 (1!lld'" nat1ve langurq:~(' 
-~- jJ 

,ski 11", (LamhNt & Iucker, 1972, Casser],. & f,(l\'iH<!c;. lQ73). Tt lS hkcly 

tlwl the Eng1lsh-1anguage enVlronmenl of thC's() (h] lrlrr'n outslde school lS 

sufflClrntly vital to su"taln and nurture no.tiv(' J.lI1i',uage "kIll" desp1te 

the J"lllcity of Engllsh-language instruction ln the ... chool. IVhen socIal 

...----- - '" 
side c· ffec ts do occur they scem ta favor the child ln ImmersIon, rather 

th;:lIl kmdicap hIm, when coinmu111cation 18 Invülvcd. 
/< ' .. 

Secondly, thehe f1nd1ngs ex tend OUT knowledge about the e[[ects 

o[ toLll French-language InstrucLlon on Enghsh youngsters. This group~f 

chllrlrpn has not been'1nvC'stl~ated previously. Another group of Canadlans 

who .lt~end second-language 5c11001s élnd have not been '-,lucile'd ,prcVlously 

ln t( reps of language skills are 1mmigrant cl1l1dren who speak nelther Frenc.h 

nor r.llghsh but attend ('ILher French or Eng11sh-languilge schüols. Whetlll'r, . , 
ln f.1Cf_, lhe flllllJngs frolll lh(' preSOlll 1I1v('"lli~alioll .Ire gellcr,ll1zab10 lo 

an ]''1l1'lgrilnt group remalns ta be lChlcd. Ncvcrthcless,' lhe pr('scnt rcsu1ts 

1 

In a country such as CanaclLl wherc eLlllllC plurali ly 1'8 

en('(111r~gcd, and, ln fact, '~àllstllutcs off1c1al governOlcnt POl'lCY, native 1an-

• gu,'g" malntenanc.e 1S tü he encouraged if ethnic d1verS1 ty 1<., to be malntained. 
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11\1 rd1 ", Ih(' finrllngs from SÇ1H1y " (ln 1:th'lIl(C'lllrism 'illggest !hat 

by tp,lC'binh d,! ldrl'Il a <;('C'ofHl languagp n11rl f)V pro. lding thc'In wLth an oppor-

tu Il i Lit 0 ma k (' rri,ondc \1\111 memlH'rs of .111nt],ry l'Ibl11(' grnup, <1nd sppclfically, 
\ 

• with Ih" Frf>llch, hilingu.il C'ducéltLon m.1\' Ill'Ip U, 'lro .. dC'1l clll1clren's percC'p-

1allol1',. "~10tll("r, III 1 act, immersion chllr1r('Il JuiVl' 'lIilrC' Frcnch-<;peakJ.l1[; 

frit'll,l" or \.IH,tl'PY thev would dctlvely <;('('k olll frl'tHh-',reDklng frlC'ncls 

COmp.111>rl wi th non· immerslon clllidren Cé1nllfll br' .. ;'<-1"'1 ecL-')y Lllls 1 nv('qtli~a-
\ 

tiol! 'flle cmf'.!thy that the lInmerSlon cltlldrf'n (>xpr"',c; toward"French C<1n,l-

d,a,,, ""uld ,"pm ta be a favorable ,;go that lhC\ ch, ldr .. n mght inU'ract 

wltll Ir"nch-speaklng people in a way that monolillf',IJ.1lr"lhildren with thpir 
.#II 

llrntLI,d ethnic and language experience<; \olould noL. NC'I'dless to say, th(' 
oJ 

Sk111· 1 he lITUnCrS10n chtldrcn acqllin' in the FrC'nc 1, l.111i~llagc nloll~- prej1dres 

thCltl Il' interaet wiLh French Canadlélns ln a way thaL monollngua)ly-educated 

chi 1 du Il canno l. 

111e development of blculturalism, a questLon wh Lch, emerges [rom 

con<;J(I(>réltion of ~he overall C'ffectlveness of bdLngùDl educatlon perhaps 

, 
cannnt !"f' dealt with effectlvely by the schools excluc;ively. Droader com-

munil\ ~nd parental involvC'ment may be necessary to l1elp thcse clllldrC'n 

real,'" the social potential they have rt'aped from LhcH French-lrnmerslon 

exp<,rl('tlcP. ThC'ir. F"rcnch-lmmcrsion expcnencc will surC'ly '-,~'rv(' to facili-

tate their intcgra~ion lnlo Hontrcal'<; multlC~tl1111C (OnmlllnLty-. 

" 

" .: 
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rcpercllssiol1S of Péll"licip.l11on ln "Fl'cnch llhml'rsion progrnms" on the partlci-

patll1g cllllclrc'l1. 

communic<1[nl!1 SL111h by tbl' childn'I1. 
, \ , --. 

,~ '} ~ 

si gnc'c1 , on(' tü a>"St",', !10\1 f-.cn:"ili\'C' Lhe childr('l1 \wllid hc' in Lhe rn]e of 

, COlllJ1l\lIliccltor ta li>.,Ll'llC'rc, \'it1l dlf[ercnt cOlnIPunic:lllLrn .ncec]c; (GJITlC [· ... pL'ni11 J.on 

Task); an(' one Lü asse,,>., élctuDl cff('ltiv('l1ess of comillllccltion (f>,bslLICl 

Dl'slgns Tnsk). 

1 weH' tcsted (1) ni1tivl'-J' nI'11Sh <jwnl:ing ehildrC'n nttcndl\li: l~pf,Iu,11-1;:lllgllag(' 

8ello01s (Control Group), (o?) nall ve-r:ngl i sh spcclking c~lùrl'n ill 1'n nch-

language schools (French GroL'p), "ne! (3) l1éltiv('-Eng]lsh >"pcrlki 11g (ld.l(l rvl1 
.... 

by grarle SUb-',i1Illple. ALI clnlclre'n came' froll' middlc clDss back~;rOU}lcls. 

the D.:.nLody Plcture \'ocr;h~~lary 1'~!:. fadcd' to fJnd any sl<1fJsticolly Sl2,ll1-
«;>, 

ficnnl flJffcre!1ees amo,lg the lhrcl' groups of chilùrcn in tcrms of ,lOn-vcrll"l 
'" 

r C' a SOl n Il g 0 r \1 (> r h ~J l T. Q . 

'l'be l'l'nI] te;' fro!!] lhe' C,lI1lC EXpJilIlALIO..!:!_'l\'l<,k lndic.3'tC'r1 thcit th0 

French lesponded n/ost (:1 f[Cl('IHlcllly to the nCé'd" of 11stC!1Crr" 

lI! lcrms of tbr' ,'["'J,ln!' of rj1Llt~'rjill jnformdtioll prc[;cntcd, v:ldlc tllC Contlnl 

S!l L ,,(' y' Il' Il l ld the' chi1(h'('11'S pro!oc'ÜJs III tCYll1', of Llli',\l",t~c 
'f 

/ 
1 
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• fecllïllPS and ebboraLillll f.llle>d ta revC'nl ,111\ di.rl,\"(,t)~(><; <lIJ'IOng the 

and th,' Frenlh (1[1 l' ln pnrticular--hnd c]clltl('IWd ,,}'n'd(-et senc;itlvity ta 

, 1 
a 11'-,1eller, nlld, Ihus gre,1te>r ~nlent tn Cl'I.IJI1IIPÎCéll,' dlfff>reiltiallx, hut 

the\' \.Jpre no rllfj('ront from the Control V10Up 111 Ih!' ,1ctual formulation 

111f>3e> r('~,ulLs 

\ 
canflrnlC'd the> t'arller flndings from Lhe t;flme'Fxpl.ll(:l1 1()!1 Task that aIL 

chll dl' n were Ilslng the~r native,languag(> ln c"sc'pl 1 (' Il y the Sélme way; 

an(l, 1111lS, that the Frcnch'-irrunerslon exp('rlenCe--r'lrLlnL or totnl--J,cld 

not l/t,l11ged the clnldrcn'g actual conmlUnicatlOn glull", 

.Ta test the general~zab~llty of the grcaLor differential sensi-

tlvily that the experimental ch~ldren had exhib~ted ln the Game Explanat~on 

Ta,sv, é1 test of non-verbal or perceptual sens~t~vi ty was admlni stered (Per-

spcé Ll_Vl'S Task), nierc was no cv~dence of d1fferences among the groups 

un lI'l", task. The results from NILS study were unclear. Nevertheless • .. 
lt \,'<''' ('entat1vely suggeste>cI th<lt the d~ffercnti.11 sensltlvlty which ha.cL; 

. .. 
resl11 1 pd From the French-~mmers10n rxperience seemee! ta bE' confined ta 

soc},,1 Lypes of hehavior, such <1'> communlcatlOn, [lnd was noL clHlrilcter~sllc 

of (II( clllldrcn's non-verbal behnv~or. 

Furt!Jer s~gns of <,oclal consC'quences came from the Elhno(.entr~sm ' 

stuel\'. ln this c;tudy, it was found that the mcmberc; of the French group 

• 
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• Control cl1i1,lrrl1 

the rr~'l1ch-spr'nl(jl1g onl?s. 

Tn CU-IlC]USlon, iL was suggeslecl LliRl the' lhIldren from a11 
1 

perirlll'('s. wt>rf' c,!lldlar to one another III LerIlle, (lf the'Ir oral Engllc;h-

t 

seem (" have dC'vcloped greater bensitlvllv than tJ1f' 1I10I101lngually-educated 

'chl1dr('n in COPlffiu~lcatlQn 'Htuatlons. lt was <1rgt',·11 rhclt thïs heightened 
f' 

, 
senC;l t l', Ity hac, élrlSen [rom enhanced role-taklng ~I 111" WhlCh, ln l'urn, 

have> (If"v~loped becduse the eXperlmE'nlal c111l?ren hil'lC' C'xperlenced cOmIllllni-

<>t j 

catloll diffi,culties ln 8chool }lnd have learned to l'ope wlth lhem. As a .. 
res'rl t of thelr -French-lmmersion experlence the exp~rlmental children 

also t"t'ported that thcy were more s~mi1ar to the Frpneh-speabng ethnie 

grOU[H lhan dld the Control chlldren. lt was 'luggested that the e~pathy 

that rhe immerSion children feel toward the French groups is a valuable 

sten 1 n the direction of inereased lnter-ethnlC communicat ion . 

• 
o 
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1 

SI/IllJ11i'1ries of the !~nal':yses of Variancp on Conlto/ r1easures 

1\ PraoQrly rlcture Vocabulëlt'Y T(~st 
, 
1 • 

--- ------- - - - ----- ----------
Source 

Languacjt' r xperJ en ce 

Grade 

---- - ----

L 

G 

CxG 

5 

~f 

2 

2 

4 --

94 

, ,. 
B._ Ravens Progress i ve Mat ri ces 

Source df ' 

Langua 9P F. xperfen ce L 2 

Grade G 1 2 

CxG 4 

S 94 

V 
C. Mean Age 

( 

SourCl' df 

Langua 0c t xpe ri en ce L 2 " 
, -

Grade G 2 

CxG 4 

S 94 
, ' 

, 
- ~~ -
..J_ 

tAean Square, 

59. B6 

102.()2 

427.23 

F Ratio 

.26 

.45 

1'.87 

--- - ---- -------

Mean Square F Ratio 

3.36 . 13 

191.26 7.15* 

25.36 .95 

26.75 

• 
Mean Square ~ Ra t i 0 

.13 .97 

27.51 209.44** 

.07 .52 

.13 

" 



1 

A2 

• 1 SllllltlléH'Y of Lhe !\nalysis of ViHiancp DI! 
1 

~4elln ~lumber of Rlllps 



1 -• S'HlIIJJal~y of the Ana lys l s of Van a!lC'P on 

Me~ Of, Mat~rial' 

-------- ----- -- --~- -- - - - --"------

Source df ~1ean Squélre F Ratjà 

--- --------- --- -- - ------ - ------ ~-

Languélge Experiencp. C 2 3. 18 1. 80 

Grade G 2 4. iCi 2.53 

Sex 0 ~- Subject X l . 17 .09 

CxG 4 .17 .26 

CxX 2 3. " ~ 1. 94 

GxX 2 1.1] 1 .80 

CxGxX 4 1. f19 .9~ 

5 5 '-,..,~7 

ListellPf Condition L l \ 31.7~ . 30.80*** 

CxL 2 3.22 ,.~ 3.13* 

GxL 0 2 1. 78 1.72 

XxL l .06 .06 

CxGxL 4 .08 .07 

CxXxL r 2.03 1. 96 

-------------- GxXxL 2 1.77 ,1. 71 

CxGxXxL' 4 .49 .48 

SxL 85 1.03 

---,. *p<.05, ***p<.OOl 



A4 

• '1 • 
- > 

D 

SIIlIunary of the Ana1ysis of Variance on " 

Extra Information 

-:. 
~ 

''-----. 
, 

---- - ------------- ---- -------~ - -- -----

Sour-c~" df nran SfjUéH'e Ratio 
. , 

F 

----- -------- --- - -~ ----- ~------- - ------

Lanqurlge Expen enre C 2 4.34 3.6* 

Grade G 2 2.71 2.25 

Sex of SubJect X 2 oq 1. 74 

CxG 4 1./r? 1. 22 

CxX 2 2.S7 2.14 

GxX 2 2. '3~ 1. 95 

~xGxX 4 1. 93 1. 61 

S 85 1. 20 

Listener Condition L l .07 . 2 ~ 

CxL 2 .64 1. 85 

GxL 2 .21 .60 

XxL .11 .31 
1 

CxGxL 4~ .46 /1.33 

CxXxL - 2 .08 .23 

GxXxL 2 .21 .61 

CxGxXxL 4 . 13 .38 

Sx'L 85 .35 

• *;) , . 0 l 
, 

----- [{J 
\ '/l!t 



A5 
.-

" • Fre'luPllcy of OccurrencE' 0,[ rach Rule as Mrntiorlf:d hy SI/bjects 
. 

in the Si<]hterl -and Blindfolded- qStC1101' Conditions 

'"' "lI' 

plnd. /"/ 
S_tghte~ / 

,/" 

f~ul e ,/ 
/ .. / 

/ .-
l. cal' each 59 50 

2. ' di e 111 ClIp 88 66 

3. shake die 79 74 
.,' 

4. movp rar 88 88 
. 

5. ,end - \'J; ns 45 45 

6 blar~ -- no turn 71 ... 87 

\ 

l, 

• 
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/16 

Summary of the Ana1ysis of Variancp on r1ei:1Il fJumber 

Source -

---- ------ _!-

Language Exreri pnce 

Grade 

Sex of 5ubject 

of 1 El aborated Rlll es D 

• 
---------- ------_._---

- '" df Mean SlllJare' . F Ratio 
------- ------.... --- ---------

~ C 

G 

X 

CxG 

CxX 

GxX 

CxGxX .. ,., 
1" S 

,~ . 

2 

2 

4 

2 

2 

4 

85 

1. 04 .58 

2.93 1. 48 

.73 .36 

2. ~ 7 1. 15 

1n,43 . 5.28** 

.44 .22 

1. 06 .54 

'1.98 

------- --------------------------------------~--
**p <'.01 

. 
-
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• C;urnmal'Y of the Analysis of Var;al1œ on Mean NllIllber 

or Non- El aborated Rul es ' 

--- -.--- ----- - ._--- -----_ ..... --------- --- --- -----

Soürcp 
f 

df ~leël n Squal~e " F Ratio 

---- -----'"-- -

Language Exped encp C 2 2.24 1. 27 

Grade G 2 .7? .41 
...., 

Sex of Sllbject X .83 .47 
.-

1 
CxG 4 3.47 1. 97 

1 
CxX 2 9.Q8 5.67** 

1 GxX 2 .05 .03 
1 
1 CxGxX 4 5.06 0 2.87 
1 

1 S 85 1. 76 

-------
l' 1 

'h~p/. OJ' 
1 1 

! 

r 
/ 1 

l 
/' 

r 
r 

1 / 
, ~ 

1 

/ 
,/ 

/' 
" ' 

., 
1 

/ 
1 • 

• 1 

- ,.-,-
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-<;lirnmary of the Analysis of Variancp on the Fli'looration Ratio 

------------- "-----

Source 

Language fxperi ellr C , 

Grade G 

Sex ofo Subject X 

**p< Ol 

\ CxG~ 
\ 
\ CxX 
\ 
\ 

GxX -

\ CxGxX 

\ 
"'J 

\ 
\ 
\ 

s 

\ 
, 
\ 
\ 

df 

2 

2 

1 

4 

2 
; 

2 

4 

85 

" 

------ - ----~. 

~1can Square F Ratio 

----- --- ---
.17 1. 95 

. l ~ 1. 66 

.O? .002 

.Hi 1. 89 

.73 8.66** , !, 0 

.04 .50 

.08 .88 . . 

.08 

.. 

" 

J 
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• SW)ll1lary of the Ana,lysis of Vi'lri anee 

on l'Iumber of Utteré1n~es 

-- " _______ w 

", -~----

.,. 
Saurer df ~1E'a n Sfj ua re F Ratio 

...... 

-~- -- -- - -_ .. -- - ------- - --~---

Languaqe Experiel1ce C 2 - H.12 - 1. 18 
l' r 

,r 

Grade G 2 30.74 2.54 

Sex of Subject X 21.f;4 1. 79 

CxG 4 15.87 ·1.32 

CxX 2 11. qs .99 

GxX 2 7.? 1 .50 

CxGxX 4 16.63 1. 38 

S 89 12.06 

Listener Condition L 58.92 13.25*** 
J 

CxL 2 .31 .07 
. 

GxL 2 6.58 1. 48 

XxL 1.59 .36 

CxGxL 4 2.19 .49 

CxXxL :z 3.28 .74 

GxXxL 2 4.47 1. 01 .. 
CxGxXxL 4 2.52 

SxL 89 4.45 
n 

~ 
. 

---

*p<.05; **p<.Ol ; ***p<.OOl 

• , 
• 
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Stmllllilry of thè I\nalysis of Vill iilt1,r 

l ---- --- -- - -- --
, 

Source 

LanClUiFlr: Expel-iil.nce 

Grade 

Sex of SubJect 

. 
Listener Conditi on 

• 

on ~ean Length of Utterance 

---=------ -- --- --- -

C 

G 

x 

CxG 

CxX 

'GxX 

CxGxX 

s 

L 

CxL 

GxL 

XxL 

CxGxL 

CxXxl 

GxXxL 

CxGxXxL 

SxL 

, . 

.. 

df 

2 

2 

4 

2 

2 

4 

89 

2 

2 

4 

2 

2 

4 

89 

( 

" 

-- -------------
Mean SqUare- F~ Rat i 0 .' 

5.37 .68 , 

3.?2 .42/· 

2.95 
~ 

-~ 

7 18 

('. ?9 

14.n2 .. 
3.17 .40 

7.89 

. 4.09 1. 35 

.83 .28 

2.08 .69 

B.54 2.'84 

2.81 .93 

2.54 .84 

2.95 .98 

5.42 l.80 

3.01 

/ 

~ 

/1. 



All . . 

• Summary of the Ana1ysls of Variancp oti~lIInbel1 

of Slmple Senten ces 

*, .. 
--- ---- ------ -------------- ---

Source df ~1e an Sq ua re F Ratio 
- ~ 

----------- -----~-
tt;; -------~ --

Languaqe Expe rien ce C 2 \ ] 
~ 22 .27 

Grade . , G 2 9.81 2.15 .. ~-, 
-. Se'x of Subject X 2 31 .51 

CxG 4 .91 .20 , 

\- CxX 2 , 
........ ,l 8 93 1.96 J 

~ 

GxX 2 . 1. 90 1 .42' 

CxGxX 4 4.46 .98 , 

. , S ,89 ~.56 

" Listpnrr Condltion L ) 13.98 6.93* 

CxL 2 .20 .10 

GxL 2 2.06 l. 02 

4.52 2.24 

CXGX~ 4 - .59 .29 

CxX>;L 2 .10 .05 , ~ 

GxXxL 2 --- .2Q· .. . 10 

CxGxXxL 4 1. 04 .52 

SxL 89 2.02 

"-----
, 

*p' .05 

~ . 

• . ... 



'\..~, 

1\12 

\ • 0 

Summary of the /\nalysls of Variance on r'le cm Nllll1ber 

• of Coordinate Clause.:; 

" .... 
---- ------~-~----- . ----- .------- .. ....... ,.. c 

Source df, ~leal1 Square F Ratio 

- -----~~-~------~- ..... _-- ------- - -------

Language E xppri ence C , 2 1. fig • 1. 79 

Grade G 2- 1 . fin ~ 1. 69 

Sex of:SlJbject x . ()1 . al 

CxG 4 1. fJO 1. 06 

0 CxX 2 4/ 1. 51 >' , '" G 

GxX· 2 4 69 4.97** 

CxGxX 4 .lÎl .64 

S 89 .qt1 

Li stene r Con,ditfgn L 
" > 

} 1.-25 2. 16 

CxL , <> 2 ' .25 .43 

"'.: GxL , ' 2 . 18 .30 

". 
.·005 XxL ~. 1 ~ ". .008 

\ --;: 
: .:''!rt1 

CxGxL 4 .23 .39 

CxXxL 2 .25 
.. 

.43 Il 
, ',4 . 

GxXxl 2 .28 .48 .. ,.--:;J . 
,1 

CxGxXxL 4 .28 .48 , 

.' ! \, 
SxL 89 .59 . 1 

d. 
f "' --- --. 

**p·-.Ol .'J 

(\ '" , 

• 
;0 , 



, 
1\13 

'"1 

• S ulIlma t'y - 0 f the I\naly,;is of Var; ance on t,lC(lll Nillpller 
0 

\ 
of S unordi nate Cl a us es 

, 1 \ 
, \ ( . 

------- - -- --y---s -
Source :: df 

~ 

t1ean Square F Rati à 
1 .. 

- --- -------
~------ -----

1 

Languaqp Expenence C 2 ln 35 (36 

Grade G 2 , , 
fl. Rn 1. 16 

Sex of 511bject X . 1 80 .50 
<J 

CxG 4 Q cg 1. 22 

CxX 2 9.05 1.19 
-"~~ ..... 

GxX 2 5.88 _ .78 

CxGxX 4 6.05 
C) 

.80 .-
" 

S 89 7.58 "-. .. 
"-

-'\ 
Lis t8t1f? l' Canditi on L J l 26.68 10.53** 

r> 

CX'L 2 10.45 4.12* 

GxL 2 .20 .08 1 

.. XxL 1 
\. 

2.44 .96 

CxGxL 4 3.23 1. 28 

'CxX'xL 2 ~ ·2.21 .88, 

GxXxL 2, 
• 

.. 2.33 .92 

CxGxXxL 4 .70 .27 

6xL 89 2.53 

. -~p<. 05; **p< .01 

• 



" 

• 
•• 
, 

.~ 

f..'-:" 
\ 

. ~ 

• 
.j, 

.... 

• 

'. 
.' 

"'Summary of the Alla1~<;lS of Var;an(:@ on ~1eéln 'NlIlJIb~ .. [' 

(lf Relative Clause<; 
~ ~. 

/ \ ---- - - - - - \ -- -----_._---- -- _._----'--

SOl:Jrce df ~1~an Square 

-_.- --------'- - ------------ ----- ------
\ 

,~ .... \ 

language Expenence C 2' 

~ 
:.19 

" 

Gr.aclp ,G 'Q 1 311 

Se'x, ,0 F '\-ub ject 
-~ 

X .n • < 

CxG 4 . ~ l 

. CxX 2 .Sfi 

GxX .. 2 1. 36 
"- t 

CxGxX 4 . ~6 
j 

~ 

, " . ; S ' 89 . 31 

""' Li s tenp\' Conaitio-n L ~, 
.001 

. • 
.~ , CxL \ 2 .49 

GxL" 2 ... . ! .n 
XxL .22 .. 

• " v 
CxGxL 4 ,04 . \ 

" 
2 . ~ CxXxL .04 

.! 

. , GxXxL 2 .003 , 
> 

" ('0. CxGxXxL 4 .18 , 

SxL 89 .29 
~ 

-_ ... -~---
- ~ ,; 

, *p 1.05 

• 
J~~ 

. , 

" .. 

~ .. u 

F Rat; 0 

.61 

4.20* 

2.33 

1. 31 

1. 81 

4.38* 

:. 
1. 47 ~ 

0 

.005 

· 17 

.39 

.71 

· l 3 

· 12 ! 
.01 

.64 ..... 

J 
.~ ......... 

~ 



• .. 
,"\~ 

') Ulllllla ry 0 f tJle Allalvsis of Variance 011 ~1() dn f1l11Jlhp r -

of Prpcli cate UÙerances 
; 

/i 

" 
- ---- ------ .- ~- --- -~ - -~--

Source df ~1eùn Squilre F Ratio 

----- --_._- -" --~ --------- - ----, 
~ 

Language Experience C ,t 2 1 , lq 
0 

4.02* 
.. 

Grade G 2 .cl .59 

Sex of SubJect X 1. n6 3.08 
• 
\ 

CxG 4 , 12 .35 

CxX 2 .5P. 1. 68 

1 GxX 2 .21 .59 

CxGxX 4 .18 1 .52 

~ S 89 .35 , 
;' \ ' . 1 

1 
Listener Condition L 1 ~.08 1 .55 

li 1 
~ CxL 2 .28/ 7

84 • 
GxL 2 .21 .39 

\- XxL .0, .63 . 
./ 

CxGxL 4 .0 .2& 
A 1 , 

<> 

" "CxXxL 2 .10 .65 
)lt 

GxXxL 2 .28 1. 84 
~ 

-- &xGX};~L.. 4 .22 1. 49 
~ .... ~-- "-

SxL 89 '\ . 15 (\ 

• 



o 

1\16 
r o 

'. Summary of the Ana1ysis of Variance on Mean Nll l lllwr of 

AcJjPctival Utterancps 1 

- -- --1-.--'--~-----

l , SO'U rer df Neall SqUél re F Ratio 

----- --------------._--_._-------- -. ------- ~---_._----

tanguBLlP Experienj:p C 2 .99 1. 70 .. ./ 

Grad<: G 2 · 31 .52 

Sex of Subjeet ) 
X .12 .20 

CxG 4 1.13 1. 94 1 

'1_::- " 

.f~ , CxX 2 · 1 S .25 
0,' 

GxX 2 o 1 ( .20 

CxGxX 4 1. {1 2.07 

\ " 
S, 89 · Sq 

IV . -
ListellPr Condition L ~.O6 .34 

1 . 
CxL 2 .25 1. 36 

/ 

'GxL 2 1.29 7.00** 
, 

" 

)!;xL ~1 .002 .01 

CxGxL 4 .21 1. 12 

CxXxL 2 .33 \ 1 .79 

., GxXxL 2 · 11 .60 
Q 

CxGxXxL 4 .6? 3.37* 

SxL 89 · 19 Il 

s. J~ 't , 
0 

-----
'-

*p- ,05; ,**p" .01; ***p<. 00 1 
c 

l' 



\ 
\ 

(\17 

• Sumlllary of the Analysis of Variance 

) on False Starts 

---- --- --___ ?'"" ~ ___ ~ ______ M __ .. 
Source df MeAn Sfl ua re F Rat; 0 

. ---- -- --~- .. ~ ----- ------ --
Language Experience C 2 1. QG , .73 ., 
Grade G 2 l.?7 .86 

-~. 

S~x of" Subject X 1 .01 .08 

CxG 4 1. 29 .87 
'1 

CxX 2 1. ?( .83 

GxX 2 , .73 .49 
_.--

/' CxGxX 4 2.01) 1. 39 

S 89 1. 48 
~. 

Listener Condition L 1 .49 1. 59 
....," --

CxL 2 .99 T.19 
... 

GxL 2 .03 .04 

XxL 1 .33 1. 39 

CxGxL 4 1. 43 1.72 

CxXxL 2 .82 .98 
0 ., . 

GxXxL 2 .05 .06 

CxGxXxL Il .66 .79 

SxL 89 .83 

•• 



A1H 

• Summary of the Analys;s of Variance on rlean NUlllber 

of Attention Getters 

--------~--- --
~ . 

--- ---- 1 

Source df Mean S~ua re F Ratio 
> 

--- - -~-----~-- --

LargUage Exreriellce C 2 .45 .40 

Grade G 2 .06 .05 

" 
Sex of 5ubject X 

- 1.nl 1. 61 
~ 

CxG 4 .69 .6? 

CxX 2 .n3 .02 

GxX 2 1. I? .99 
(}, 

CxGxX 4 3.2S 2.89* 

S 89 1. 1 3 

Lis telle r Candit i on L .07 .22 

CxL 2 .03 .09 

GxL 2 ., .14 .43 

XxL .07 .24 

, CxGxL 4 . 12 .38 

CxXxL 2 .08 .25 
t ' • 

GxXxL 2 1. 03 3.2.,7* 

CxGxXxL 4 .23 . 14 

, SxL 1 89 .31 

*p .05; **p<.Ol; . ***p<.OOl 

• , . 



• 
Black 1 

Black ') 

• 

Al9 

F.>:;1tnp!f' nf romple~e Descr ipLlons CivPTl by 
a Child [or [l11 Sl!< nesigns 

S' 1 t . rhis one looks a litt le hi 1- 1 Lkr' 1-\1'(1 <;hark 's loJTestllng 

,,, i th rach other. 

S' H0c311se lhey've got big ioints stLcbng out 

E: nnes It look like.~nthing e\se? 

S: Yeah, it looks like sorne curvy !1lo1mt~linc;. 

E: l"'hy? 

S:. Recause they've got like big pbints ~nrl little points and all 
~ 

90rts of points and they'rp burnpy ... tt~ look burnpy. 

E: Does it look like anything else? 

S: No. 

S: This one looks llke sornebody 1 s head. There's a foot sticking 

out of some~oJY's head, and ther~'s ears. 

E: \:Illy a head? 

S: Because it 's round. 

E: Does lt look like anything else 7 

S: Yeh. It looks like a foot sticking out of somebody's head. 

E: Why? 

S: Bccausc 1 L 's big. 

E: Does it look like anything else? 

S: No • 



• A 19 (Contillll ('<1) 
1 

Block Î S' This Olle looks lik(' a T-c.;lJirl .'1 ]ll-tlc bil. 

'S' BC't'[l\lse, lij{(' its got arlns and <1 parL for your neck. 

E: noc~ it look like anythipg clsp) 
, 

S' \pnh. It looks a lUtle lnt lIke a 

.. J- ___ , 

'S: 'CBlIse, hecause it. •. like stlL'king out, th'O arms and it's 

.stlcking out the same way. 

E: Daes it look like anything clse? 

S: No. 

S: Tha t looks ltke somebody' s hand. 

E: Why? 

$: It looks like a boxer boxing because like he's got big ff~ts 

sticking out. 

E: Does it look like anything else? 

S: Yeah. It looks like a UI a little bit 

'E: Why? 

S: Becau se i t curves. 

E' DQes it look like anything else? 

S: No. 

Block .J S: lt looks a hLtle btt ltke a fish 

E: Why? 

S: Because lts got a point at the top and it 's got a little bit' 
\\ 

.' !i1<i:! ;; ta i 1. _I~ 

\. 



• />,19 (continufd) 

E: Dors 1 t look 1ike anything plse l 

S' Nil l 
\ 

Bloc" 6 S, rh (~ ln s t on0 lookJ like <1, E i "Il too. 

E' I,Yfl\' } 

~ . I\('Ullt <,8 itls got points 011 i te; "cad lOf), 

F· lloec; lt look like anything ('Ise} ,-/ 

S: Y('ilh l t 1 s got a tad tha t f" aIl. .. and i t looks lj ke SOIne -

hody \vLth a hat on. 

E: \oJhy? 
11 

L 

S: Because it shaped like a hat. 

E: Does it look 1ik~; anything else? 

S: No. 

1 

• 



.~ 

Bloch 

Block ? 

" 

Bloc \, ~ 

Black 4 

Bloc k ') 

1310<.." IJ 

'. 

A20 o 

EX8tllp!l' oi a Samplc of .1 Clnld ',; D('script lllll of the 
AhsLract Design$ 3S Givl'tl t,n'n L~nt('r 

" 

1t ... I-hi" one 100k',"a littL(' l)il likl r~\ll~. sharks wreslling 

,d,Il cach oLller. 

f. " (,n1\' 1 

S· '~('('a\1c;e they've got blg poinl-s slicl"in;, Pllt. 

S: "I,.1.e; flne looks like somebod.;'s Iil'Jd. lhf're 's a foot st] (10 ng 

Ollt nr somebocly's head, and l}H'J'(I'S 1',:lrS 

S: Because"lt 's round. 

S' This one looks like a T sll1rt a littl(' hit. 

E' Why? 

S. Recause, llke it's $ot arms and a parl for jour neck. 

S: That looks like somèbody's hand. 

E: Why? 

S: It looks like a boxer boxing bccause like he 's got big flsts 

sticking out. 
". 

S: It Looks a httle bit hke a [ish. 

E: \o,'hy? 

S' BC'cause itls got a point at the top and it's gat a little bIt 

1 ) k(' :1 t n il. 

S: 'l'he las t one Looks 1ike J li~h Loo 

E: \'/11 y') ~-
\ 

S: Uecause i t 's got paults on j t ' s head tao. 

1 



• 

• 

A21 

1 

Surnmary o.f the I\nêllysis of Variance on /\r:curëlcy 

S con?') for' the Abs tract Des i gn T ilS k 

------ -- ----- - -- ------------

Source df rlean ~<llla re F Ratio . 

.... -- - -- - -- - - - --- ~ 

Languc1q~ Experlence (. ., L 2 9 ~3 .43 
~~""""~ 

Gràde G 2 fi 1. Ii? 2.82 . 
Sex of C;uhJect X 14 l[) .65 

CxG 4 5 ~R .26 
, 

CxX 2 
-' 

ln.OS .74 , 

GxX 2 35 . fi j ,-....--.. 1. 63 

CxGxX 4 1O.-9? .50 

S 89 21. RI 

J' 

/ 

~ 
~ 



• Summary of the Ana1ysis of Variance on Ratings 

for the I\bstract Desi~,ns Tasv 

---- ~ ----------- --- - -------- - ----~- - -_. - ---- -
Sourep 'df F Rat i 0 ' 

.l 

" ------- --- - --.,.--- ._-------- ~-~- - ----- - ---- -------

Languaop ExpPrl enre L 2 .n? .07 
~ 

Grade G 1 2 . 7H 2.77 

Sex of SIJhJect X 1. 18 4.21)* 

CxG 4 .37 1. 31 

CxX 2 .97 3.43* 

GxX 2 .40 

~ ~ CxGxX 4 1. 26 , , 
S 89 .?8 

*p<.05 
. . 

.. 

- • 



\ A23 

• Summal'y of the I\na 1 ys i s of Va l'i ance on Feerlback 
• 

Scores for the Abstrdct Des i gns Task- r ~ 

- -------------- -------- --

Source df r·1ean Sq lia re • 
--- - -- ------ --- ------- --- ---

Languél gr E xperi encp L 2 .72 

Grade G 2 2.21 

Sex of Suh.]ect X 1. 1 If 

CxG 4 1.0 

CxX 2 .8? 

.GxX 2 1. ifS 

CxGxX 4 1. 16 

S 89 .49 

" 

pc:.05 

• (, 

F Rati 0 

1. 48 

4.52* 

2.32 

2.05 

1. 68 

2.97 

2.38 

1 



,,, 

A?4 

• Summary of the Analysis of VariaQc~ on' Meatl NUlllber of 
" 

E~iocenrr~c. Incorrect Pcsronscc; 

. 
- - --- -------.. 

" • 
df ~111an Sfjllùre F. Ra t i 0 , Source 

, . -_.- - ---------------------- - ---- .. --..,. --

Languaqe Experipnce C ~ ,% ,29 

Grade G 2 6, l 7 3.17* 

CxG 4 1. S6 .80 

, . S 70 1. 94 

, 
" 

) Date O~îng D 2 .65 .74 

CxD .4, 
h tG :87 

GxD' 4 .33 .39 

CxGxD 8 .94 1.08 
, 

SxD 140 . .87 

---------------------------------------~---~---

*p<.05; **p<.Ol; ***p<.OOl 

" 

, 
" 

, q 

" , . 

• 



• 
.. 

, -' 

/ 

• 

) 

./ 

, 
'\ 

1 

~ 

, . 

A2') 

, . 
S'tJlllmary or the-,/\nalysis of Variance on ~1ean Number of 

- \ 
Non-Ego(C"nt yj c, Correct Rec;ponc;es 

-------------- -- -~~-------------'------r---

Source .. 
------------- ------

Languilqp Experiom:e 

Grade 

0 

Date of Testing , 

C 

G 

CxG' 

,5 

o 

CxO 

GxO 

CxGxO 

df' 

2 

2 

, 4 

70 

2 

-,.; .4 

4 

8 

SxD ..,J40 

~1ean $quaY'P . , 

1. 01 

6.69 

.78 

1.58 

1 

. 'H~ 1 -

.34 

.57 
\ .... 50 

F Ratio 

.64 

4.24* 

.49 

. 
2. 1 7 

.80 

.67 

1. 14 

---- -;' ._--+-------------------------~ 
*p<.05; **p<.Ol; ***p<.OOl 

~ . 
.~ 

1 _ \.l' 

.. 



.' 
1 

.' 

A'2.(-

S~aty of the Arléllysis of Variance on Meéln ~lUll1bel1 of 

l'Iotl-Fqocrnfrir, Incorrect Ppsponses 

----- J---~- - ----- -
) 

Sourc~' df 

~- ------ - -----

LangunCJ~ Expe l'l ~nce C 2 

Grade G 2 

CxG 4 

S 70 

Date of Tes ting 0 2 

CxD /4 

GxD 4. 

. CxGxD 8 

,SxD 140 

*p - 05; **p<.Ol; ***p<.OOl 

• 

" 

• 
1 

~ 

.01 

1. 00 

".24 

.58 

.09 

.14 

. f2 
----.~ 

• .48 

.49 

. ..." 

. 17 

1. 73 

.42 

. 19 

.28 

.25 

, .98-
/' > 

'l' 
f 

-

\ 
\ 

\ 

i 
1 " 
1 

'-

t'~ 

~ 
-' 

/ , 
- • 

" 



• 
'. 

• 

:;27 

Summal'Y of the Ana'lysis of Variance on Solectin9 il friend for Oneself 
(June, 1973) 

SOUtCP __ L_df 
1\Lan~lIaCJP ExpPI'i ence 

Grdue 
Se x r.c C; ut- j e ct 

'Ethlll(lt-y of 0011 

Se x () 1 1)0 11 . 

C 
G 
X 

CxG 
CxX 
GxX 

CxGxX 
S 

" , 

1 
l 
? 
2 
1 
2 

54 

E 4 
CxE 8 
GxE 4 
XX,E 4 

CxGxE' 8 
CxXxE 8 
GxXxE 4 

Gx.GxXxE 8 
. S'xE 216 

o 
CxO 
GxO 

CxGxO 
XxO 

CxXxO 
GxXxD 

CxGxXxD 
SxD 

1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
l 
2· 

54 

EXO 4 
CxfxD , 8 
GxExD 4 
XxExD 4 

CxGxExD 8 
CxXx[x[). il 
GxXx[ xD 4 

CxGxXxExp 8 
SxExO 216 

--:;1 --- ---

29. g2 
66. ï:1 
26.99 
52. ~ G 
27.4Q 
3.71 

?15.49 
St.57 

171 Ai 
19. l 3 
35.14 
28 93 
13 G LI 
34 r ':: 
15 ( 1 
39. 134 
31.18 

7.93 
36.99 
n.68 
28.53 

5085.29 
6.70 

158.28 
23.50 
74.29 

11 .92 
30.91 
12.84 
39.86 
fl.OO 
C) • G 2 

47.17 
10.64 
20.55 

.48 
1.07 

.43 

.84 

.44 

.06 
3.92* 

-, 
5 ~9** 

.61 
1. 13 

.93 

.44 
1.11 

.50 
1. 28 

.11 

.50 

.32 

.38 
68.45*** 

.09 
2.13 
,.32 

.58 
1. 50 

.62 
1. 94 

.29 

.47 
2.30 

.52 

--------------------,------------------------------------
*p<.05; **p<.10; ***p<.OOl 

-/ / 



• 

d' 

..... 

l' -. _. 

• 

fv? Il 

Stlllllliarv of _ th~ Annlysis .of Varian((' 011 Sr.1rrtillg a Friend 

ln thr Pn~' of f\ rrench Canadirll (~JUIl(?, lCJ71) 
1 

,/ 

----- ----------------- ----- -- - -- ---~-----

Source df ~1(-:Jn SqUéll e "- F Ratlo 
\ 

• 
---- --------- ---- ----- - - ---\-

\ ---7f:' 
Lanquclfj0 ExpeY'l en ce .' C n 43 27 \ 

_: 47 " \ 

Grade (1 1 GB.in .75 
Sex of S ubJPct X 1 12 3,1 , .13 

Cxl, 2 53,12 \ .58 
CxX 2 _ 93.91 . 1\.02 
GxX 1 3.01l \03 

CxGxX 2 120.[19 1 .\31 
S 54 9? n 1 . \ J 

é \ 

Ethm city of Do Il E --- 4 332 82 10. 79'-r** 
CxE 8 28 38 )\'. .92 
GxE 4 91.88 2.98 
XxE 4 3·Z2 .10 \ 

Q, ~ CxGxE 8 29.7S .96 
CxXxE .8 30 09 .97 
GxXxE 4 43.46 1. 41 

1 CxGxXxE 8 26.n .85 
SxE 216 30.85 

Sex of [1011\ D 1 11.71 .22 • "- CxQ 2 74.3G 1 ~ 42 

~ .'< GxO 1 11 .04 .21 
..... o:r ...... r- ......... ~J l' CxGxO 2 42.27 .81 

XxO 1 2556., 48.75*** 
CxXxO 2 l. .03 

\ 
GxXxD 1 92.79 1.77 

CxGxXxD 2 73.50 l. 40 
SXO 54 52.44 

'" ':t 

ExD 4 3.12 . 16 
CxExD 8 12.67 , .65 .... -
GxExO 4 1. 75 .09 
XxExD • 4 30.08 1. 54 

CxGxExD 8 20.48 1.05 
CxXxE xO 8 1J .45 "'" . 59 
GxXx[ xD 4 27.01 1. 38 

CxGxXxE xD 8 19.59 ~ l .00" 
SxtxD 216 19.56 

, 
• . 

n 
...-,. , 

"/ \ , 
f 

, 
t , 
\ . 

*p/.05; **p' f 10; ***p< .001 • \ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

('. 

"'" 
\ , 

\ 
\ 
\ 
l 

\ , 
l 
\ 
\ 
\ .... , 

\ 
'-

" 

/ 

." 



• 

• 

fI(~9 

SUIIUlhll'y of the /\nillvsis of Vanance on the t~E'an Sirnilarity Ratings 
• 

(June, 1q73) 

--- ------ - - -- - ---- "--- ---- - -- .---- -- ---

Sourr(: df [·lea n ' )rjlJrl re F Riltio 
---- --- - - .. _---

Langlli1qe Experience 
Gradr 
Sex of Subjec t 

Etlrniclty of 0011 

Se x or 0011 

~i 

C 
G 
X 

CxG 
CxX 
GxX 

CxGxY. 
S 

E 
CxE 
GxE 
XxE 

CxGxE 
CxXxE 
GxJxE 

1 éxGxXxE 
SxE 

0 
CxO 
GxD 

CxGxO 
\ 

XxD, 
CxXxD 
GxXxO 

CxGxXxD 
S xr:, 

ExD 
CxExO 
GxExD 
XxE~D 

Cx(~xExD 

CxXx[xD 
GxXx[x[) 

CxGxXxExD 
,SxExD .' 

2 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 

54 

4 
8 
4 
4 
8 

'8 
4 
8 

216 

1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 

54 

4 
8 
4 
4 
8 
8 
4 
8 

216 

* p<.05; ** p<.Ol; ***p<.OOl_ 

f 

/ 
! 

242.44 
18. ?3 

6 . 1'1 
143·14 
1 1 R 75 
1(5.75 

SS .Ilr 
7n.?G 

359.77 
, SR 2,1 

120 21· 
3~j.i)7 

16. ('Jo 
5 t .5; 
411 . el~\' . 37.25 
32.81 

55. 19 
77.09 

218.13 

• 79.84 
6289.11 

2.17 
.01 

73.63 
67.70 

12.38 
34.66 
39.08 
38.56 
13. ?3 
15. G~ 
9. ~8 

\ 

18.58 
2'1 . 07 

- - -"' -----

f 
, 

3. 18 
.64 
.08 

1 .88 
1 .56' 
1.65 

.73 

10.96*** 
'J 1. 78 

3.68** 
1. 19 

.49 
1. 57 
1. 37 
1. 14 

,0 

.82 
1 .• 1 4 1 
3.22 
1. 18 

92.89*** 
.03 
.0002 

1. 09 

.59 
1.64 
1. 85 
1. 83 

.63 

.75 

.45 

.88 

p = .06 

., 
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A30 

SlIlJ1mdl~y of Teqs of Simple FffrrLs 

(lJlme. 1973) 

Sclertlng a Friend for Self: 

---~- -- -------- -- - ----- --- - - --

clf rlf F 

------- ---~---------- ------- -------~---

? 1.77 

73.14 

128.92 

-

114 

1'14 

114 

37.46 

37.46 

37.46 

1 

Selecting a Friend in Rol'e of FC: 

MS
Bn4N df MSERROR 

64. 16 94 43.08 

172.55 94 43.08 

183.. 59 94 43.08 

f\ 

-no .5 

270 1. 95 

no 3.44* 

df F 

270 1. 49 

270 4.01* 

270 4.26* 

J 



r,31 

<, 

SUnlmël Y'y of t hp An a lys i s of VariAnce on Srlpcting a 

• rrirnd roI' OneseJ f (Dt'fc01I1hor, 1 fi li) 

-- -- --- ---- -~--- -~-- ~;;,,-~ - - -----~-

SourCe dJ r"ean Sflllare F Ratio 
â 

-- ----~ ----
-~---- ------- -------- -, 

Languilfle fxperience C 2 228.04 2.80 P : .06 
Grade ,G 2 14. 19 . 17 
Sex I)f C:;ubJect X 1 34.30 .42 

CxG 4 70 71 .87 
CxG 2 151.69 1. 86 
GxX 2 134. 77 

, 
1. 66 

CxGxX 4 267.89 3.29** 
l " S 109 81. YJ 

Ethni Cl ty of 0011 E 5 3Ki.51] 18.85*** 
CxE 10 25.60 1. 28 
GxE 10 10.33 : 52 
XxE 5 70.5:? 3.53** 

CxGxE 20 14 90 .75 
CxXxE 10 20.79 1. 04 

.. GxXxE 10 14 97 .75 
CxGxXxE 20 Hi. 71 .84 

SxE 545 19. 9 7 
,. ' 

"t Sex of [10 Il 0 1 18.51 . 31 
CxD 2 25.82 .42 
GxD 2 36.79 .62 

CxGxD 4 64.37 1.08 
XxD 1 12526.6 209.63*** 

CxXxD 2' 38.25 .64 
GxXxD 2 74.41 1. 25 

CxGxXxD 4 186.96 3.13* 
SxD 109 59.76 'ri' 

ExD 5 
J 
6.11"- .37 / 

CxExD 10 5.45 ,.33 ' 
GxExD 10' 6.87 .41 
XxExD , 5 34.29 2.07 

'CxGxExD " 20 16.84 1. 02 
CxXxExD lQ 30.06 1. 81 

,; GxXxExD 10 11. 91 .72 
CxGxXxExD 20 8.0 1 .48 

SxExD 545 16.58 

l-

"kp<'.05, **p<.Ol ; ***p<. 00 1 

• 
c' 

.. 



• 

• 

SUI11111al'Y of LIli"' AnalYS1S of Variarrr (ln Sclprt 111~1 a Fnend 

in the Rule nf il rrench Canarllilll (rJPC'(llllf,C't, 1973) 

SOUI'CP 

Lan~ILf;:j(:o Expr 1'1 E"lCC 

Grade 
Sex of Sl.1b.l P C't 

Ethnlrity of 0011 

Sex of f)oll 

o 

d'( 

~---~--- -~---- -. 

C 
,G 

>. 
CxG 
CxX 
GxX 

CxGxX 
S 

t 
CxE 
GxE 
XxE 

CxGxE 
CxXxE 
GxXxE 

CxGxXxE 
SxE 

" 
1 

" L 

1 
4 
2 
'1 
'-

~ 
109 

5 
10: 
la 
5 

20 
la 
la 

.420 
5-45 

o 1 
CxD 2 
CxD 2 

CxGxO ~4 

XxD 1 
CJ:xD 2 
GxXxO 2 

CxGxXxO Il 
SxO 109 

ExD 5 
CxExD 10 
GxExO 10 
XxExO 5 

CxGxExO 20 
CxXxExO 10 
GxXx[ xD 10 

CxGxXxE xl) ?O 
i SxExLJ 545 

171 2S 
118. (N 

1. ï5 
59 (;7 

l14 9:' 
!02 5~ 
176 sr; 

Clp, '?7 

1323.69 
16, 14 
14 ['0 
5.3 1 (' 
23 ?h 
2 J (li) 

11.1)3 
21. lJ 
18.99 

1 50 
67.96 
32.35 
31 .81 

5570.55 
169.22 
80.69 

149.43 
44.49 

3.45 
9.53 
5.65 

16.16 
8. 19 
3. ZR 

11. 1\3 
? . CJG 

10.41 

- --------

r Hati 0 

1. 74 
.50 
.02 
.61 

1.17 
1. 04 
1.80 

69.70*** 
.85 
.7,8 

2.80* 
1. 22 
1. 22 

.60 
1.11 

.03 
1. 53 
. 73 
. 71 

125.21*** 
3.80* 
1.81 
3.31* 

.33 
: 9.2-
~4 

1.55 
.79 
.32 

1. 14 
.28 

-- ------- -----------------------
*p'.05; **p<'.01; ***p<.001 

1. • 



A3 \ 

'. Summaly of LfH,' Al1itlysis of Variancr (111 Se1ertillÇJ a Fr; end 

III t-!Jf' Rolf' of a Russlan (DI1C('ll'hrl , lCl7i) 

---- -- - ---~-- - - -- -- --

SourCf~ df r 'lPiHl , Sn Il a 1'0 F Ratio 

-~~ -. -- ---- - ------~-

Langu'l (fi' Exp~ri ('!lep C " 102,9Q :87 ( 

GradE. r, 'J 48 l f .41 t 

Sex of SubJp.ct y 1 72 ~ 1 .62 ,\ 

CxG 4 SB :/1 .49 
CxX 2 • '36 lS .31 
GxX 2 49Jif) .42 

CxGxX 4 12G 3° 1.07 
S 109 117 71 

Eth Il i ( 1 t), 0 f f)(111 E 5 1 ? Si~, 17 60.41*** 
CxE 10 l 7.51 .84 

< GxE 10 17.47 , .84 
XxE 5 27 92 1. 34 

CxGxE 20, 11, n .66 
CxXxE 10 -13 f 1 .65 
GxixE 10 20 (lI) .96 

CxGxXxE 20 1 8. JU .88 
SxE 545 20. ~n 

,; 

". l Sex 0 f no 11 0 1 ' 12.90 . 31 
CxO 2 " 16.98 .41 
GxO 2 3.52 .08 

CxGxO 4 . 31 .57 .75 
XxO l 3832.8~ 91.56*** 

CxXxO 2 166.96 3.99* 
GxXxO 2 26.12 .62 

CxGxXxO 4 120.84 2.89 
SxO 109 41.86 

ErxO 5 12.42 1. 14 
\ .cxExO 10 7.19 .66 

GxExO 10 12.75 1.18 
XxExO 5 10.64 .98 

CxGxExO 20 13.40 1. 24 
CxXx[xO la l R. 97 1. 75 
GxXx[xO lEl 11 .27 1. 04 

CxGxXxExD 20 9.32 .86 
SxExO '545 10.84 

~ 
----

• *p<.05; **p<.Ol; ***p< .001 



• 

.... 

• o 

1\ 34 

SUllllllary of the Anùlysic:; of Variance on thE' Mean S1Pdlarity Ratings 
(Oecember, ,1973) Q 

- -------------- --- - ~--~ -------
~ouY'ce df l~erlJl Squa 1 fi r Ratio 

----------

Lan~Ju;lqe Expe ri rl1ce 
Grarle 
Sex of ':>ub]ect 

Ethnicity of 00)1 

Sex of noll 

*r~.05; **p~.Ol; 

C 2 
G 2 

X ~ CxG 
CxX 2 

CX~~~ ~ 
S 109 

E 5 
CxE lO 
GxE 10 
XxE 5 

CxGxE 20 
CxXxE 10 
GxXxE 10 

CxGxXxE 20 
SxE 545 

o l 
CxO" 2 
GxO 2 

CxGxD 4 
XxD 1 

CxXxD 2 
GxXxO 2 

CxGxXxO 4 
SxO 109 

ExO 5 
CxExO 10 
GxExO 10 
XxExO 5 

CxGxExO 20 
CxXxExD la 
GxXxExO 10 

CxGxXxExD ?O 
SxExD 545 

***p<.OOl 

G l 09 
.58 
0001 

83 ]P 
?G 5 9fî 

7 ~;O 

122 99 
t:;g n? 
,- ... 

3594.42 
63 90 
S9.0~ 
28 GS 
40. g') 

52 73 
7') . ~,2 
32. () (j 
35.5? 

127. 18 
53.70 
10.72 
33.23 

4287.90 
352. l 2 
72.30 _ 
fi6 . 97 
54.92 

18.76 
7.59 

11 . 19 
28.62 
6.91 

23.39 
41 .42 
20. (in 
14.66 

~ 

1.05 
.01 

0.00 
1.44 
4.5&* 

. l 3 
2.12 

101 .19 -} ** 
l .80* 
1.66 

.81 
1. 15 
1.48 
2.25* 

.90 

, . 
2:32,_ .. 

.98 

.20 

.61 
78.D8*** 
6.41 ** , 
1 .32 
1.22 

1 .27 
.52 
.76 

, 1.95 
.47 

1.60 
2~83** 
1 .41 
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Stlmlnùl'Y of Tests of Simp1 e Effects 

(December, 1973) 

Selecting a Friend for Self: 

--~- ---- - - --- -- ----- ---- -------

11S
8TWN df ~1SERROR df 

------- --- --------- --- ---

182.88 167 30.21 654 

61. 10 167 30.21 654 

209.79 167 30.21 654 

) 

Selecting a Friend in the Ra 1 e of Fe: 

A 

~1SBT,WN df MSERROR df 

- , 

466.14 154 32.20 • 654 

403.14 154 32.-20 654 

558.01 154 32.20 654 

'" 

\ 

F 

6.05* 

2.02 

6.94* 

, 
F 

• 

14.47** 

12.5~** 
" 

17.33** 

-



• 

• 

A 36 

SUlllll1nry of Significant Nel'lma[l-Keuls COlllparisons 'on natings Far_~ 

Sclecting a Friend 

(Decelllber, 1973) 

- ---
u 

F re n C:\ G ra u p 

Selectln~ a Fnend fol' Self 

Ci 

Ee-Ru 6.62 
EC-B )' 4. l 

Am-Ru F.lO 

FC-Ru 4.67 

--- - -- ----------~ 

SelBctinq a Friend for Fe 

q 

Fe-Ru 9.25 ' 
FC-13 r 8.57 
FC-EC 5.05 
re-Am' 4.65 

EF-Ru 8.25 
E F-13 r' 7.57 
EF-EC 4.05 
EF-AIIl 3.65 

Am-Ru 1l.63 
Am-Br 3.92 

Ee-Ru 4.21 

, " /' -~------,-----------------------------~------~--------

Immers i on Group 

Selerting a Friend for Self Se1eçting a Frlend for FC 

.9. 

No Significant Comparisons FC-Br 9.0 
FC-Ru 7.97 

1 
\ 

FC-Am 6.69 : 
FC-Eti 5.24 

EF-8r 7.13 
EF- Ru 6.10 .. " 
EF-Am 4.82 
EF- EC 3.37 

o , 

,--

G 

" 



• 

,-o. , 
) 

v 

A3t, con J t 

, 
Sun1ll1;'jry of Significant Newman-Keu1s COlllparisons 011 R;'!tlngs For 

~ 
Selecting a Fnelld 

(December, 1973) 

--- - ---- ------------

Contro l Group 

Selectillq a Frip.ll/fOl" S'èlf 

SI. 

EC-Ru 6 2 
EC-Br 4.15 
EC- FC 4.02 
EC-EF 3.54 ,,::,," - ... 1 

, '0 

Am-Ru 6.75 
Am-B Y' 4.69 
Am-FC 4.53 

t-

. " 

fi 

. . 
. . 

---- -----, - - - -- -- -------

-' 

.. 
\ 

S~lecting ù Friend for FC 

g 

, C- Ru 11.23\ 
Fe-Br 10.10 
FC-Am 6.9S-
FC- EC 5,.96 
FC-EF 3.37 

EF- Ru 7.93 
EF-Br 6.8 
Ef-Am 3.68 

EC-Ru 5.32 
EC-Br 4.18 

Am-Ru 4.25 

., 


