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W 'ABSTRACT

T

The purpose of thls study was to explore the language

'performance of 1dent1cal tw1ns. The language development

N

of . 1dent1cal tw1ns appears to‘be*affected by a-domlnant—

' Vsubordlnate relatlonshlp and thls study looked at those -
effects. , - ,' o : S ' R

S

From 31x palrs of four year o0ld 1dentlcal tw1ns, three

pmale amftmree female, verbal 1anguage utterances were: tape— g'l

‘recorded The languagd utterances were stlmulated u51ng
pfour tasks The flrst task performed in the study ellclted
Klanguage from each tw1n palr in front of a’ mlrror, respond—.p
1ng Lo questnong about thelr mlrrdr 1mages. The second
httask stlmulated spontaneous oral language 1n~a play 51tua~y
- tion ;s both co- tw1ns ex lored a stlmulus array prov1ded -
‘by the examlner. The thlrd and fourth tasks ellclted oral?
'responses from the members of each tw1n palr as they in+ -
;'d1v1dually responded £ questlons about the stlmulus- ip
-_materlals.‘ e o L : | \ T lf,q
The tw1n palrs were observed for phys1cal domlnance,
and a. domlnant and subordlnate member7was determlned for‘
"each palr The determlnatlon was a three way agreement of
domlnance as: determlned by the examlner s observatlon of

wgg acts of aggress1on, parental statement of domlnance “and the

fratlngs of the.survey 1nstrument,

“iv



The verbal utterances of each subJectrwere'analysed '
-~ S
_'-accordlng to six measures of language performance. -A

5

Developmental Sentence Score, mean length of utterance pat—
'.dterns of 1nterrogat1ve and pronoun emergence, maze usage
‘and the use of autonomous language were determaned from p

fthe transcrlbed languazg protocols.. The analys:s focussed

' on comparlsons of-the_tw1ns écores grouped as either domln—

'.'ant or subordlnate.

N
« ‘ L. -,

A domlnant subordinate relatlonshlp was determlned 1nl'

t

'=jfive of the six palrs of 1dentlcal twins. ThlS study de—

‘termlned that the ‘co- tw1ns placed in™ the subordlnate

_"p081t10n generally exhlblted language SklllS whlch ‘were ‘,y

4 superlor to those of- theydomlnant co twln. A statlstlcally

4s1gn1f1cant dlfference,rl favor of subordlnate members off
nthe tw1n palrs, was found 1n the analys1s of DeVelopmental
.Sentence Scores, use of 1nterrogat1ve forms and the use of
;pronoun forms The use of,mazes and the mean length of

RRSAVY
‘ utterance were n&t affected by. the domlnance of the tw1n

.‘ 1"pa1r,. .‘ < SRR . J o
The use of'autonomous‘language was identifled.only;in_
;the language of the male tw1n palrs 'Theffrequency of usei
"was mlnlmal and analys1s revealed that the autonomous' '
'language used by each chlld was spe01flc to that Chlld

'only. The tw1ns in thls study used some 1naccurate re—

'i‘u",t«

1_-pllcat10ns of standard language forms but dld not appear

to be creatlng'thelr own‘language. L
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o INTRODUCTION |

S L Y"Goen bin at’ door°"-. ;“;;Z.ﬁ”' ‘._

. "We havta given our pens go home."

? SR -~ Stelck (1976)
| Iwmstudles report that twins have some diffioulty"in 1e'armng‘
©to épeak'and todusé’languagéT(Day; 1632; Davis, 1937) lt has been
Vreported that twins create a language of their own which is compre— ;)
hensible only to the twlns (Luria and Yudov1ch,; 1959, Romanes, g
- 1889; Scheinfeld 1973) HOWever following an investigation of
~ the language of five year old twins, Stelck (1976) reported that the ,‘

twins® language was 1 - incomorehen51ble but rather an inaccurate

-

'replication of standard language For example the, utterance, °"Goen ¢

'bih at door°" was comprehensible in the 51tuation in which it

- occured., PR R . '.’f Co

P NI
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- acquire language in order to get things done. The extent to whi

» def

: because of that dominance or(conversely that the subordinate position

may be causal in creatlng the social’ necess1ty for the child o) S

A ‘r\ ' ‘ e ‘/7;,' - .
differ in language ability from non twin children, : e

TWinsado

partly because of their genetic. makeup and partly because of their W

= unique environmental eXperience (Munsinger and Douglass (1976) re-

tw1ns through fraternal twins, with greater language ability for'dkfv

v s1blings,lthrough half siblings to the single child

The production of language is initially a "means of getting
things done" (Halliday, 1969) a function of social necessity,
and a method of satisfying needs The social environment in which
the language lS contained may determine a’ good deal of the env1ron—-. B
mentally bound language. Koch (1966) reported that dominance, al— y
‘though more noticeable in’ fraternal twins does occur in varying

degrees in all twin,pairs (p. lU;O No study to date has made use of -

dominanoe factors to detenmine-ifia restriction in language occurs _

langu%ge is employed may reveal the effect that social position has

\

~on- language production and development Cossitt (1966) stated that "uv:

lack’of sociaf ge! essity is a probable cause of some of the language

,c} recognizedtin’twins. The movement of children s language

from implicit (child assuming a shared context)_tO'GXpli°1tiT

assumed to be experientially specific The study of the differences R

in explic t language performance between the members of a. twin pair



X 3 | : E‘?l". i.» 2 Yoy

IR

| would facilitate the isolation of the environmental effects on

r”55ﬁlilanguage The shared context of the environment may be an in—‘

{;fluencing factor in determining the degree to which tw1ns create

% II. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of this study is- (l)"to dnvestigate the'oral}

'language performance of four—year—old 1dentical twins. (2)" to

.vattempt to identify the language patterns and the performance It

vlevels of the language of twins ' (3)' to investigate dominance

of tw1ns in relationship to language development (U) to iden—-.

o tify an occurrence of twins creating a language of their own.

Yio. o el L TTIL . DEFINITION OF TERMS -

| For the purpose of this study tbe definitions that are con- |

. f;ﬂ;tained in this section have been used throughout the study
5@}.Mon02vgot S ‘ ~.?'

Mbnozygotic (mz) or identical twins carry identical vene f

,,l structures, are always of the same sex male or female, and.»'

: L originate from the same fertilized ovum. "The ovum divides and.

wzdevolops usually with a common placenta and ammiotic sac. vIden—

/!
cal tw1ns have identical hereditary traits and the observed

.Qdifxcrence between twins is assianed to environmental factors.-_

S




© Dizygot |
Dizygotic or fraternal tw1ns originate from two different

ovum fertilized by two different spermotozoan and usually developp

wit 'different placentas and amniotic sacs ' As the genetic makeup \

jof th. twins differ so, too, may the sex of the twins

"\f here is a closér

-)

sharing of enVironment than there is with ordinary Siblings.»
nrsDominance
Dominance is defined as a type of personality marked by a tend- ;

‘-ency to seek control :over others. Marked ind1v1dual differences in

<.

1f{fftemperamental repert01res assist in recognizing the ex1stence of a.

super—subordinate intrageminal status, (Koch 1966 D. lﬂ3)
Operationally, dominance is defined as a:least double the

”observable'phys1cally-aggressivelacts.performed_hy one_indiyidual»fd

in‘seeking control over another individual.;. | .

Maze

Maze is defined as a group of words, sounds or word fragments
: that are unattached to ‘the structure of the sentences. The maze
fnay be a noise (uh er, um) a repeat, (the repetition of words or
tparts of words) or an edit (resulting tangles of a word from |

corrections)

_ ﬁggotic tw1ns have different hereditary traits and although ;f o




Utterance
“Utterance is defined as a series of verbal words and mazes

connected: together by the speaker into a pattern, The utterance R

. is marked by beginning and ending inflections An utterance may

'g,end either by riSing or falling inflection or bV the cessation o

of speech ' ‘-& i g

: v,:gﬂf _ S :
For tbe purpose of this study three mdﬁor research questions

were formulated'

a

.1, Does an inverse relationship exist between twin -

‘ dominance and language ability in the.use of language

- . and *“he structuré of language perforthed? (i.e., the -
~dominant .child having the lesser language ability ).

2. Tb what)extent do identical twins use: situation
- specific or autonomous language? (i.e.; language: -
which creates meaning confusions when not totally
-.situation maintained ) SR =
3. ' Is there evidence to %upport the Hale (1886) theory )
S that twins, to some ‘extent, Mepeate their own language."? o



V. PLAN OF THE STUDY

Tb achieve the purpose of the study a sample was drawn from

,'pairs of"- 1deetical tw1ns,aged four vears The Edmonton Twin and -

Triplet Club was 1nstrumental in prOViding the names of the twins.

o Three male and three female Dairs of English language twins comprised
zbuthe sample -

Oral language samples were obtained, taoe—recorded andjf7

accompanieddby;gxaminer'notes.’ Fbur neaor task» were used7 0""’

: f‘é_acil*"t:é‘nte theslaﬂguage'COllection. ‘For the ourpose of the studv

. the tasks were entitled

1) The'Mirror Task ~ The Mirror Task was so .

.parts.,

) -’-Ihe»Mc"C‘art_hy{ and Day -sk--~(oi-_ M.D. _Task) ~The MD -
o jasR‘Was'so naed becauéeof}its'originnin'the worki "“f:vv?
of MCCarthy (1930)‘and Dav tl932) The task involved
‘:'the exploration o} stimulus material by the children K i
‘:and the recording of the language generated by each Chlld.

3) The TWin w1th Adult Task (or T. A T‘ask) - The third task,

.gff vhv. - ’

the T. A l’ask involved the collection of a language

sample while each co—tWin was alone with the examiner.

b). The Stoy Task ~ The fourth /wslg the Story Task required o

o each chlld fiﬂst to tell or retell any familiar story
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0 and. secondly,to tell a story using a D s

picture book stimulus
All:responses were tape-recorded forﬂtranscription.'

3

’Additjonal Data

Additional data reouired for the Studj included the

Edetermination of »f:?sity.and'the'determinationjof dominance.
The determiration of zygosity was based on parental statement
as well as observation by the examiner. L
‘z.~The determination of twin dominance was hased on the 1nter—
ﬁreliability of the fbllow1ng items | | ‘ | - | "
1) the statement of dominance as neroeived by the parents.

2)' the observation of the examiner during the sampling session.

3) 'the pattern of” temperament as. sqrveyed with the Temperamental

v Quality. Inventory. (Thomas, Chess, Birch 1970)

]

VI. ANALYSTS OF THE DATA

| The language samples generated were ”'stndied‘in.terms,of the
i effect of dominance of the twins on: - | )
| 1) - Developmental Sentence Scores (Lee & Canter, 1971)
_2)' fInterrogative forms usq@ Cﬁ%nmham & Pedersen, 1976)
Qd)t Mean length ofllcterance»'

by ‘.Pronoun and possessive usagei

| 5) Maze usaoe (Anderson, 1972)

)
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 The ianguage.saﬁplés,'Were‘.'Studiedvin'féfms of the:autonomous
words  or "Situation Specific meaning confusions" (Luria‘aﬁd Yudovich,
1959) in order to determine the degree to which the twins "ereated"

-thir QWn language.



~ VII. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY_ |

The limitations of the study'are acknowledged and stated in
L4 .
this section. ‘
' The small representational sample used Will affect .the application'

“to'a population The determination of zyg051tv based on parental

. _ report may be a confounding problem The lﬁnitations imposed by the

definition of dominance may impose replication difficulties. The
:“.tasks designed may limit’/to some' . extent the elicitation of oral -

B language. The isolation of genetic vs environmental factors is a -\

theoretical issue and subject to generalization difficulties

v SIGNIFICANCE OF THE S’IUDY !
| It is hoped that this study will isolate some of the language
- deficiency areas of twins in. order that some constructive guidance
_ may be glven to- parents of twins | ‘k
“ Since the 1dentification of problems preceeds the implementation |
of solutions, it 1s hoped that identification of factOPS P |
'affecting the l ge disabled will lead to the initiation of pro:_ L
cedures to offs::fZi correct those factors. B I .
Furthermore, the general knowledge of language acquisition will :
::be enhanced by this studv which looks at language performance of four
v[{year olds. The study will also contribute to the knowledge available .jy'

’ regarding preschcal children

/.,



X, THE ORGANIZATIQN‘VVOF; THE STUDY

Chapter I gives a. general introduction to the study and the |
; >research questions Chapter II presents a ratiomib and review
of the related studies and literature The esign of the study
is” discussed in Chapter III followed in Chaféer IV by the findingS‘
) of the research _ Chapter V summarizes and draws some conclusions

-about the research



| CHAPTER L
. A REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

L

l

B Zﬁ"1 o The present chapter contains a: survey of th Eiterature which ‘

is relevant to the study of oral language perfo

discussions of the develOpment achievement and personality of twins.

: V»aj"The second maJor portion of Chapter II discusses language perfornancei>f

'vstudies and. language development in twins as reported_in the literature;dﬂyf

‘K‘

¢ .
i

Perspective on. TWins :

TWins, although somewhat of a novelty, do ¢ occur in the orderm“‘“‘“‘“‘“
' of I, 6 twin births per hundred births Statistics Canada (1973)

reported that this occurrence represented 9.3 percent of tkmatotal

population are. '4aén§r—’ﬂfﬁrihstance of identical twdns is a two-

—

fifths po/tion of the twin population.

. The uniquenehs of tw1ns was noted by the ancients in mythology,. _
fantasy and folklore TWinc were the work and majesty of the gods.pb"‘
The Greek gods of Castor and Polydeuces were the twin sons of Zeus |

' and are recognized ‘as the twin constellation Gemini The Roman -

P

gods of Bomulus and Remus were twins as were the Scandinavian—pair‘_ff_'_’_—_

e

'u,p.iBalder and: Heder.t Lt - e
Scheinfeld (1973) revealed that the mythology of the North ) Lf
American Indian tribes contained twin figures. The first born of

the twins was a doer of good whereas the second born of the pair was f o

B
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el or'mystical | Mortal twins were considered bad luck and numerous
~ tribes killed either both, of the patr or the evil second barn : f,';iﬁ.§»;f;-ﬂi
ﬂ;'twin.ﬁ‘ SO "'g s -_' ﬁ 'Jd’;‘ Ea n:; o |
. The. association with evil and disaster has tended to penetrate
"many primitive cultural folklores and the ramificatlons have been
lfnvpdeath -for- the twins. Veith (1960) reported the practise of
: ;killing one or both twins was - widespread among primitive peoples o
v‘and occurred amongst the Eskimos Australian Aborigines, Califoﬂnian

e

the Ainus of Japan, numerous African tribes,

EQIndians, some Navahos,

”ff?the Incas of Peru, peoples of the Pacific Islands and many American -
;7Ind1an tribes , The cultural differgnces,althbugh seemingly verv A
*ﬂfdiverse amongst these primitive people did not alter their attitudes

~'towards the tw1n occurrence Evil magic and superstition determined

o

;;sethe/lfate" Of an unnatural and certainly non—normal birth Superstition
o and. folklore do not disappear readilv nor do the attitudes associated

”'fwith that lore

The attitudes and. ideas about twins in twentieth_if’lf:ﬁ"*

‘:;America follow fairly closely the European exanples.- The differences .

'i!_observed between twins 1n a pair as well as the novelty of twins have been,;__.T

>

j;.the subject or source of merriment and intrigue in many areas of EuroDe.

"f}flaterary works involving twins as; the source of merriment are: numerous. 7

R
R T

..sIntrigue is often added to 1iterary works by using the confusions
- involved in the identification of identical twins o

Shakespeare is reportedstoihave had a- set of opposite sex
\‘\ T

rfraternal twins which may: have prompted him to. write both The Comedv

o] Errors and Twelfth Night Thornton Wilder himself a twin, included ;Vflﬁfﬂ

. ‘l'
[ :
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S ’ “

-a twin palr in his novel The Bridge of San Luis Rey, as does Dumas

v‘the The CorsiCan Brothers Mar Twain used the twin or look—a—like

idea in The Prince and T The Paun . The pair In- LerS Carrol
' -/

Through The Looking Glass, TWeedledum and Tweedledee, ‘were twins as

were the comic children in The Captain and The Kids and The

”"Katzenjammer Kids. Throwgh the literature and félklore one can seo

~ the development of attitudes and beliefs about twins and discover
”'the origins of the beliefs and misbeliefs that seem to shape the

:treatment of tw1ns today

Twin Studies
_ Over‘accentury7ago a cousin of Charles Darwin; Francis Galton;
began to‘studyfthe hereditary factors‘of look alike twins. The

article "The History of Twins" contained in Fragers Magazine (1875),

attempted to throw light on the problems of the influence of nature
.(heredity) and nurture (enVironment) upon the influence of nature .
(heredity) and nurture (env1ronment) upon the 1ndiv1dual Galton,

o

| by 1907 had initiated the.use of the method of co-twin control for

furthering twin research The tw1n study method as it is»referred to,i

"involves the use of co—tw1n as a control to whom no trec“ment 1s

5given, while the other member of the pair. receives some treatment

or training Any changes that occur are attributed to the treatments,

h;as most other conditions are maintained ‘as’ relatively identical It
is possible to identify‘where developmental similarities occur, in

"cases where cowmon development can be observed even though treatment

9



14

of one co-twin was varied.' The use of the twir study method has
been continued to further the research into heredity and environment

The studies which invol e identical twins are in two categories
one, those involving twins reared together and’ two twins reared
apart, the latter being far less common,

Most twin studies involve?the use of fraternal pairs and
identical pairs raised together as were the studies of Koch (1966)
Cossitt (1966), Husen (1959) and Day (1932).

The‘case’studies of McGraw (1935) presented identical'twin
'vpairs raised together whereas the studies of Burks (1942) and
Saudek (193u> presented case studies of identical twins reared apart.

~

‘Shields (1962) ‘made  comparisdns between twins reared together
and’ twins reared apart. Luria and Yudovich (1959) studied o
children reared‘.ogether but given differing treatments.

The study of heredity sand env1ronment conducted by Newman
-fFreeman and Holz1nger (1937) stated that the. close likeness found
in identical twins is an indieationﬁzf heredity acti\g as the
'fdov'lant factor in development Newman et al. suggested that, h@cause L
the" inherited factor is exactlv the same in 1dentical twins, | ')

. any difference that might be recognizable as the twins developgwould
:indeed be environmentally produced Comparisons of’common traits
ireveal whether or not separated identical tw1ns develop alike, in '
spite of the effects of differing environmehts |

Criticisms ‘of the twin study method ‘have been raised hv

_ biologists and geneticists like Neel and Schill (1954) who pointed

. TT—— .
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out- that oerhaps some of the prenatal factors such as position of
foetuses or order of delivery may cause an appearance of non—genetic
development Shields (1962) stated "It is the genes that are

inherited not finally formed phySical characteristics or traits

) of'beha lOT}... Just because hereditv may be important for a certain

trait there is no reason to assume that the trait cannot be effectivelv.:l

- 3

influenced by* environmental measures." (p. . 7)
The combination of. genetics and enVironment interacting makes

rlt difficult to determine which traits are hereditary and which

‘;nare not, - However the existence of twins who are identical in

all their genes ‘enables the investigator to focus on the difference

- in develoomental~traits and to infer non—hereditarv effects. thelds

(1962) stated, "The very fact the (identical) twin” differ, sometimes
' extenSively, is of itself evidence’ of non—genetic effects." (n 156)
- The non—genetic effects would also exhibit themselves in the language
development differences between co—tWins in an identical twin’ pair

4 Development in Twins

. The formation of nroduction of identical tWins is somewhat
different from that of fraternal twins The - formation or production
of tWins has been diagrammed in Figure II—A The initial step in
the ‘process of twin production occurs when the egg is releas.d. If
~ two eggs are released simultaneously the chances of production of : f,-
fraternal twins is increased~ Identical twins alwavs begin as a single
egg which after fertilization divides to begin two identical offspring
_-The fraternal pair usually are produced from two separate eggs being

-

fertilized by separate spaqmatazoan. Fraternal twins mav, however, o



FIGURE II-A

LY

PRODUCTION OF TWINS

"IDENTICALS. . FRATERNALS

'_L'MOS'_T_"IDEN.TICA'LS . MosT FRATERNALS
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come fgpm one single egg which divides before fertilization and each
, part is subsequently fertilized bv separate sperm
After the initial fertilization of the egg or eggs the
:rimplantation may take place close together as’ is the case with
most identical twins, creating one common or fused placenta. The
uegg(s) may implant separately and develop ‘sepai.te placentas,
separate amnions and chorions as generally oceurs with fraternal
tw1ns Identical twins occaSionally develop with separate implantations
but usually develop with a common. placenta 'f . - 1 o
.If imprOper implantation occurs the result is mortality for- ’
‘éne or both of thelfoetuses More often, however twins show o
. s1gns -of competition for nourishment and sustenance in the womb |
This: normally is exhibited by a difference in weight or health The.
; crowding of two or more foetuses in a womb sized for the, development
,of one baby,does create problems.' The most noticeable effect of
| crowding is ‘birth difficulty Guttmacher and Schuyler (1972)
_ revealed that U? percent of twin births were head first births,

‘37 percent had one twin head first and other tw%n breech 9 percent

were both breech births, and the remaining 1 percent were either both R

.crossways or one’crossways at the time of birth
Tw1ns tend to be ClaSSlfied as premature more often than are
isingletons but a prematurity classification refers to birth weight
w]of less than 2500 grams (5. 5 1bs. ) as opposed to "term" babies whose
L weight exceeds the 2500 gram marker Anderson (1956) reported that

of 800 twin births, 58 6 percent were oremature. Koch'(l966)

a

o
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: stated that 52 to 58 percent of twin births were premature The
‘occurrences of prematurity in the population was 6 to 7 percent (Koch,
i966) ! |

| Brown, Stafford and Vandenberg (1967) reported that in twin
populations, birth weight and order of birth are independent of
‘each cther. This is contradictory to the work of Koch (1966) and
‘Shields/(l962) who indicated that in approximately two-thirds of
the births the twin born first was the. heaVier had a lower IQ and
was Judged to be the dominant co-twin prior to school age.

| The childhood developmental milestones of crawling, walking,self—
f_feeding, dress1ng,_and toilet—training were superficially observed
in the studies done by Koch (1966) and %hields (1962). -Both studies
1 :indicated from responses to quégtionaires completed by the twins

',studied that the twin who was slightly heavier at birth tended to be"
slightly more advanced in completing the developmental steps.

l Identical tWins tend to parallel each‘other ir plvsical deve—
lopment to a greater extent than do fraternal twins. Koch (1966);
and Shields (1962) supported by Husen (1959) all stated there was
ia high degree of sﬁnilaritv and "likeness" in identical co—twins at
‘age- five;' Identical twins are most alike, at the age for school
commencement in 1ooks and physical characteristics Fraternal .
twins of the same sex differ to a fairly large degree and opposite

sex twins tend to be " as different as two siblings in a family
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Intelligence and School Achievement | S ?4 ' K\ |
| A great deal of" research has investigated the intelligence
.of twins with consistency being the major characteristic of the
‘findings. The studies of Lauterbach (1926) ‘McCarthy (1930) Day (1932)7
Davis (1937) e Anastasi (1958) Husen (1959), Kochrgzgﬁﬁ) all report '
V that twins from an "unselected" sample will reveal an’ average IQ
score lower than singletons ~The. literature indicates that singletons .
in agiormal population have a slightly higher 10 mean than do oppOSite
| se ‘. aternal twins, followed closely by same sex fraternal and
,female identical tWInSf‘ Male identical*twins tend to follow the
other groups in IQ score
Anastasi (1958) and Koch: (1966) agree that the probable link
vof slightly lower mean IQ's to twins stems to some degree, from the .
difference in uterine environment The instance of prematuritv
‘and birth difficulty may account for some restriction in mental development
R According to Jones (195M), siblings tend to exhibit a slight o
degree of resemblance in the Intelligence Quotients, the correlation
o between the scores being .50 to 60 The correlations between the
-score for fraternal tWins is between 60 and .70 while identical
twins produce IQ score% which correlate from 76 to .92, Table II.
1 presents the correlations of IO scores between groups The

table is a summary of the results of the research of Burt (19“3),'Day;

’(1932), Husen (1959) Jones (1954), Newman ot al (1937) and Shields -(1962).
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. 7
TABLE II. 1
- Correlations of IQ Scores’b‘
Between Groups
Jones  Day . Newman '3 Burt  Husen . Shields
(1954)  (1932) et al. (19“3) (1959) (1962)
| | 937} | Teo
ldentical g2 .88 .86 .90 .6
A 6% B (A
Fraternal 61 . . .63 .5 .10 .5l
Siblings  .50-.60 B ‘ | N
"1.: .‘*Identioai twinsvreared apart.

Husen (1959) explained the correlations in- his stud by stating

"It appears probable that "The tendency. towards uniformity
in the MZ pairs is considerably higher than in DZ pairs. °

The more 1oaded with experience an achievement is, the more .-

pronounced the similarity w1ph1n the MZ pairs, while the
similarity within the DX pairs does not increase to'a - .

. corresponding degree, because their common exnerience is
less.. (p. 55) - . . T

Shields (1962) asserted a 51m11ar Dosition
The DZ pairs confirmed the ﬁnportance of genetical
factors for intelligence. An analysis of the presumptive’
causes of differences in those MZ pairs which differed
most, suggests that physical, social and psvchological
factors can be respons1b1e, often in combination, for
-_variation in 1ntelligenee. (p. 6u4) . ‘

DaV (1932) using her own data, ) reworked the results from :

earlier twin- studies and determined that identical twins have IQ'
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6.9 points above fraternal twins. Newman, Freeman and Holzinger (1937)
indlcated an IQ factor of 5.5 pOints for the ldentical twins over
fraternal twins.v Day (1932) identified the Intélligence Quotient of
identical tw1ns at 99.:7 whereas Newman et al. (1937).determined, ]

' the IQ of identical tw1ns to be 101. 6 Day (19325 andeoch t1966)
concur that the IQ for. tw1ns as a group 1s about 4. Y Q points

below singletons in a normal ponulation.

In the large scale studies of Swedish twing Husen (1959,- 963)
reported that twins did less wellin achievement tests in reading, .
writing and arithmetic than did singletons in the studv. The.
small sample used in the Coss1tt (1966) studv indicated that. there
was—nq Significant difference between the reading performance of
tWinsfin grade one and a grade one nopulation. Newman, Freeman,
and Holzinger (1937) reported that the,environment of education
haslan effect-on the school achievement ability | Thefjndings
, revealed a slight advantage in achievement for identical twins.
| reared apart in favor of the co—twin reared in a "better"
enVironment The twin reared in the poorer environment lagged
slightly behind the co—tw1n 4n school achievement weight and :
intelligence " Newman et al (1937) concluded that

;ow1ng to- the excess of the postnatal environment

factor in separated as compared with unseparated twins,.
significant mean twin differences occur in the case

,of weight intelligence and scholastic achievement (p. 3“5)

Scheinfeld (1973) explained the achievement and intelligence L
o results somewhat differentlv He stated that one group of twins was

fully up to the~lQ and: achievement of singletons, while the other group
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.was behind. The group. which was cOnsiderably behind was comprised'
- of Children who had been premature at. birth or had an impainnent ”
He wrote, "Tt is these, mainly, who lower the average for all: |
.twins "(p. 139) Scheinfeld (1973) suggested that ‘the percentage f'
of mentally defiCient twins in institutions was higher than :
the percentage of normal popu%ﬁtion would warrant The reasons
glven for this occurrence was the higher number of irregularitiesi
-, at birth these included prenatal defiCienCies, accidents of

| hirth, Down‘s,Syndrome in01dence and cretinism. \\5, E

'In'sunnary; twins'as'avgeneral population achieve slightly
less well on IO and scholastic achievement tests than do ‘non
twin children Identical twins" IQ scores are fairly close to
'scores of the general population and fraternal tw1ns' IQ scores
are several points behind those of 1dentical twins There is
: a very high correlation in 1Q- scores for identical twins while

‘the IQ scores for fraternal tw1ns are correlated less highly

| than for 1dentical tw1ns
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.Personalitv and Dominance
The number of  studies that discuSs personality in twins is
fquite limited Newman Freeman and H0121nger (1937), Husen (1959) B R

Shields (1962), Xoch (1966) and Scheinfeld (1973) reported the

=
‘tendencv for 1dentical tw1ns raised together to reflect a closeness of

personality -greater than do fraternal twins or siblings These reported

.studies stated that personalitv closeness was reflected by. the simi-

-
_larity of the, observable degree to which the twins/exhiﬁited/gregarioue

[
ness, exhibitionism,atalkativeness and involvement w1th adults in 5001al

51tuations All studies indicated that twins P because of their uniqueness
were . often put on show by parents This exposure to public scrutinv
ofter created a feeling of being on public display within the twin pair.
In all studies the twins were beyond preschool age and all had received -
schooling ' TS "v‘ N v |

: Koch (1966) and Qcheinfeld (1973) both suggested that 1n‘tw1ns TN
’ school age and older the soc1alization measures. and talkativeness |
’: measures of" the second child born of the twin pair showed a slight
'positive correlation The measures were obtained by a. series of
‘questions asked of each member of a tw1n pair in various so01al
| situations The responses 1nd1cating aggres31veness in soc1al s1tuations r‘
were perceived as an indication of personality dominance The responses
'further indicated that identieal twins tend to have a less clearcut ;
dominance— subordination relationship than do. fraternal twins, but

.parents would invariablv state which member'of the identical tw1n ‘ ir
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was dominant Brown, Stafford and Vandenberg (1967) maintained that
the only measure of dominance in a twin study would be " which twin

was successful i zetting his way when there was a cofitest- for

' toys" (5rT1063).Frown et al., Shields (1962) and Koch (1966) all |

‘revealed that identical twins particularly, seem to shift their h_ I
relative dominance—submission position at about the tﬁne the \
.twins enter school. The dominance was. observed as. aggression or verbal . : |
extroverSion of one member of a pair in their attempt to lead
or control the. situation in which the twins were involved Husen(1959)
stated that as a rule, one of the co—twins in the identical
tWin pair was the ambassador who answered when the pair was
addressed Husen, asserted that the ambassador twin generally had
better control of the language When the findings of Husen (1959)
. regarding better language control of the ambassador are presented :f“.-. 1}‘\\
-,along with the findings of Koch(l966) and Shields (1962) regarding
dominance shift occurring at school age, at least two questions are’

| raised Did the ambassador twin ', the dominant twin, ‘"ways have. -

: better 1anguage control° Did the ambassador With the .etter language

.control shift. to that dominant position at school age

;subordinate position° ' »

- The research into personality and temperament carried out by
Thomas Chess and Birch (1970) was a longitudinal study, designed
to examine the behavioral temperament of igfants The in$ants :

L e o
were followed through childhood to adulthood The‘researcrers k ‘.éyt/f

-7
~
/

- determined that nhildren show distinct individuality in temperament



in the first few weeks of/life and these characteristics of f

'temperament persist "in most children over the years In the study

by Thomas et al. (1963) "a high level of interscorer reliability

'_f;““‘“‘was—ebgectiyely demonstrated by the fact that characterizations

were identical in 90 percent of the 198 comparisons made e (p 52)

They further state that :

. The assessment of" reliability and validity permitted
us to conclude that the data of the parent interview were
~a valid reflection of the child's behavior and that the
_ methods of scoring were reliable and hot significantly ..
" influenced either by scorer attitude or halo effect (p 55)

.Over time interaction with the environment works on shaping the
‘:: temperament into personality patterns."- ,
‘l The temperamental . rating scale analySis of the tWins |
\icharacteristically produced a- different subtest profile for each
. co—twin Perhaps the relationship that develops prior to formal
._ schooling is interpreted as a. form of dominance—submission Buss :
‘and Plomin (1975) support this idea in the following statement

_ e
L AggreSSion can be explained in terms of three temperanents

- activity, emotionality (mood) and impulsivity (adaptivity and-
» _approachability ). Each of the three temperaments contributes
- to aggressiveness in a way that nrobablv sumates, so that
a person  high in activity emotionality and impulsiVity
is likely to be aggreSSive (p 198)

Montaqde (1976) states that dominance aggreSSion is evoked by a.

crlallenge to, the rank or the desire for an obJect n (p lU)

N
2N
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Table I1=2 preSents the percent of cases in which Thomas. et al (1963)

;found stah*litv of temnerament Po"»the duration of -the studv.'

4

TABIE 11-2 '5

| Percent of Interperiod Stability by Category

Category of Temperament 1'1A'° ﬁl,i' .. Percent Stability

Activity ¢ B

Rhythmieity - . . S 65.0 | |

Asptabliary gt Ly
- Approach’ - . L T 812 o

Threshold o ' L ;"'g M2

JIntensity o 8s
Distractibility - o 360

Persistence - S o 'tcc65{0 o

g ) e ,'. BT R,

Erom Thomas, Chess, Birch, Hertziz and Korn (1963, p. 67). o
(Definitions of temperamental categories appear in appendix B)'=

The literature suggested that identical twins develop somewhat
. of a dominance subordination pattern between the pair members. The
jfpdominance-subordination roles were exchanged about school age and the
lﬂ'child in. the dominant position after school age exhibited better
_‘language control than did the. co—twin qhe physically dominant o
preschool child becomes the subordinate school age child as the child

7 with greater language development becomes dominant

. .



SR

LANPUAGE.PERFORMANCE

3

Normal Language Development

. p : The babbling of the infant indicates to an observer that the
child is an active rather than a pass1ve learner of language ( Brown,"
- 1973; - Cazden 1969 _ and Howe 1975) The child must learn to
'construct some” sense out of his experience and to place his verbdl .

env1ronment in an meaning/ul perspective before his attempts at language

34

_production become/Successful Lenneberg (1967) drew attention to the
A, regularity of the onset of speech All children; ‘he stated, appear - ;.‘
to follow a constant order Language begins with- acoulsition of the
principles of ca‘ ’orization and the first words tend to be cla551fication .
-words rather than uDJeCtS Nelson (1974) supported the language theory bv
, dstating that- children categorize objec before they. can label them.
AuthORities such as Nice (1925) McCarthv (1930) Weir (1963), ,ewis (, o
(1963) Greenfield & Smlth (1976) stated that one—word o i, \‘\\\J/i

| utterances make up the first stage of language acquisntion. Language '

development then proceeds through the stage of two—word utterances g
Wthh oceurs between 18 months and two years The studies -of” Braine
(1963) Brown and Fraser (1963) Miller and ErVin (l96“) Blount (1969)
Bloom\(lQYO) Bowerman (1973) and Gresnfield and Smith (1976)
B investigated the nature of Chlld language at various ages after the-
‘fl:vappearance of the two word utterance 0 | |
: }f = Brown and Fraser (1963) suggested that the. Chlld svstematically
f.reduced adult speech and that the two and three word utterances were
:_f;produced because of the limited memory The memorv span would
'.restrict the retention of more than two or three word utterances O'Donnéll :

f(l97U) sunnarized many of the early language acquisition studies. He h

4
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' supported the consensus thatythe first utterances‘of<children are of
-the one—word varlety, each‘word containing whole sentence meanings
The advent of two—word phrases illustrates a move towﬁrds grammati— ,
cally complete sentences, apparentlv constructed by the rules of
adult’ grammar" (p. 115) Cazden (1969) statec
- One of the most dramatic findings of studies of child -
language dcauisition is that the stages they (children)
pass through on their way to hature languace, show strikipg
similar "ties across children but equally striking dev1ations
from the.adult grammar. (p. 128) .
Templin (1957) and Lee and Canter (19/1) both concurred that bv
about three years of age at least 50 percent of children S utterances
are grammatical‘ According te Erancis (1075) by four years of age

the ba51c syntax of the language has been mastered by the normal

(

:cndd
After four years of age language growth continues (Loban, 1963
and O‘Donnell l97u) and the child further develops vocabulary and

uses more complex syntactic structures in his language

Measures of Language Development

The most frequently used method of measuring language development o

has been the unit of analvsis or mean length of utterance Several
studies have looked at language development in terms of mean sentence‘
M‘length | v _‘ _ .

In a clinical study, Nice (1925) advocated the use ‘of mean
‘sentence length as a device for'measuring linguistic development
The study involved several English speaking children, ranging in age

from two vears to ten vears, some onlv at the one—word utterance stage
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Although "sentence"fwas not defined it appears from examination of
» protocols that "sentence" w?s to include matn clauses and their mod—

ifiers. The stimulus materials wereonot standardized nor were the

5

procedures or the overall number of samples analysed Nice (1925)

- concluded that "average sentence length may well prove to be the

most 1nmortant single criterion for Judgingﬂa child's progreSs'in

the attainment of adult language" (p. 378) Nice also found mean
“length of utterance increased with the children s age. |

| McCarthy (1930) began- to place constraints and standardization
;on the: definition mean - length of response. She determined that a.

response had beginning and ending pauses or inflections at the be-
ﬁginnino and at the end Incomprerensible vocal’zationo were =

counted by syllable and comprehensible responses by word. The

study examined language samples from one hundred chilcren ranging
“in age from eighteen months to fifty four months SR AM consecu—»
" tive - verbal Pesponses were recorded by hand (1. e., witlout the aid
of a tape recorder) ne study\con/luded that "the mean length of

._response shows a steady increase with chronological age which is ‘

most rapid between eighteen and forty two months" (p. 68) _
McCarthy also stated that the mental age and sex differences, in o
rt favor of females, affected the mean length off responses as did oc—, '

' cupational groubs of the parents

2 S

B

In her study of- language of twir aged eighteen months to. five
‘ years, Day(1932)used McCarthy S definition ‘The. findings revealed

that - twins used somewhat shorter responses than did normal non twin

_”children Davis (1937) observed twins, siblings and singletons, agedffﬁ;f

five and one half to nine and one half years She defined sentence

4
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, length as remarks where ﬁthe child'came'to‘a complete stop;'let-the»
voice fall, - giving interrogatory or exclamatory inflection, B
‘for 1ndicating that he did not interd to complete the sentence" (p MU)
Davis's summary ‘stated that the mean length of sentence Enereased
with age slightlv to advantage fo* emales. Occupational,groups .
affected length of sentence-in=favor of chil”’ en from'the upper
'groups. Twins were only slightly inferior to other children in the
anan length of the sentences they used.

The combination of the research of Day - (1932) and Davis (1937)
,produced results on- the mean lengt . of sentence,of twins from,183.f
months to 9 years of age. These wers the first studies‘dealing with
vtheqlanguage performance of twins | | ; | .‘_

‘ Templin (1957) analvsed the m.an Zenvth 5: utterance ofichildren‘
three years to eight years of age. She defined an'utterance‘as'al"
unit of speech determined by the subj'ect’s‘" hatui«éi break -in‘v'erbalizationtf‘ ‘ ”
The study confirmed that an increase from one. age division to the -‘
next was consistent

Length of phonological unit was introduced by Strickland (1962)
in her study of 575 grade—school children She established é‘ B
definition for. mean—sentence length as a phonological unit or " a unit
lof speech ending With ‘a distant falling intonation whichrsignals
a terndnal point™ (p. 16) However the study concluded that"length of
'i'phonological'unit appeared in this study to be unsatisfactory.aS'a measure -
‘Aiof the maturity of language" (p 60) ‘l 7 | “ .
' l The length of the communication unit or C—unit used by Loban

u(l963) was defined as being compo ed of words acting as grammatically

e
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independent prediction; The C—unit is‘an independent clause with -any ‘
.of-its modifiers. Loban reported that the number of C-units and the

| mean length of” the C—unit all increased wlth age. The communication
unitvwas further altered by Hunt (1965). Hunt defined the minimal _

'-.terminable syntactic unit or TLunit as one main clause with all the "
subordinate clauses attached to it. In the study of written language
samples, ‘Hunt (1965) concluded that the TLunit was a more promising
index of" language maturity than orevious measures. The T—unit was
‘further used by O'Domnell, Griffin and Norris (1967), and applied to
both the oral and written language of grade schqgiicnildren. The-.>
study by O'Donnell et al stated: - a'] S _' l. : i;,fxe~ff

~ This study, in fact apoears to justify an intuitive
reluctance to regard a gross word ‘count- very séeriously .

- as a measure of language masterv in school age children.
. - (p. 97).

Figure I1-B summarizes the definitions of mean length of .re-
y;)/'sponse as used'in various studies | ’

- j' In order to. obtain a mean length of response the gross number-.
.l_of words was counted in eaeh response and the sum was. divided bV the .
number of responses Table II—M summarizes the mean length of re—

o sponses reborted in six different studies |
The effect of changing definitions for mean length of response
‘had produced various ‘means for each age or grade level For example. -

.mean lenoth of utterance for grade one's (6 year olds) reported by

. four researchers was  as follows

| Templin(1957) 6.6 © Loban (1963) = . 6.05
 ‘Strickland (1962) 10.87 O'Domnell (1967) 7.97
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" PISURE II.B -

 Nice, 1925

McCarthy, 1930 -

Davis, 1937

:Templin, lgSZﬁ

¢
<

\ . N .
~ Stricklang, 1962

Lohan,l963

Hunt, 1965

Mpegponse" ‘marked from preceding and .
© succeeding remarks by pauses © - in- -

~ "Mynit" one main clause w1th all the s
- subordinate clauses attached to 1t

" Mean Length of Response -Defined
- In Various Studies .~ -~ = = .
- Study 'fDefinition-or'Interpretation } ‘u
"sentenceused but not defined-

aPpears.to bé/the main=clause and modifier

comprehensible utterances counted by

syllable, comprehensible by word.

~ Msentence" 1) a falling inflection (or"

rising interrogative inflection), 2)a
complete stop in speech,. 3) pause

‘_ between segments

v '"utterance" a unit of speech determined
~by the subject's natural break in verb- -
_alization(fallin? 1ntonation or stop in speech)

"phonological unit" unit of speech ending

~with a distinct falling intonation ‘which -
‘s1gnals a terminal pOint ) o

"communication unit" C-unit the grammatical

,independent clause witn any- of its modifiers

lhe definitions of mean length of response used by McCarthy (1930) .

Davis (1937) Templin (1957), and S shrickiand (1962) are all s1milar 1n '

e nature and intent They focus on breaks in. speech and inflection changesiv

i lfnlhe TLUnit and C-Unit of Hunt (1965) and. Loban (1963) cmphasise the

c clause and its modifiers For the purpose of this study the definition

~of Templin (1957) was chosens because it is the. most current dealing

: w1th simple structures which would be used by a voung chi%?
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The major problem ofvdeveIOpmené studies is:to find an index for
complexity of utterance which 1s general enough to apply to
“all remarks yet reliable enough to reflect increasing competence in
language.‘ Linquists, such as Menvuk (1969) and: Chomsky (l97l),used the
rules of transformational grammar as markers for language development |
The studies, however,_did not state if difficulty of transformation or
'.order of acquisition was consistent Francis (1975) stated that"the .ﬂi
"‘ questions of difficulty and order of acouisition is open to empirical |
investigation" (p 107). ' A
 Lee and Canter (1971) introduced a method of combining the sentencev
: cOmplexity with the grammatical_aspect of speech to evaluate a
- child's language (speechj performance_by_means of a Developmental
, Sentence>Score (DSS) © DpsS is a measure Which evaluates aﬂchild'
'”performance, his use of grammatical rules in spontaneous speech .
and measures the child's grammar against adult standard English 'Phe
method Of analysis employs the ‘use. of traditional grammar somewhat
;nodified in,cla881fication and nomenclature The DSS uses eight |
'll grammatical categories placed in a: developmental order with weighted =
"values assigned The categories l)' indefinite pronouns, 2) personaljo-
apronouns,- 3N primary verbs, h) secondary verbs, 5) negatives, -

»6)f conjunctions, 7) interrogatives reversals, and 8) why questions K

were established in a clinical setting and norms were developed using

C two studies one of 160 children, (3_0 to 6-ll vears) Lee and Cantor (1971)

| nbb and one of 200 nreschool children, Koegsknecht(l97ﬂ) The Lee & Cantor

(1971) study sights that the interscorer reliability was 98 1 %

Cow
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Lee and Cantor. (1971) define a sentence as a group of words -

having noun .and verb in subject_predicate relationship.v lmperatives:li;__
were classed as complete sentences ) :

Tyack (1972) criticized the Lee and Canter Developmental Sentence |
Score. technique because for school age children it was not’ linguistically
'oriented enough to analyse all the details in the language. Tyack

felt that Lee and Canter overlooked valuable information in thelr
definition of a sentence. Lee and Canter (1971) admitted that all

linguistic characteristics were not scored separately but were

!

accounted for in part by an extra point being given if the use of

J -2

'adverbials and adjectivals as well as articles, plurals, phrases :

— .\.}
—

and»word order etc were correct These grammatical features, Lee and

:Canter/felt, were not 51gnificant for pr school children in showing

'development in. language but were perhaos ore appropriate for Teasures

.twith school age. children }
| The Developmental Sentence Score.d es not account for increased
adverbial and-adjectival use because ad erbials,and adjectivals appear not
to be‘plentiful'in language”of'preschoo» children (Lee and Canter, l97l)
0'Dornell et al (1967) indicated that 1 school age children,
Greatest overall increase and most frequent significant:‘.
increments from grade level t adjacent grade level
-were found in the use of advervials. (p._QO)
Figure II—C oresents the percentile ranges for. Developmental e
*Sentence scores of the 160 children in tie Lee and Canter (1971)
astudy. The gradual upward trend is illustrated by the percentile B
"ranges in the figure; The bottom dotted line'represents-the bottom

lOth percentile ‘while the lowest :line in the figure illuqtrates the :
scores for a language impaired child

/.
s
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vDevelopmental Sentence Scor%\'
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‘The study conducted by Trantham and Pedersen (1976) compared
Developmental Sentence ‘Score and Mmean 1ength of sentence. They

indicated that_the mean'sentence length was slightly more reVealing-

prior to approximately 28 months'but'after the'mean sentence length

reached 4.0 the Developmental Sentence Score became a more revealing.

measure of language development.

Trantham and Pedersen (1976) asserted that utterance length was
affected by situation variables such as‘illness‘and anxiety'but the

complexity as measured by the Developmental Sentence Scores was not.

_ affected "These?affects on mean sentence length make mean length of

'utterance a less reliable measure of 1anguage development than the

O

A number of studies have looked at Maze usage in attempts 4

.to infer some developmental,evidence. The results of the studies of "

Loban (1963), 0'Doinell et al (1967) contradict the results of Templin
| (1957)'and Anderson (1972) ‘rAnalysisrof sentence'length and maze B
- Usage appeared to reveal a relationship of inverse direction. Loban
vand O'Donnell et al indicated the directionality in maze usage—was :

- difficult to determine

. The emergence of pronouns in the language of children, is somewhat
developmental (Trantham & Pedersen, 1976) ‘The pronouns are . incorporated

into the: language over a. period of time, The emergence of each of

‘the pronouns by age range as shown in Figure IT D represents a developmenta
'istep in language acquisition Trantham and Pedersen (1976) state that

-some of the indefinite pronouns, personal pronouns and possessive»

74pronouns begin to emerge before others. The pronouns ‘it" "Vou","me" "we"

~and' my" allltend to emerge fairly;early»while pronouns: such as
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FIGURE 11-D

Emergence of Pronouns in‘Normal'Childfen. '
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"somebody", "I", '"he", ‘"her"' "Ithey"', ‘»"mine'b'. and"'she" . r'\,ormal]_y’ '
emerge shortly thereafter The last -pronouns to emerge are: "any;'

thing" "us"'j"our" "their" -and the wh pronouns , The correct use

)

‘;of a pronoun form i1s an 1ndication of that form emerging in the :
“child's-language If a child erroneously uses a pronoun form it is -

an indication that the child is attempting to include the correct

: pronoun form in his language The initial attempts at the use of

" new forms are often erroneous Trantham and Pedersen (1976) state

- that pronouns and the erroneous attempts at using new. pronoun forms~

' can be eleoved to assist in determining a developmental language

Q

level for a Chlld

Trantham and. Pedersen (1976) also developed an emergence pat—

T‘ tern for the use of interrogative forms,‘ They report that the

normal English speaking child acqu1res twenty eight different

“question_ng or interrogative forms The 1nitial method of oues—_:
tioning, the placing ofrinterrogative intonations on simple sent—-
T'ences appears as. for example, ‘"We:go in the car”" Menyuk and

' {jBernholt% (1969) and Brown (1963) also confirmed that questioning |
}'intonations although the. last intonation patterns to develop, be—'*
pcome the first interrogatives, appearing at approximately 18 to 22‘.'

: npnths. “The - ié%errogative forms %hat appear next as shown in

,Figure II—E Emergence of Interrogatives in Nornel Children, are of“ -

: : /
vthe "what's that " "where are" "what happened" and "who is It"

type; The "Why" form comes shortly thereafter The interrogative
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forms of "are these", "how come" "does" "could"' whose" and"when"

apnear at approximatelv 35—36 months in normal children Trantham and’ f

Pede en (1976) stated that the use of a correct férm of an inter—

rogative indicates a child has acouired the use ofvthat form in his
&
language while the child acquiring a new interrogative pattern o
.
usually uses that pattern erroneously before using it correctlv -

[N
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:Language Samnlinr

- Language samnling techniques have varied and changed as
researchers have attempted to find accurate and appropriate methods
fof obtaining language from children McCarthy (1930) observed each
child individually in his own home or “place very familiar to the ‘child.
_A portion of McCarthy' s samples were obtained having the child alone w1th
. the observer but W1th the child's parent's also in'the room. McCarthy
~presented each subJect with two picture books,'one of nursery rhymes _
.the other of animals Along with the books several toys, a telephone,.;‘
“a ball, toy autos, a toy that squeaked a music box- and a toy mouse,
:were presented - The children who falled to produce language were asked
4a question in order to elicit responses
Day (l932),insofar é; was pos51ble replicated McCarthy s use of -
toys.. ’ Dav observed and recorded the language samples in the
twins' homes. Some of the samples were obtai :d> one twin at a time with .
'the observer and some were obtained.with both tw1ns together, Dav (1932)
- McCarthy (1930), and Davis (1937) all recorded the language manually
without mechanical aid R : o -»k
Davis " (1937) observed the twins used in her study in the schools '
) and each subject alone with the observer, was presented with toys
‘and books. The toys were mainly cowbovs, Indians and covered wagons
.The picture books used consisted‘of a book about ships, a book about
' _sehool and a book about animals | |
The studies of Piaget (1926) and Luria & Yudovichﬂ(l959) obtained
_ language samoles from children playing together in relatively|natural _i

play situations_ " The spontaneous language generated was usually~between
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“children in the play situation with occasional'instances»Of conver-

sation with adults.,

| Lee'and Canter (l97l§ ‘Cazden (1968), Loban (1963) and Brown
(1968) all recorded the language samples generated first by’ using asﬁLV
tape recorder. and late: transcribing the protocols.

| Lee and Canter (1971) requested each child to plav with a series
of toys and talk about the toys The children were. also’ asked to tell: fvl
about the pictures in some books . and finally to tell ‘the story of

Goldilocks and - The Three Bears from a- picture book The observers at—

tempted not to direct the conversation but rather let the child pro-
duce his own language. o
| The use of spontaneous 1anguage plav situations as well as eli—

cited language w1th an adult were methods freouentlv employed for ob—

taining oral. language samples from children

The develooment of techniques for assessing the self—concepts of
preschoolers have pr::r/ssed since ghomas (1967) introduced a testing
procedure involv1ng e presentation of a polaroid picture of the sub—

Ject to himself The subject wasgasked questions about himself while 4:

' viewing his own picture. The child's responses were then used to es—

tablish a self concept profile of that child Therrien (1969) suggest—'

' ed that the use of video tapes would perhaps be effective in helping

to elicit responses to self concept questions. Yamamoto (1972) stated
that having a child see himself and identify himself would help to

deterndne if the child perceived himself as others saw hhn or if the

ehild had a- distorted view of himself Lewis (1977) used a mirror in e

front of infants to determine if the children had a concept of self and

reported that the mirror was an effective method of determining self

Fl . .‘. oy . | o R 8
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Itis highly probable that the children used a great number of

'pronouns to describe the self

TWins langpage Performance
_ When a twin situation is observed,it is evident that the

closeness of the chlldren provides companionship and a source

of communication not_available to~singletons The surface assumption
‘ of language acquisition implies that language is- learned~bv imitation
and a set of children imitatlng eich other might indeed develop

' »_alternate forms of the language 2e studies of language development
- in twins tends to support thlS 1ssumption, | ‘ _ »

The study by Day (1932) of 80 pairs of twins, ages two to five
‘years, compared tWins to the sing_epons studied by McCarthy (1930)

A Slmiliar format was followed by Dav Both McCarthv and Day*

. presented their subjects w1th an array of stimuli u51ng tovs and

books and as . the children explored the stimuli a language sample was .

-vellcited from each subject ' Flfty consecutive verbal responses were

I

_'manuallv recorded The analysiS/of the language sample in the Dav (1932)t _
AL

study txamined four neJor areas l) mean length §f response, 2) word 'i:f”,f,

, analy51s by parts of speech, 3) functional .analysis. and grammatical

» i

. construction of sentences Day reported that language deWeIOpment
in twins.showed evidenée of’ retardation in all areas of investigation

The. developmental lag as exhibited by the tw1ns was reported toy have .
»"‘\t

increased w1th age. Figure II~F illustrates the increasing divergence 'j'j .
between the length of response as. uttered by singletons and those uttered
lby twins as a group. Day (1932) stated that twins of five vears of age '

‘were lagging by almost two years behind singleton peers. - :ﬁ :
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'Day (1932)'asserted:that twins used fewer.wordslthan singleton
children particularly with the use of adjectives, pronouns, verbs,-
nouns, ‘and conjunctions Twins did however, use a greater
percentage of interjections than did their Singleton counterparts .
Again,the developmental lag attested to by Day was approximatelv two
| years by the time the children reached five years of" age
“The results of Day S analysis of the grammatical nature of

N

sentences indicated that tw1ns were somewhat delayed in grammar use..
TW1ns did however, show a rapid gain in sentence complexity between
four and five years but not to the extent that 51ngletons progressed

| Day (1932) revealed that occupational class had an effect on the-
,development of twins The effect seemed to cpmpound the” 1anguage lag o
E twins in lower occuoational groups . She reported'that twins in ‘ ‘
the homes of lower occupational,groups were far behind‘their counter—7
',parts in the upper occupational groups | | | |

| Eavis (1937) studied tw1ns, singleton children with siblings and

‘only children from five years to ten years of age. Davis duplicated
- the design of both McCarthy (1930) amdimr15%l932) in both 1‘ L 'ff'
vipresentation of stimulus and in analysis g@chnique Davis (1937) used
'»97 only children, 173 single children with siblings ﬁﬁd 83 pairs .'\-w

bof twins. Ap o - | ',‘3,
w ; ,
Davis (1937) asserted that only children were superior to/ .

children with siblings Who in turn were superior to twins in 'verv
' phase of linguistic skill Twins of ‘the ages 5 to 9 years

especially retarded in the perfection of articulation. Alro,of

. T o “/W

e S
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"f significance‘in the Davis study was the statement that occupational :
| -group affected twins language performances. Davis (1937) revealed
.that upper occupational group twins recovered most of the developmental
lag in language bv 9 vears but the lower occupational group twins
made very little progress |
Davis did not- report on anv differences between fraternal‘twins
“and identical tw1ns but rather placed all. ‘twins’ together in one. |
,large group. Koch (1966) identified fraternal twins and identical
‘twins in her study of 90 pairs of twins, ages five to seven years. o
;Koch analysed language samples which had been recorded as’ the children
. t@ld stories aided by picture stimuli The language samples were |
"analysed in terms. of phonetic morphological and svntactic aspects
P

Koch concluded that -in terms of language development fraternal

'females were s1gn1ficantly superior to 1dentical male and female 7

E pairs who in turn- were superior'to fraternal males. Koch (1966)

further stated that "twins taken as a whole -did not perform conspicuouslvv ’

below their singleton controls" (p 67). The“difference in results o
gﬁ? between Koch Ql966) and those of Davis (1937) and Day (1932) /74 ’*3'4%ﬂp
‘brings to the fore a question whether or not there is a language lag
"in the language development of twins :5 K
| Conway and Lytton (1975) in. their study of 8 pairs of. identical

twins, y pairs of fraternal twins and 24 singletons ages 32—33
months,found no significant group differences in. language development
,'f The language development of twins was reported to have shown a slight 5

,directional lag The causes of the language lag>were attested |
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%o be from paranatal or prenatal stress and more importantly,from too

.little adult interaction and too much sibling interaction. The lack
. of parental interaction was emphasized by Lytton (1977)

as the causal factor for delay in- language skills of twins

| The lack of 1nteraction with parents combined with too much sibling
.'interaction was highly exemplified in the study by Luria and Yudovich,
i (1959). The case study of one set of five year old identical twins
freported that the language of the, twins was very: much like ‘that of
| children two: years younger.‘ The researchers stated that the parents'

of the children seldom interacted with the tw1ns and left the twins

to play and converse on their own. The twins were observed to have
.:‘been slightly different in terms of the number of words used as
well as the percentage of 1ncomprehensible utterances.' These )
investigators ovserved that the twins'speech was tied to. the activity,
in Wthh the twins were engaged Conclusionﬁ from the study suggested .

_that in early speech, - understanding of a situation context assisted

=

| -in holding words together in meaningful patterns The tW1ns in the f:
¢ ¥
Luria and Vudovich(l959) study were separated resulting in reduction of

| much of the. communication between the members of the tw1n pair

. The childreniwere gradually forced to adopt language behavior closer
to that of adults and- the other children in the group. Luria and R

':Yudovich concluded that linguistic learning was accompanied by
improvement in cognitive activ1ty ﬂ' . '

-

One member of the twin pair was given special speechteaching tasks.

.Luria and Yudovich (1959) illustrated the effect of placing a

necessity for speech communication on the acquisition of a language svsten

A‘:u;h
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| syntactic abilities of twins were genetie

: skiiié While the langugge skills of fraternal‘twinsg\wéréfno'morev

The twins no 1

other,raﬁidly>Were affected by’ an environmentél need to

Slgnificant also was the speeq with which the

4g

T

Onger in a situation of communicating only with each

communicate,

The effects. or language interaction with adults were noticed in

.

Munsingervand,Douglas§(1976),;n their stugd A S
identical twins, 37 paips ,of fraternal twing -@d-_é%hs--%@‘
_attempted to determine the degree to whichééiff |

simiiar to each other than wefe the¢languaée sk

4
s .

Differences in language
development»between.idénFiCal'co;twins was not.’

explained by Lenneberg.

é&37 pairs_of p

erences in the

;:'TbeSe‘in€géﬁigatoys |

111s of
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twins. fDifferences‘that did ocewr in the language dévelopment between
identical co-twins were: not elaborated nor described by Munsinger and

' Douglass 1976).

S sy
' . The literature suggests that the language development of twins
is somewhat inferior to that of singletons. The language deficiency
1is greater for. lower occuoational groups. which compounds the effect
-on language.performance in twins. The research also indicates that
identical twins are closer in language development than are either
fraternal twin groups or singletons | | | .
- Statements regarding the develoomental lag in language hnplicate
.i.bthe social situatjon in which' twins find themselves According to '
research reports, verbal communication used for need satisfaction as
swell as for social satisfaction ‘1s less of a necessitv for twins than
',it is for singletonst’ Findings also show that the twin situation
A prorides each member Of the twin'pair with»a co—twin.whose language
' could be modeled Because twins tend to reinforce the language of |

, the co—twin 1naccurate representations of the language are modeled
and reinforced o :f_ : ( ‘ o B ‘
The literature does not make clear the differences in languageL
- performance that occur between co—twins in identical twin pairs
| »Lastly, the effect of dominance—subordination roles on the language'_
’_,. performance of identical twins appears not to have’ been questioned |

v .i"ﬁﬁ,'



51

CHAPTER TIT - - -/
DESIGN OF THE STUBY

The purpose of this chapter is to present the design of the

.study This chapter includes a discussion of the sampling procedures,k

methods used for gathering data the instruments employed as well as

- the treatment of the collected data.

ESN

AL : . .
. . . B .

I. DESCRIPTION OF THE SAMPLE

‘e

Selection‘

The sampie was selected from the twin population of the. Greater
Edmonton Metropolitan area. Initial contact of the twins was

made through the Edmonton Twin and: Triplet Club $Ehe Club supplied a

list of 27 pairs of the available twins, ranging in age from 2

g years 6 months o’ 6 years O months both identical and fraternal

pairs, From the list ten Monozygotic pairs were identified and ‘

further categorized according to the language of the mother tongue

.Seven pairs of four—year—old twins were retained in the sample all

haVing English as their sole language. One palr was deleted due to

-Aillness, leaVing six pairs The final simple used in the study

consisted of three sets of female identical twins and three sets of

fmale identical twins

The parents of the tWins were contacted to obtain consent

fOr participation in the study and to determine convenient times

. for observation o "_51 :._, o >
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', Determination of Zygdsity"

The classification of the twins according ‘to zygosity was .

: fbased on confinnation from three sources. First the Edmonton

i

o Twin- and Triplet Club indicated the zyg051ty of each twin pair.

b'k The Club~records had established the zyg051ty of each twin pair

'at the tnne of birth u51ng information obtained from the hospitals =
and attending doctors Secondly, a parental statement based on
medical acknowledgement of monozygosity reaffirmed the initial ;'.
infonmation In addition, the examiner observed the tw1ns for |

e

: hereditary traits.‘f ’] , ' - “l

) e

'_ The examiner s observation and the parental classiflcation

:} were-in complete agreement for all the twin pains. The class1ficationsl"

dof the parents and examiner, concurred completely with the

Edmontmn Tw1n and lrlplet Club class1fication

fials ording to the parents, and from examiner observation, none o
f of the chilﬂren suffered from sensorv handicaps nor physical
handicaps Although one child was suspected by the parents of '
-hav1ng a slight.tongue thrust the child‘s speech did not seem to

;be noticeably “ed.

‘@
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IT.  PROCEDURES FOR DATA GATHERING

Setting e X
' The parents of each twin palr were contacted by telephone '

in order to set a convenient time for observation which did not

conflict - with meals or rest requirements. Three of the twin pairs were

‘Jobserved 1n the morning and three pairs were observed in the early

o afternoon commencing at 1: 30 p m. Each session, including observation

and parental interview, required from one and three quarter hours to

two and one,quarter hours All data were collectaithe first week of

May, 1977. ' )

The children were all observed in their homes. The examiner ‘
4began each session by Ealklng to the parents, while the twins played v:
__nearby,_to allow time for the children to become familiar with the
,examiner in- their home. ~ An oral explanation of the purpose of the n
study wassgiven to the parent(s) befbre any data gathering began An
explanation of. the recording procedure was given to both the twins and

- JNERRSEE =
wparents ‘ . c T

| At the time of observation the mean chronological age of the twins

lftfwas 49 6 months with a range ﬂrom U6 months to 54 months. For these

twins, the mean age for commencement of speech was. 16 6 months,‘ , )
with a range from lU months to 20 months. Table 3 l shows the distribution
‘of twin pairs accordlng to sex, age in months, and age at which the

dvpairs bewan talking
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TABLE III 1 ,4' :s.

Distribution of TWin Pairs According to Sex,
Chronological Age, Age at Which Pair Began Talkiré

i

* Pair . " Sex Talking Age © .. Chronological Age . .
v - - : ~in Months -in Months

oM (a8 mle 20 e T
‘é-o M (A&B)_; o ale f,-i s o 52
My(aeB) wale 16 P

P (A%B) © Femle. . - 18 . - .50
'V°Fé(A&B§'.--'_, Penald - ?,_-1u-'rj:“: . kg

_;F3(AEB) o - Female o Lo

i'Grouprean .

- qudditional Data T Yo S o

At the time’of observation all the twins were members of two

'parent families TWo pairs of twins had older siblings, two pairs

' had younger si AT pairs had 1o siblings othé?‘%ﬁé?f?ﬁi§7a5=~—~

win, '

'.'fi A cassette tape recorder was anployed to record all the
>children s verbal utterances. Hand written notes were used to record
3xi) the oarental responses during the parental interview. During the 1anguage-:
dt,sampling sessions the examiner recorded notes inlorder to identify 1:%f';c :
.‘ .each,speaker as well as to identify which stimulus obJects engaged the bqu:

. children S attention R v.4ﬁy e :‘,gf'
P S TR

g . . . R . R e
i : . . E . R Sl : .



Inventory (see Appendir B)to completei‘the_following directions were

‘ given

- . o %
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AS‘the'twins were identical, the examiner realized it would be
extremely difficult to differentiate between the voices of identicdl

twins ‘when transcriblng the protocols. Tb cope with the problem the

“examiner made carefully written transcripts,during each sess1on.

Parentalgi;ﬁerV1ew o ?

The purpose of the parental 1nterv1ew was to obtain some -

relevant facts about each twin pair. z.During the.id!%rview the

.. examiner secured the names and birth dates of each pair as well as

the, age at which each tw1n pair bad begun to talk Due to the identi—
cal appearance of the children in each pair 1t was necessarv to
determine definite identities for the examiner. This was facilitated

y the wearing of v1Sibly differing articles of clothing by each co-

twin. The parents were asked to 1ndicate how often stories were told

or read to the children

r'a

The format of the interview as well as the outline of the ;ﬁ:

questions asked in the study are located in Appendix A

As the parents were given two copies of the Temperament Qualitv

L

S 1 would l!ke you to put the child‘s name on top- and

_ﬁ.v' - complete one sheet for' each'.child.

12) Please circle the appropriate word on the rating scale
' that best describes each child

- L 9

The parents were asked it tbey wished the examiner to read each 1tan
and record the parental response This, it was - hoped would eliminate

any embarrassment wh@ph could have been caused if any parent was
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The parents were questioned regarding any-perceived dominance in
-’the twin pair. This information was obtained at the termination of
the session in order to avoid bias in examiner observation of twin :
dominance,- ' ‘

The- behaviouralhprofile of each child was measured using the

Survev Instrument

, instrument designed by Thomas /HGSS and Birch for their study of

The Origin of Personalitv (1970).

The instrument (see Appendix B) lists and defines the follow1ng
nine- temoeramental qualities activity level, rhythmicity, distracti--
'*‘bility, adaptability, attention span~per51stence lntensity of reaction
threshold of responSiveness, ouality-of mood and the approacn—withdrawal . -

quality. : fﬁ% . ‘ )

Each of the oualities is measuredvon al scale such as posicive—~_ »
variable (pos1tive or negative)—negative, 1ntense—variable(intense or low) |
low, high—low The clusters of* temperamental attributes determine the
type of temperament from "easy children" characterized byjpositive mood
regularity of bodily functions, low reaction 1ntensitv through "slow to
warm up" to "difficult children" characterized by irregularity of bodily
’ functions, negative mood withdrawal from stimuli, intense reactions -

LR

and slow adaptability .

%
The parents ‘of the twin pairs wgie requested to complete one. copy

“of the temperamental ouality inventory for each co—twin The parents

- . were asked to state anv dominance perceived in the twins in terms of’

, aggressionw.language and personalitv.



Language Tasxs L o o -

oy

For the purpose of generating oral 1anguage %ambles each oair

v)"

of twins was’ presented with four major tasks. The four tasks were
'ﬂf adapted from those used by previous resear@hg;s and were referred
- to as:, 1) Mirror Task 2) McCarthy and Dav Task 3) Twin with
Adult Task and H) Story Task. The order of presentation of the
.f,tasks were kept constant. " B | |
3;’"';;1)- M:ii’Tor.‘I‘ask' o =
' f:t;}kfrl;"t_i The twins were asked‘by the. examiner to take him to the
B largest mirror in the house, éither the bathroom or dressing mirror
The twins were»then positioned on either side of the examiner facing
the mirror “The' examiner would point to the' mirror images .of the :
fﬁ@;( | tw1ns and ask’the tw1ns several questions The twins were asked

l) to identify each body part as the examiner pointed to it and

- 2)- to identify whose bodv part was being indicated The following

‘ questibnS'were asked of the twins

v g.;_‘A'( ’¢ . : : ’ '

- *§§§5~gg%£ Can”you, (twin s name), tell me what tbis is?

S . '(reflection of his/henﬁhénd) | :
aArs fh*ygf.'é) .Can you, _ (co-twin's name) tell me what this is°
~f{ﬁfl' L "r(reflection of co—tw1n s foot)

(3) .Can you, tell me what this is° .
o (reflections of arms -chest stomach back etc )

p4)5ZWhat am T pointing to, . (twin S name)r> B

- 5) ‘What am I pointing to (co-twin's name)°
(reflections of twin s leg) SRS



' 6) (twin S name), whose arm is this'>

7 %___ (co-twin's name),whose hand 1s this?

The language_generated was tape recorded,

2)  MeCarthy and Day Task

The twins were presented w1th a cardboard boy of items which

they could explore. They were told they could play with the things

contained in the box and tell each other about what was inside The
items in the box used as language stimuli were: ~ #°

1) a toy telephone (multicolored) .
S.2) two cars. (one red, one yellow) . 31{
3 a toy horse - o AR L'§
4) " a rabbit with uoueaker : ’ ‘ ' S
5 a music box record plaver and records E
6) a plastic ball (fdr indoor use) . RS ; :
- 7). a zoo animal book SUTIRER LY j-.;id .
8)  a book of nursery rhymes - . %
) Uisheets'of paper and two pencils \

;The examiner was nearby in order to promot the children if
language had to begelicited

The language generated was tape recorded

: for transcription later .Color PlateA located in the Apoerdﬁx is orov—

~_
iﬁed in order to 1~lustrate as cioselv as oosSible the original stimbli
’ used in this study. : ~,v o : - I i.
3) Twin with Adult Task’ A L 5 o |

For the purpose of this task each child sat beside the examiner

removed from the co—twins hearing Each twin in turn was asked abou c

the contents of the box.. The subject was to’ discuss or tell about an

item that was contained in the box of sttnulus materials. Each twin Las

1
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4 ~asked: S0

1) (twin's name),what did you like best from the box of
' things I brought° .

' 2)  Could you tell me about the (item)°
.3) ‘Why did you like 1t? - '
4) - What is it for? or How does it work?
'5)  Tell me ‘about the other things in . the box. .

6). ~ Can you, (twin's name), tell me what colors are on ‘the
- (item)? :

————

Ly  Story Task | |
.‘The Story Task in this study was composed of two smaller subtasks
- The first subtask cons1sted of a series of questions regarding the child' .
own storv background One twin at a time was asked L |
1) Does your mom/dad ever read or tell you storiestr
i-, 2)'v Do you ‘have any books with stories in them?
| 3) Can you tell me a story Please tell me a stOry
The second subtask was centered around the telling or retelling
v_of the.story_of "Goldilocks and The_Three Bears", FEach subjectvwas‘j
’asked? . SRR .2': ) ‘_ Jf | '
o 1) -Do you know the story of- Goldilocks and Tbe Tbree Bears'>
: Can you please tell me that story : _ :
2)‘ Look at this book 'ﬂ (twin S name) Tell me'tne story from,t“
. the pictures in this Is book. - -dadw R S T

The child was asked to tell the stovvf _ f‘ilocks and The

Three Bears" using the picture book stbnulus in a book version bearing
‘:the same title pictures in plate B The verbal responses were tape ]"

" recorded for later transcription.
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I_II TREATVENT OF THE DATA

The tape recordings of the oral language samples were transcribed
Ainto an accurate verbatum written transcript of the observation The .
examiner notes, which were produced during the observation sessibns,
were of assistance in identifVing the speaker and for A identifying

_ the items which engaged the attention of each subject | - - |

| The written protocols were validated by a Judge who compared the
”:transcripts with the original tape recordings. All protocols were

determined to be accurate A1l language samples were viewed objectivelv

and descriptive similarities and. differences were recorded

&‘ .

Analysis of The Data

i

1)_ Speech Sampling

The language samples generated from the McCarthy and Day Task

the Twin and Adult Task and the Story Telling Task were analysed using
the Lee and Canter (1971) procedure for Developmental Sentence Scoring
' The Developmental Sentence Scoring chart is located in Appendix C.

+ The corpus of sentences used for analySis consisted of fifty
'complete, different intelligible non—echololic sentences. The<'vxh
‘sentences were: deemed to be complete if they have .a noun and verb ir:?).,' :
ilitsubject and predicate relationship The imperatives were counted as
sentences Each: sentence was included only once but echololic /

. utterances were excluded as they are repetitive rather than spontaneous
sentences ‘ The utterance for the Developmental Sentence score, like

:the TLunit contains one main clause with all the subordinate clauses

Ve

» attached to it



_The utterances for analysis were composed of 40 consecutive
sentences from the middle of. the McCarthy and Day Task five con- o
’secutive sentences from the middle of the TWin with Adult Task and
five consecutive sentences from the middle of the Story Telling Task;
These proportions were computed by taking the total number of utterb‘
“‘ances for each subject and determining the percentage of utterances |

used in each task

rThe”format was;i“
*

l) McCarthy and Day utterances o xleO. B
Total Utterances U :

2) ‘Datn with Aduls utterances. 1 x100
'.Tbtal'Utterances . T

’ 3) Storv Telling utterandes T x 100
Tbtal Utterances PETEEE ;:_,-,‘;'_" : _t

The percentages were 80% Mctarthy and Day Task" utterances, 107
 each from the Twin w1th Adult Task and the Story Telkling Task.,
o The fifty sentence speech sample was scored according to the

tDevelopmental Sentence Score chart (Lee and’ Canter, 1971) and the mean’

* score per sentence derived The mean score was call%d the Developmental _:_ﬁ

' .Sentence Score. Inter—scorer agreement between the ihvestigator and

the Judges was l,alculated on’ the Arrington formula ( 930) reported byj.f

¥'Peifel and Lorge (1950) ‘and applied by Nixon (1975) . \The overall per- -

centages of agreement for the Dss revealed a 987 agre ent between the

. investigator and the two 1udges, one a graduate studen in English andivfg]

(e
the other a 1ecturer~in Language Arts." f;’éz

,.appears in-
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2) Mean Length of Utterance -

~corpus of sentences used for the calculation of mean length

of u f'rance were the same. fifty sentences used for the Developmental
’Sentence Scores. - The mean length of utterance for each child ‘was.

established by counting the words in the entire corpus of fifty sen—

tences-used for the Developmental Sentence»Scores.. The mean length of

utterance for each child was established by counting the words 1n the

entire corpus of fifty sentences, then dividing the result by fifty

. %

" to obtain a mean length of utterance (M L U ).

Tbtal words for Fifty Utterances
' Fifty Utterances-

= M.L.U.

3) Interrogative Forms
The entire protocol of each subject was used in the analysis of

interrogative fonns used The developmental scale proposed by Trantham

" ard Pedersen (1976) was utilized in the analysis of the interrogatives.

: Each instance or occurrence of an interrogative form was charted and

'a gross count method was used to establish the number of different in— 1“

o terrogative forms used by each subJect

: U) Pronouns and Pbssessives

Zhe entire protocol for each subject was’ used in the analysis of

J the pronoun and possessive pronouns used by eadh’subject in the study

"_The developmental scale proposed by Trantham and Pedersen (1976) was ;v

utilized in the analysis of tﬁe pronouns used by the twins. The in-

h'stance or; occurrence of each pronoun and possessive pronoun was i

1

.charted and a. descriptive analysis was carried out,

a\ R : ;I‘

P
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5) Maze Usage
‘The number of mazes used in the entire language protocol of each
f child was established and a percentage of mazes per utterance was
detennined The total count of mazes used was divided by the number of

-
utterances in order to establish the percentage.

1.e. : _
Total Number of ‘Mazes

~ x. 100
‘Number of Utterances i

P

tatistical Analysis

The numerical vdlues-calculated for Developmental Sentence Score,
mean length of.utterance, number of interrogatives used'and the‘mazei
percentage were subjected to statlstical measures testing The score.

_‘for each dominant twin was. matched with the similiar score for the

subordinate co—twin

All data were subgected to an ANOVA 12 computer program. The

‘\.

‘program developed by the Division of Research at the Universiby of C
’ f B S s
' Alberta, performst;-tests on the datégtb establish significance of . \\~
' differences of means. observed Because the more powerful tests for _1 f%T' \,

‘:‘dependent sambles might tend to over exaggerate ndnute trends%‘the L“\.
-t -test for small 1ndependent samples was, chosen The use of more *i*, i?ﬂ

stringent tests might be overly cautious. Downie and Heath (1970) u

| state co The (researcher) who uses the formula for uncorrelated

data when he actually has correlated data(may be) applying an . ~ar:£

unnecessarily stringent test to his data" (p 177) However the L

use of a small sample perhaps warrants the caution



._f‘decided against because of the separatio'*“"
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IV PILOT STUDY
. Prior to the initiation of the main study a pre-studv was '
‘conducted using one pair of identical male twins age five years ‘three |
months., The study was conducted in- the fall of 1976 at a time when
the twins had been in Kindergarten only two months The’ twins had'been
separated in Kindergarten : 'a

lhe purpose of the studv was

-~ To observe the language performance of identical twins. "
S - Tb analyse the’ differences, if any, between the language
' development of the two children

- To observe if a- dominance—subordination position had an
effect on language. . - > o ' '

To observe the childrens r%&gtion to the tasks.

ﬂf

S i s : L
The use of" Kindergarten age children%in the main study was_
o

iv,

school Be51des the number of available fq%?
. . ,:.
'greater than was the number of five vear oloi‘

(."»'V‘S - Y' .

This study was designed to determine what effect dominance— v

subordination rcles have on language performance of identical twins. 1'

;avChapter 11T began with an outline of the procedures and the selection

of the subject This was followed by an explanation of the zygosity
~of the twins. The setting of the observation as well as the survev
instrument were - explained before the data collection section explored

s

the- parental interView and the language sampling tasks. tThe”analysis’:f

,ear old identical tWins was B



of the data, botl descrir-ive and statiética_l was presented f‘qllowed

oy an outline of the ' ¢ Study. -

.
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. CHAPTER Iv _rﬁgp*' R
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

- C ) ,p '
. The purpo e of this chapter is: to present the results of the study
Y

The chapteréis lelded into three sections The first section discusses
the determigation of dominance of the twins sampled in this study
Section two presents the quantitative results of the study as well

i .as description of the language samples. The second section also presents
the statistical results where applicable The third ‘section presents

. some additional observations which were made during the course of

I, Determinationfof’Dominance B L

‘;;ﬂblhe tw1n sample con51sted of six pairs of identical four’ year '

:""“_ tw1ns three pairs were male and the other three pairs were female. |
During the observation sessions the examiner watched for acts of ag—' |
gression which might be signs of dominance By observing each pair
the examiner was able to determinewhich Chlld was successful in ob—
t@ining the play objects by a physical act The criteria for ieterndrdng .
phys1cally aggressive acts were proximal intlmidation, snatching ‘iz
ard grabbing, hitting and stiking, pushing and shoving The chlld/in

" each pair identified .as using double the co—twins aggressive acts
to obtain play ObJeCtS durino the observation was classified as the
dominant child, lhe child identified as dominant was assigned the |
letter A, the other member of each twin pair was identified by the
letter B. The actual count of aggressive acts appears in‘Appendix A-2

v In the following protocol examples the aggressive child is labelled A.

f’f‘



g

v”Jane )

upE . P
s : T 6T

A ' l,,. o J. ‘ o .
SR A T

Each member of the twin pair labelled /'(A&B) was exploring the ._

language stimulus materials. MlA ‘was plaving with the record player

while MlB was playing with the toy telephone (In order to assist the

reader, the fictitious names “Tom and Bill have been substituted for
MlA (dominant) and M1B (subordinate) respectively) " o A-;fl;ﬁ .
;.-Tbm: I'm play'my record. _
. Bill:‘Hello Hello; ready on telephonef
e something, something gum ‘ _ o
" no some gun. C et
. S ... Bye Tnhis Bill gain for Tbm DR A
i;;+;¥-”*’f“ff;iﬁilcwr . ‘He needs some help - - s ! B
o a‘?;w;hpwm;wmbmab~What you' Want Bill° ' 3 ’(:

~I'm I'm puttin my’' record player and o .
o I'm gonna dance - ,

(gets up to dance to music)

*.., . Bill: Ya bye . - - (hangs up phone and beging to o
i IR o ;ﬁ reach for record player) -
A o (Tbm picks up a stick and hits Bill):
'_Tbm';‘Sorrv . . o o :

_ (Tbng the twin labelled MlA,maintains possession of the toy by use of
. ;an aggresive: or phySical act ' In the following example the twin pair

;labelled F2 (A&B) was playing with the. stimulus material F2A begins '

( 'this example with the record player while F9B has the nursery rhyme bodk :

v(Again,FzB and F2A are replaced with the fictitious names of Sue and
© - Sue: fLookit Jane o
| Jane: Doesn’! t go. Doesn't go again.

R Sueif~Lookit that one little ‘wirl with a/hat on. like

. . that. _ L N7 .\_.\ -
, “Ya thats a funny hat :;.“4 R :).,hl‘ N

I know its a punkin l_'*' R

_'Jane; They're rocking aren t they'>
(Jane moves closer to: Sue)
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Sue Look at that old mormuv—man

Jane: Can T see" (Jane is beside’ Sue)
. Sue: Nope Nope you can't see no more of it. . Look
. at that. What 1s this? (Jane takes the book

~ ard Sue offers no .
resistance)

“

Jane: " I_ook! The Baby?

Both examples of physicallynaggress’ive behaviour'were' 'the. tvpe-. -
| _of‘ behaviour ﬁ*om which the examiner drew inferences about which
member of ach twin pair was dominant i K ,' _‘:“‘» -.“_“ .
| At the temination of.‘ the observation sessions in the homes, ) :. :
| _the parents were asked to 1dentif,‘y s for the examiner 5 which child the
”‘.""’parents believed was dominant In all cases except one, twin pair

M2, the parents 1dentified the dominant child as the child labelled
: 'A by the examiner. For the twin pair M2 the parents weré uncertain
"-about anv dominance but’ selected the child labelled B by the examiner

rI‘he ratings from the completed 'I‘emperamental Qualitv Inventorv

were analysed and dominance was. determined on those ratings. ' The

‘statement of.‘ dominance determined by the rating§ were compared to

v . the statements -of dominance made by the parents and the examiner For .

The ratings of’ a11 pairs shown in 'I‘able IV—l agreement in- determination

: of dominance were" consistent except for twin pair M2 (A&B)

"'_'examiner, the parents and the Temperamental Inventory all established ;"

, '-’_child Aas the dominant child the exception being twin pair M2 where R

the examiner picked Child A the parents picked Cl ' o in_ven-'-" sl
- tory selected, neither.. The three methods for dete‘ g »

- e
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identified f‘ive dominant children out of six pairs of‘ identical twins.
| While it cannot be said why one child was not identif‘ied as
u‘ffkdominant in twin patir M2, 1t 1s noteworthy that these chlldren had’
‘ switched role positions on several occasions -'I‘he parents stated that

these children wef‘e of‘ten left on thelr own to olay for long pericds

of time S _¥ L
- ) TABLE lV -1
~ , Dbter’mination of rIWin Do_minance L ;
A by Agr*eement o

o . o __'Selectiony of Dominance
;o ,’IWin Pair = Examiner  Pgrent  Temperamental .

v R L : Inventory -
1 (A&B CA A A
M2 (A&B) A B. ~ nelther
‘M3 (A%B) A A A |
F1 (AsB) A A A
- F2 (A&B) - A A A
. F3. (A&B) A A A

Analys1s of’ 'I‘ernperamental Quality Inventory

S The Temperamental Quality Inventorv was analysed in order to

deter'mine the patterns of the r'atings\ of the temper'amental qualities'.'
Tne analysis of the r-atings revealed con;istency in the” patter'ns f‘or_
the member*s of the twd gr'oups of twins dominant aﬁsubordinate.-

~
R X : . - : : ,' - —

each grour are presented in ’I‘able IV-2 v' ’I‘he clear divisiqn into

m subordinate gr'ouns wa.s cqnsistent f‘or all oairs excent twin
: - B i ) . )

L
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: Thefdata from.which Table IV-2was compiled appears in

i

T

‘t;twin pair, M2 (A&B) where neither tWin_followed-any pattern but

‘rather had'more Identical ratingslthan the other pairs. \ !

- TABLE IV - 2

¢ -TEmperamenta;rQuality Patterns

" for Dominance

S ) e .
‘ T ‘ y — ]
- Quality A-Dominant = . B-Subordinate
1) * Activity level SN high - moderate
2) Bhythmicity PR ' variable: . Pegular
© 3)  Approach, withdraw - " approach - - wvariable
4)  Adaptability - - adaptive - variable
5) Inten51tv of reaction ‘no pattern . no pattern .
6)  Threshold of responsiveness high ~ high ,
©7)  Quality of mood - v - positive; = ' variable
- 8) Distractibilitv w7 variable®* = .variable
9)

Attention span - o ' variable  °  variable

% |

. ‘  7' :
The characteristic features in the rating patterns ‘of the five

.Y

-‘.dominant children were: high activity level ‘variable rhythmicity,

:approachability, adaptability, and a positive quality of mode The

. characteristic features in the rating patterns of the subordinate ~”'
' child were: moderate activity level,. regular rhythmicity, variable

"approachability and adaptability and a variable quality of mood The :

1five children perceived as dominant were more highly active when eating,; g

R sleeping, playing etc whereas the subordinate counterpart had a more Q

,noderate activity lével for similar motor behaviours The subordinate |

Ai child had a more regular rhythmicity or cvclicalitv of behavior such o

-

as toilet habite mearfﬁn?s; sleep needs than drd ‘the dominant child

i

v 7. ro . .‘ [ .' e 3 .' . B¢
ol . A F " B B :
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The dominant child was rated as variable in regularity of behavior.
The dominant child was approachable and adaptive with regards to new
vstimuli and new situatiOns The subordinate child varied somewhat

in his ability to adapt ‘to situations or when he was apbroached by

\,}n A

. new stimuli The quality of mood for the dominant children was more

\

positive happier,npre pleasant and friendlier comoared with the six
vsubordinate childrens variable mocds.  With regards to the intenSity//
of reaction distractability and attention span, no difference was |
.observed between the dominant child and the subordinate child in the

“twin pairs

'~Summarv ; Lt

The findings of Section I, Determination of Dominance are
summarized as follows .
1).‘ The examiner determined which child was, dominant in six

pairs by observing the aggressive behavior of the twins, The aggressive

or dominanb child was labelled A in each twin pair The less aggressive

&or subordinate child was labelled B. ;' s © o N
| 2; The parents of the twins stated which child they believ 4_;5/

i the dOminant child ! In allqpairs except twin pair M2 the parents b
indicate cbild A The parents of twin pair“M2 indicated child B ‘.h- | ;f'

.f”- 3): The ratings from the Temperamental Oualitv Inventorv wereused to.

augment identification of dominance. e dominant child had,a high activity

' level, a variable rhythmicitv, an adaptive adaptability level a Ca

'positive qualitv Of mood and was apbroachable. The pattern of the

subordinate child was, a moderate activitv level regular rhythmicity, _‘

. \( - ’4 : : . . . ) h . . i . “ N v . L ‘ s K



varlable approachabllity and adaptabllity ard a variable quqiityeofsi:

ITDOd.' . . . . i

The use of the Temperamental Quality Inventory in this study
may provide some support for its use as an instrument for assisting
in the selection of dominance in twin pairs. » |
| U) Five dominant children out of six pairs of twins were 5
determined uSing the three selection methods of examiner selection,

parental selection and temperament rating

a .
e - - ) !



‘-:patterns‘of inte

IT. QUANTITATIVE RESULTS

S
‘s

The verbal utterances made by the children while d01ng the
four language tasks, when transcrlbed provided 2136 utterances This
‘;represents ‘a mean of 178 utterances for each subject. This exceeds

the number of utterances Lee and Canter (l97l) suggest are necessarv
~in order to obtaln suff1c1ent for sentence analy51s Lee and Canter»
state that a corpus of lOO responses is necessary in order to obtaln
50 sentences for analvs1s. - The- mean of 178 utterances collected in
thls study far exceed the number*bf utterances Dav (1932) ‘collected .
from the twins®in her.study. Day‘(1932) collected 7836_utterances
from}80 pairs of :twins Which represents a nean of 48r91utterances |
~ per subjeCt; |

 The entire‘languagesamﬁle»collected frOm’each child was

e

“analysed in terTs of the number of mazes, the developmental
rrggatlves and’ pronouns.: More 1ntense o o _

analyses were carrled out .on fifty sentences taken from each childs

| language smnole.. The fifty sentences were analvsed accordlng to the

| Lee and Canter (1971) Developmental Sentence scoring Chaft(Annendix c):

ﬁDevelopmental Sentence Score (DSS) was calculated for each child The .

same flfty sentence;used for the DSS were also analysed to determine

.' mean length of. utterance for each subject



Develormental Sentence Score .

-Scoring DSS

The 1anguage samples were scored using Developmental Sentence_scores

and scores were calculated for each child
The words in the sentences were examined individually and
’,assigned a value in agre-ment with the Developmental score determined

by the chart. (Appendix C)_"

Sample

3 2 1 Total
1) They 're. monkevs' u o 6
110 - o R
, 2) Tongue that's hes tongue. -

. -0 .o o . 0
3) More pages! ' . _
S 2°1 00 o o

) She's a this IR o 3

2 5. 11 5 1
5) He won't let me play.

“Sum of scores TR 26

R

Number of Sentences

The DSS for this sample would bé 5.2

> Sentence l) They 1"e Inin@V%. :

"ebqeceived a score of

‘-,personalxpronoun ey,‘a » efcopula are and a 1 for ‘the sentence fd_i

'pronoun that a l for the copula is or s. The sentence received a 0
» N - . . .

= ! o . LA i



. for incorrect ‘use of the. personal pronoun his and so doe

- det let a l for the personal~prdnoun me, a 2 for the seoon‘

L

75

the extra sentence point

. Sentence 3) More pages!‘

- Received a score of zero.

[4 ..

Sentence U)'She's a this.>

she, a l for copula is or. 's and a 0 for the incorrect J% of indefinite'

pronoun this :
N #:N ".‘

4,
; A
-3

Sentence 5) He won't let me play B T T

N Received a score of 15 comprised of a2 for the use f the
vpersonal prdnoun He, }hdr the nfgative won't la - l for the main verb

verb

‘:ﬁnfinitive complement)plav and. a 1 bonus sentence point for completion; v

of the sentende

¢

The sum of the sentence scored'6 2, 0, 3, 1§ 2@ is diV1ded

. by the number of sentences(S) to determine the Dev' opmental Sentence'._

score of 5. 2 SR

Q

* The Developmental Sentence scores as calculated a'“ear in Table IV—3

The results of. the Developmental Sentence Sc‘res show that in

vl

all cases except twin pair M2 the subordinate hild ‘B, had a DSS

.-wg

.4,:""



: gComparisOn_of DSS;'

*ﬂstudy The DSS. of the twins 1n this study fall slightly below the

anl

‘76

 TABLE'IV - 3.
‘Developmental Sentence ‘Scores - i f_ : leff
’ of Twins - :;;5;47, SN

3 n . / [
- TWIN PAIR
win M ow* - M3 .F1CF2  F3

Swordirate B 5.35  3.95 . 5.8 425 9.04 7.4

e

5 *No agreement in dominance..: ~.;" ;f‘ ,.fl,;*li:sa :' Yo 'fgl
As the language sampling technique was . replicated from Lee& cantor(l97l)

The Develonmental Sentence Scores of the twins in- this studv

#'*?were compared to the DSS ‘of the subjects in the Lee. and Canter (1971)

'_range of DSS for a. normal pooulation determined by Lee and Canter (1971)

k :"and is illustrated in Figure IV;A g_x‘f" ' ‘, R

The DSS of the tw1ns 1abelled Ml(A&B) M2( ) M3(A&B)

'and Pl(A&B) fall below the lOth percentile scones for score _'g~ fﬁ S L

distribution of normal 1anguage users According td Lee and Canter (1971),1

A_.-u

children falling below the 10th percentile are in need of _42'

_:lclinical language assistance ";;Ihe DSS of twins F3A and F2A are above l:’ff

“.the lOth percentile but below the 25th percentile 1ines TWin F3B

'3}; the 90th percentile level

'i:‘fhas a DSS which is considerably higher than the other childrergplacing

?hbher approx1mately;at the SOth percentile.x Twin;EZB_has aHDSS_above .



FIURE A D

PERCLNTITF‘ DSS OF NORMAL CHILDREN
AND STX PAIRS oF - wﬁNs |
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“The DSS of the male twins M1(A&B), M2’(A&B),and M3 ('A&B) places the -

males below the " normal language performance level " as ascertained
by ‘the DSS. Only one female pair of twins Fl(A&B) is below the :
"normal level" - The mean DSS for the males in this study is 4. 78

: which is significantly below the female DSS mean of 6 13 The male
-twins suffer a language lag which appears to be more severe than
thelag for females The twin pair M2(A&B) have the lowest DSS anbng
x:the males and. Fl(A&B) have “the lowest DSS among the females

This study appears to be the first study to measure the language

performance of identical twins in terms of Developmental Sentence :
'Scores so no . direct COmparisons can be made between the twins in this

_study and the twins in any other‘study.
I . s .

| Dominance Effect on DSS

T TheDevelOpmental Sentence %cores of the tw1n pairs exhibiting

a definite dominance pattern, Ml M3, F1, F2 and F3, were subJected

-°pto a s1mple t—test to establish t- test values for the difference f'

of the means of the: scores of the dominant and subordinate groups.,

» The results of the t- test reveali that a significant difference

=

4‘;was observzi} is shown in Table IV—N

e
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TABLE IV-4

Developmental Sentence‘Scores

By lWin Groupn
> . =
H Groubi o ‘Mean; ;‘S;D;-c:\L g _t—-value D.f. i pﬁdp.i
Dominant A ’,'14.9‘9,2" ..9_7’7 , /

| Swordinate B 6.386  1.683 Lo2ee 8 o

The significant difference between means prOVide ev1dence that the
subordinate twin has the higher Development Sentence Score (6. 386)
whereas the dominant co-twin has a lower Developmental Sentence Score
(U 992). The results , diagranmed in Pigure IV;B clearly show that |
' for this sample of identical twin pairs, the child placed in the subor—
dinate position exhibits better language i performance as expressed

by the Developmental Sentence Score than does the dominant co—tw1n

TV' o t appears that the tw1n mlaced in the subordinate p031tion may
develep/ianuage skills in order to deal w1th his situation. The child

_ who 1s more aggressive or dominant may be able to have his/her needs -

| adequately satisfied by. using his aggression as well as his verbal

‘ ability. The child in the subordinate position may not be able to |

rely on aggre sion to assist in the oatisfaction.of needs but may
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FIGURE 1V-B

DIVELOPMENTAL SENTENCE SCORE AND AGE. IN MONTHS

FOR THIN PAIRS SHOWING DOMINANCE
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S

‘““e-—  Dominant twin

i eYeeam Subordinate twin °
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instead deyelop language'invorderato:have'those needs‘satisfied.

However, 1t is not possible to eStablish.which.is causal orvwhich)ig

if anything, is the effect ’ - - IV

v The following example of twins F2(A&B) illustrates the use of

language on the part of F2B rather than force or aggression for/thg,,////;

satisfaction of needs .or wants An argument had occurred over the '

use of the. record player contained in the stimulus materials array

and currentlv F2A~had possession (A is the dominant female child

and B is the subordinate co-twin ) | :
FPA: No! Don't put it on!: I got to put“the‘recOrd

' on first : o S o

. {‘
i

‘F2B Could T have it° ‘Please? You're suppose to- -
share it. You' want to be. my sister9 , T

- (P2B ' reachesito touch record player) |

oo Lo ﬂ \"'.-'f‘
F2A: Don't! 'Stop it!
. Don't! ~ , ‘
- Get your hands off it
. F2B: om T Want'that; | LT T
. Can T have it mom? - - -~ - 4
I want - that now. R ' :vv-“'_’ _
_ ~ ~Mom; ~aren't you watchin° C (yes) Cohe
\ _ ~Qar I ‘have it now? o (nogs). o
S T e ‘ g (FQB gets record
I IRV g L T o
It appears from this example tha\‘FQB obtained the record player7-f"'
by'the use of language rather than by physical aggression. Trie
Developmental Sentence Score of Twin F2B was the highest of any of
the children sampled e .f ; ”:"J léhtt "'1'«, %
I SRR —ms WA w L i RSO R
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Other Effects Of DSS. e : | , -

'I‘he age at which each twin pa_'lr began\to speak did not seem to

“have any measur'eable effect on the Developmental Sentence scor'es.

 The tw:in pajrs that began to talk the earliest 14 months, had the i ; g |
ghest DSS.: 2 However, the pair that began to talk the latest 20 months B
. had the thjrd highest -DSS. Neither the age fer conmencement of speech

o nor the position in the familyrseemed to have any apparent ef‘fect on

the DSS | The DSS of each twin ‘the position 1n the f‘amily and the age

' ‘for speech commencement for each twin is shown in Table IV—5 : . 'j '
N \ v, A:_ v ;l ] o -v

e
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DSS, Number of Siblings and Age

for Speech'Con@encement

. cnild

DSS

Siblings =

", Age for Speech.

» .. in Months

(o2}

‘N\OJ:'U'IUOUT.O\O\wJ:;_J:'

10
.2b

.52
.02
02
35
95

425H_ﬂ
.ol
49

r
=R R

‘older
younger
older

“older

-bldér.

yoﬁnger

l'—‘l—ff\)H

younger

_ YQUNEZET

20
18
16.
- 187" |
w
14
20+
18
16
. 18w
LS
14




A R

v - : . i

'Smrmar'y of Develonmentél Senterice Scor-es ‘ ‘ : o '
. o , |
The, fimdings of the Develoomental Sentence score analysis are, |

-

‘SuImBI'lZed as follows. B ‘
: a

l) In each pair exhibitmg dominance, tﬁe DSS of the subor'dinate'

twin was hlgher than ‘the DSS of the dominant co—twin This difference :

was statistica"lly significant at the 05 1eve1 c(&" significance
2) The DSS of the‘ nxale twins were 1ower than the DSS of the

_ . . : ,
\ female twins. -~ -~ = s N i

T
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~ Mean Leng;th of‘Utter'ance -Q L e O
e ) .

The fiftv sentencés from each subject used for the calculation
of" Developmental Sentence Score were also used as the corbus of
.sentences from which the mean length of utterance was calculated The
meanvleﬁéth of respon se for each subject is shown in Table IV - 6 n

t

TABLE ;yﬂe.e

IR i R MeénﬁLenEth'Of‘Ufterance S

for Twin Palr R e

\

Mean Length of Utterance

Pair  Age inMonths . Domirant A SubordinatevB,A~¥‘

M1 4 | Q.SB g
M2 o - 527 T - 4,12(1) o i 30%. A
M3 54 3.88 L L4, 50% L '
FL- . 50/ - hao 3.72 0 s
F2 . kg e he2 o hgBR
F3 S bt T . 5.10 . Iy, 8Y

X § - ‘ , |
¥ indicates longer M.L.U. for‘subordinate'co—twin. S /
(l),indicated no agreement_on dominance. . o

Dominance Effect of M.L.U., = , - o 4‘ E 4

‘\\\The mean length of utterance for the subordinate twin was
slightly higher for MlB MZB M3B, and F2B than for'their corresponding
co-twin The mean length of utterance for the tw1n pairs Fl(A&B), and
_F2(A&B) were reversed and the ™ L.U for the'dominant twirs were higher.
than the M L U of the subordinate co—twins.v Davis (1937) renorted that

\: children who scored higher 1n shyness used longer sentences than did

) children who Scorﬂd less in 9hvness « IF shvness can be equated tc subord—

,f 1nance then these results tend to be consistent with the findings of Davms(l937)

-~

R S P N
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; iﬁ The mead.length of>utterances for each grouo was subject to a‘
B simple t—test to establisrlt—test values for the- difTerences
‘ in the meansnof the two‘grouns The simple t —test f revealed
‘s;no significant difference between the mean length of utterance for

the dominant (mean 4.33) and subordinate (mean b, 55) groups as iQ"
'-shown in Table v - 7 | ‘ '

TABLE IV -7 kv g

Mean Length of Utterance
N by TWin Group
:_ Group - - ... Meen .étd Dev. : t .wvalue - ' D.f, . Prob.
Dominant A - 4.33 Lol o | |
Supordirate B h.55 . .hM7 118 . 5 201

, Comparisons of M. L U

Y The relative mean 1ength of utterance of the twins in this studv
: ‘and ‘the mean length of utterance of the subject 1n the studies by Day l
i (1932), and Templin (1957) are illustra ed in~Figure IV _C,
As ils eﬁsdent from the graph,all of the children in this studv

. performed better in mean length of utterance than dld the twins in the
T"Day (1932) study Some of the twins performed better than.did the

singletons reported by DaJ as is cvidenced by the pos1tion of Ml(A&B)
: F3(A&B) and F2B. Possibly the di’ference 1n findings can be attributed
to either the definition used for M. L U or from the use_ of manual

recording of samples bv Dav (1932) The twins studied all scored v_.'

°
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~ FIGURE 1Iv- ¢
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”somewhat lower than did the sample of regular children as recorded
"-byTemphn(a’%?) P

-

_iSummary of Mean Length of Utterances

- The findings of the analysis of the Mean Length of Utterances are‘:f
summarized as follows2’;

- 1) The 31mp1e t—test 'Tevealed no significant difference be— :
:tween the mean length of utterance for the\dominant and subordinate'
‘.15‘25"The mean 1ength of utterance for the twins in this study was
‘ approximately equivalent to the mean length of utterance for the o
v.singletons in the study bty Day (1932)

.\»>

3) The mean length of utterance for ‘the- twins in this study |

14

‘was somewhat/high r than -the M.L.U. of the twins in the study by

=

Day (1932).

R VIR o e
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‘of Pronouns

Use

-~

lrantham and Pederson (1976) state that ‘the emerpence of nronauns is
L : PO

o couldlbe observed in verv definite patterns of development mhe
o 'irantham and Pedersen (1976) guide for pronoun development located

in Chgpter II Figure II-D, shows the develoomental emergenoe of
"Pronouns 1in normal children. "g i : f" - .

fhe entire protocol of each subject was analvsed on the basis of

:.the number of pronouns used as well as the number of erroneous
vattemots at pronoun use. The correct occurrences of pronoun forms“‘
. .were indicated with an X and the erroneous occurrences were assigned

"an 0. as is illustrated in Table’ IV—8 The gross count of correctly

T

?eused pronoun formsﬂfor each txtn reveals a definite directionality o
;in favor of the subordinate co—twin The dominant child in each pair

: used fewer pronoun forms than did the subordinate co—twin Twin pair '
,',,M2 (A&B) the pair where dominance was not established were the ex~4';
ception as M2A (dominant) used ll pronoun forms while M2B used lO pro— '

- noun forns Subject F3A (dominant) used 14 pronoun forms Fiﬁ used 23

rpronoun forms while subJect F1A and FlB used ll and 13 resnectivelv A-

'gain,the subordinate child aopears to. have develooed language skills in<i

: advance of the dominant co—tw1n ’ o i_ » : ' 1 o ’ {_

‘Erroneous PronounhUse= : ’

The analysis of the error patterns used by the children revealed

an advancing or learninn nrocess was involved with pronoun use o



'TABLE, 1V-8

Twins Pronoun Use

Pronoun.

»>

'Indcfinite ax

it

‘«Some .
nothing
somebody
anything

. ~few, both ~

X=X X

bR SR

X

<

- Personal

¥

. you
ne

- we |
_ them

I
“he.

. her

'.Vthey

him -
_ she

those
'u3~' .

X X

xX X

X O > X

O

XXX X X X
X‘ N

x

Dol

<. O

S X

o X

X O

A

X X

X X

4

>x

>

R

> X

XXX R X

= X

=

b d -

O

<

>

> >

AV

X s KRR R X R X

%

N

<3<

XX X X O ><_x:>< < ¢ X

Possessive |

« 9%
their

my
his-
your' .-
mine -

. her

our.

x .

XX XX

SO X'x O

R

_v><?<;c)>< :..

' . Reflexive'

P

< ¢ s XX

Wh-

Pronouns -

—_4

o e

TCTAL

X ‘correct use

s

19

11

10

12

13

11

13

16

21

14

23

‘0 erroneous use

ac -
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The twins language samples were analysed on the basis of the
' number of pronouns used wr.ile considering the number of erroneous at-
tempts at pronoun use. (Tarle IV - 8) A definite directionalitv is
cxhibited by the pronoun use in favor of the subordinate co-twin,
The dominant child in eacﬂ'fair (M2 exception) used fewer pronoun -
forms than did the subord: nate co—twins | |

Analysis of error ratterns revealed t the dominant child'

~erroneous use of a r onoun. form was. correctly used by the subordinate

f',member of; the pair, Both of the twins in twin pair Ml attempted to

*

7

"use "her" However illustratedqap the following examples, the subor— .

~ dinate child MlB used "her" correctly while MlA dominate co-twin used

"her" erroneously. : o

e'gf M1B: "This babv bear sees her in bed "o
© MIA: "Her's Goldilocks and her shut her eyes.
SILEE e and then he her he throw her out "

: The pronouns erroneouslv used by a subordinate member were not attempt— ‘

'.ed by the dominant child which suggests that initial attempts at use
were often erroneous,and correct use. indicated acquisition of the pro—“
_‘noun form into the language. i" o R ,jg_"'

The members of twin pair F3(A&B) did not. correctly use the person—

‘al pronoun "her"'in their language protocols However F3B (subordinate)

Ed

fattempted to use "her" but used: it erroneously.f;

€.g. . F3B\“'\“£ook what happened to she hers "

[
~

Peculiar pronoun uses were exhibited in the language sample by some

..of the twin pairs For example; twin pairs M2 (A&B) and. Fl (A&B) did L

ey,



not use the personal pronoun Ty, at all All the other twin'pairsa@? )
used "we" correctly It is interesting to note that these children e )

v‘,- )

. had narents who read to- their children far less than did the pa;;nts of s

the other children ‘The pronouns "it“ '"you" and "mY" were the - o s@

1"

nao

only pronouns used correctly by all the swojecfs. "I" and}"he “were

attempted bv all the children but errors djd oceur in uge En twin K

<

pair M3(A&B), child M3B correctly used "I" and "me"' but as the gx— ﬂa B

ample illustrates thé dominant co~twin M34 erroneouslv used the L

| personal pronouns .- f C ': i ,‘ ‘ '»":: ;‘:”,:1 .‘%ylf'
.M3A: "me want paper! Me Peepjm these, 1
) me are e are! Keepin these me’are, ™ - A R

. In the 1anguage situation onlv MLA used the pronoun "us". .
R
“MlA; "Where the telephone you gived us°" ’ L ‘, v )
§.

The subordinate co—twin MlB was, the only child to use: the re— :1 '

flexiVes "myself" and "herself" E ﬁ,g! o ;"‘ SRR N : \
: . N . - ) . . : , . }’i&
MIB: "I hurt my%elf on my bike. o Ty
'MlB:‘_ "He had a bandage on, - . Z | o
' " ‘on him's nose and hurt Himgelr. " -iy

The sex of the pair seems to have beem an influencing faetor in

3

the use of the pronoun "she" as all females used the personal pronoun

-_~"she" correctly,

S only two males, MﬂB and M3B eXhibited the

- use of "she" in Again, it is the subordinate child in
fathe male'pairs;tha sed the pronoun form‘, ' C

k.i-"‘ -
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g (’ ~. ) ) Con ’ . w‘ ° H s
Possesgives '{r.e e T e B y

The emeg‘gence ogﬁ the seven possessive pronowhs is developmental
However " with only seven possessives no statisticgil analysis was

s # & S

underta.ken on: the oc<:urrence ﬁs is- shown in Table IV-8 the sub- o

o

' 4 ordinafte child in each‘ twin pair attempted to. use cor'rect oossessive

forms more often than did the dominant counterpart Excent f‘or "twin

W2

pair) M3 (A&B) “the members were, identically matched in possessive

use. The' pair M3, however used only proper names when referring to

co—twin ownership, They often ref‘erred to items by "our" whether .b‘;

or not Joint ownership was involved - .\ ’ ) '_ E o ¢ .
. m3B: ,'-".Writteh*-'é{ir'?naiﬁé's' th.at" e = )

l

»'M3.B,’ "We don't know where got that~0ur mom gave away

Our mom are showing(other twin's name) how to ‘
write name."v'. ‘ ' | |
IVBA "Me don't want our- mom “to mg wantyou to." -
’Ihe possessive pronouns "his" aind _"her" wezie sources of

o

| erroneous forms being employed or att.enpted .ﬁs ts evident in the ‘

o f'ollowing example - o o ‘

| '-,.e-",g’,, e N

~ “F3A - “Had to 8o out of he s way."__f o
» F1B: "‘I’hats he's tongue.™ & Lo

' FlB f'. "She s looking in she s house.?'

4

v

o For the pur'pose of‘ 7eliciting la.nguage which might contain R
possessives the Mirror ‘cask proved to be effective @ o

..'): . '  P . :

N X T



_Summarv of* Pronouns Use L 'o.i_. S .

1

The findings of the analysis of pronoun forms are as follows
| S1) “The subordinate co—twin in each twin pair _except: in twin )
’ pair M2 used more pronoun forms correctlv ‘than did the corresponding
dominant co—tw1n

. "‘ 2)‘ The ocourrenoe of erroneous pronoun forms in‘the_language
of a ohild concurred withkprevious'literature wnich stated that the |
'child is attempting to incorporate the pronoun form into the language.' :

| 3) The analysis of instances of erroneous pronoun forms being

- used by subordinate twins revealed that the forms were not being ‘

-

’ attempted by the dominant co-twin

4) The analysis of instances of'erroneous pronoun forms beinp

,used by dominant twins revealed that the forms were used correctly

-by the subordinate co—twin
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o%%dImwm@nms. ‘ ) ‘ L :
°The emergence of interrogatives is developmental (Trantham and ;
o xPedersen, 1976) + The deVelopmental emergence sequence chart is
" located 4n Chapter II Figure II * E. | |

The entire ianguaye sample for each child was analysed in termsi

’.:of the number of interrogative forms used The number of the inter—”i?.

-

reéative forns used by each child was grouoed according to twin '

-

4

, dominance or subordihance The resultsxof the t —tests O abpear '
(¥ in Table 9. |

N’.\" Q -~ ) R .
L . o . , . ‘,"A '._ ‘ @ L
L TABI_EIV-9
LN Use. of Interrogatives by Group
hl .
' ‘I_‘cfoupgf;* . f.ﬂ Mean _aBS,Diﬁ: ‘_t;_vaiueff';- ar -Prob. 1eﬁeie'5ﬁ.“

Dominant A _'.:--2.5(‘)' 189 ; - | o |
| Slibord'iriate._B ’ ‘5'.33' o 315“‘ X 37:.5‘;1;.6 5 = - -, .016

- "

- o The silee t*test revealed that the differences between the _’_;
W‘"f“means of the two groups “Was. statistically significant for these childrem
.fat 05 1evel of significance. These results provide evidence to show | ‘
’a‘{that the subordinate twins (mean 5. 33) used nearly twice as manv inter—_?;d

I

. ‘rogative fOIﬂB as did the dominant co-twin A (mean - 50)
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TABLE IV-10

e vi ; 'eTWihs'Use of Interrogatives

af

where are
.what S that
what happened

+

'whp is it .

.why o~

. is (reversal)

;what——~—1ng
would -

what's that ( bJect)

X X

where is
tag?

do (reversal) 4
‘what do; does,‘d d

can

dia ‘

. where did.
?ewhere—Q——ing»‘

‘how. -

< ol

X O XX

O

<>

,§:><,

- what are

will

‘are'fheSe
‘howeCOme
Tdeesv ’
could

4fwhose [
.(aux) is
,when ‘

x

O X X X

fX ;correct use'

11

0 ferroneous use-
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The correct use of an interrogative form bv a subordinate twin and ,

-—

the erroneous use of the same form by the dominant co—twin ocourred in L

only two instances in the language samnles As shown in Table IV;lO
twin paig F3(A&B) attemnted "How" questions and twin pair M2(A&B) -
u»attempted "Why" questions, illustrated by the. following exmnnles. «
'F3B: How does this go?

:iE3A: How's is this open?

M2B: It's turning around.  Wny?

M2A: Why need these them things°
Whv need this°

i e‘children used. other e{roneous interrogative forms such as
K F3B Whose this 1s‘> : 2
’MIBQ How puts_this on?
MlB:”'Why youbgotvso_every papers?

MlA: Why.is got holes everywhere?‘ :

(o2

M3A:  What doing? |
M3A: fHow;he takin it awayo'
;'M2B:;‘How you take this head off? .
M2A: fDid you got this° L |
The earliest method of asking questions for the chfld 1s a- rising
'infleotion on the utterance The findings in this studv suoport the |
findings of . Menyuk and Bernholtz (1969) Brown (1963) and Trantham and
‘ Pedersen (1976) in the use of ‘the intonation interrogative as an early

’ interrogative form. -

W
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) All the subjects in this studv used an intonation pattern to
effect interr CLae meaning on @’ declarative statement Several .:_ ; $§
examples_fc i | o : .'\{) ' )
R vou bate tigers too?
F2B: What? The mailman?

‘ FEB TWO cars?

Ce

:MlA They have"garillas"at ours°v
M3A‘; Take one you eat 1t°

“t» - M3B: You want hear story° "‘
~ MQB: It's plug on‘> | '

M2A:. It is frozen things° ; .

Although the forms varied from those of standard Engllsh,all the

: questlons asked were comprehensible 11 the context in which they wer

’;I;_asyed The twins again appeared to have inaccurately replicated

‘standard 1anguage rather than creatlng thelr own 1anguage as suggested

by Hale (1886) ' ‘; ' S 3sé:f, o C e ,_: v
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of asklng Questions o « | . "ﬁ"'athrﬁ;f;ﬁtj

3) All 1nterrogative forns were comprehen51ble in the context

in which they were asked and showed no evidence oi twins creating
tthe%r ownflanguape | |




Use of the Maze

The entire language samnle of each subject was analvsed to deter—_
';in mine the number of mazes used After the number of mazes were countedu-

o in each language -sample the total was divided by the number of 1ndivi—;f

dual utterancesxand the results\were conver&edhto percentages The

. meanshfdr'ihe:Subdr&inate,grOup B ranged from 3.9% to 18.1%, =~
W g Co e T - BRI
TABLE IV-11

: ; ~© © Utterances Cdntaining Mazes R T
2 : By "_[wjn_Gr_oups_\'_\ - o . DT : '

‘Percentage - . . - RS

. Group oM oM M3 R F2 T R
L e T e e .

Dominant B fd'16.3 29.4 12.6 8.7- 18.3 7.2

Subordinate B o 7.5 18.1 u;g' 3.9 :13.1 12.6 o

Lo
7

PR S (IR /‘
ST N

The twin palr M°(A&B) used the greatest percentagg of mazes 29, M%

. and 18 1% respectivelv

sma
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The percentage of utterances containing mazes for each group,

dominant and subordinate were subjected to a.simple t-test.

“to establish t. test values and probability levels for the difference’
between means. ' »jk{’.J/,'

S

: (o
~ . TABLE IV = 12

Mean Maze Uise By Twin Groun ..

GI‘o’up
. Dominant'A 1542 7.36 | e
. Subordimate B © 10,02 5.02 - 1.087 5 - 07

*[
- The. results of the simnle t- test, shown in Table qu- 12
'm‘reveal that there is no signlficant difference between the means of

"-the Subordinate B (mean 10. 02) and Dominant A (mean 15 42) groups for ’

.maze usage !

‘ When Developmental Sentence score and maze use were compared no’
" .
pattern Was evident v-F3A and F2A both had Develoomental Sentence y
_scores of 6 02 whereas they used mazes in 7 2% and’ ‘18, 3% of their
utterances, respectively. One of the sets of twins with the lowest :

' Develoomental Sentence scores Fi(A&B) used fewer mazes, than any

" other pair, Although it cannot be said whv F2B used mazes in 18, 3%

of her utterances a good number of the maaes occurred as the subject

-editcd or corrected errors in her speech

i
B
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| '“"y The pel”centage Qf mazes used by the subordinate and domjnant
' twins in this study is not significantly different

o ;
© o {

\
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a .

Situation Sne01fic Language

|

..The language samples obtained in this studv were observed for

instances of autonomous words or words which carried meanings ‘other

" than would be comprehended in standard English

Language which was comorehensible only in the situation in which

it occurred and autonomous word usage were observed in the language of

- - that the twins were read "veny few, stories" and th&t the'children "plaved B

the male twin pairs M2(A&B) and M3(A&B) - The parents of M2(A&B) indicatcd

: .;‘;tog,ef he‘r'out ‘@f ‘epe’ way".most of the time

':fétated that[when M3(A&B) were littlc ‘the children were "on their; s

- own fairly often" and heard "very few stories "

to be a contributing factor in stimu

situation—specific—meaning-conﬂpsio S illustrate fhe lnmlicit use of

" language where more explicit langua
. M3A: K

The parental attention and superv1sv

5:tlanguage in the children in this s

M2B:

- M3B:

M3A:

M2B:

s Or lack thereof, seems

ting the use of odd forms of

dy.- The follow1ng examnles of

is necessary for total understanding

"This guX.-now me see who;" - bl
(interpreted as: M3A. pointing to ‘his mirror image..

This guy here in the mirror is me . That's now who

I sees’). - o S

"M3A puttin-bag{ are'put‘in'bag "o _ _
(interpreted as: M3A, T am putting my papers in the
bag, your papers were already put.i the bag )‘ '
. q :
"yrn’ way." , . B
(interpreted as:f-¥ou'turn itv[record player-]on.)'

“Not_plug'on," ' '

(interpreted as: Tt [taDe recorder ]is not plugged In.
or rot turned on.) ’ ‘
"Soﬂe fixes over here broke "

{interpreted as: Something that needs fixing on this

o toy over here is broken. )

i



. - . 10h
- M2Ay "That all pichers?" = : o
| (,inter'preted as: Is that book a.ll “ulls.of‘ pictureso) -

¢

© M2B: Mhose kittie play a wa all tangled up a wa. "; .
7 © (interpreted as: Those kitties were plaving with string and
‘ : ~ were all tangled up.) _ , S

M2A:" "Horsie suckes a dad." s
(1nterpreted as: The little horse (colt)
- sucks. or nurses at the adult (mother)

X

&”: vles appear to be forms of the language not dissimilar

', ght be classed as ”baby talk" or immature fbrms of standard
.'ﬂ*adult English ratner than the creation of their own language

_ lhe statement by Luria and YudOVth (1959) ne their study of
a pair of tw1ns, indicated that the children with the'delayed language
“were from a. home wheree"the twins spent most of their time in play with
each other, there vas- nothing organized to keep them occupied and
'they were usually left on their own. They never heard a. book read
bnor were they told stories, and they onlv listened to strahgers talking
if they heard their own names mentioned " (p. 33) _

Luria and Yudov1ch reported that the language used by the twins

was typical or "proper to a considerably earlier phase of’ speech

o development, such as usually observed in children towards the end of

 the second and beginning of : the third vear of life."” (p. 38) The twinsv
in this study, although younger chronologically b; approximately one
vear than were the twins in the Luria & Yudovich (1959) study,they did '
not fall o drastically behind nﬂnnal children -as did the Luria twins

The males in this study had somewhat lower Developmental Sentence

Scores than did normal children, but~did not use as great a percentage of.
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o utterances which were: incomprehensible out of context
The situation specific lamguage was’ taken to be the utterances -

thich the investigator felt would not nornally be understood if

the reader (listener) were not present to see the stimuli with

which the twin was involved A sinple count of these utterances was .
‘ﬂade and compared to the total number of utterances, in order to. f
: derive percentages(for each twin A second Judge, a graduate |
"student in secondary anlish checked the protocols for situation
- ,specific language The percentages‘are shown in‘Table IV—13.

T%BLE IV~13

- Percentage of . Situation Qpecific Language

By Twin Group ;
Growp ML W M3 Fl 2 . 13
Dominant A 3.2 6.2 6.3 0 o o0
Subordinate B 1.0 6.0 6.5 1.6 0 - 0 . <

- The percentage of situation specific language used by the twins
A”represented approximately 6 percent of the utterances *used by male
'vtwin pairs M2 and M3. The small percentages used (M3A—6 3% M3B—6 5%
‘M2A-6 2% anf’MZB—6 0% ) do not appear "to be significant irloccurpence

However, as has already been stated the lack of parental interaction
_:may ‘be a causal factor for a portion of the situation specific
language used by M2 (ALB) and M3 gg&B).,Aii the male pairs used some

\
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;sitﬁation specific language, but only one female (F1B) uu«
situation: specific language(l 6%)

Luria and Yudovich (]959) stated that the twins they observed

used words with diffuse meaningjat a rate of approximately 41, u

. percent of the total number of words Alnnst all of the expressive
’sentences of the Luria and Yudovich twins A&B 82.6 percent and

78 2 percent respectively, were comprehensible only in the context

' of the situation._ ' L

As the investigator was’ able to understand everything the twins
i utteréd. during the 1nferv1ews he did not find any instances of these

children creating a language of their own ‘f - »,"'~ f ‘\,W _b

: The findings of the descriptive analysis of the use of situation

‘specific language are summarized as’ follows

S 1) ?he males in this study proguced between 1.0% and 6. 5% utterances

, which were conSidered to be incompr henSible out of the specific context
in which they were used .v ' . l .

2) The situation speCific language used by each co—twin was
:restricted to that tw1n only No common: 31tuation specific language

I

4 was used by both members of a twin pair



Additional Observations CUaE s T

Because the subJects n this study were identical»twins, the i~ -
dentification of each child was complicated / The twins in each pair
~ looked so much alike that the exandner would have been unable to dis/////<'? '
tinguish between co—tw1ns without a Dlan for identification. Fortun—f
ately, in each case, one twin was wearing a, garment that differed |
from the co—tw1n During the sessions, while the examiner was taking'
{f notes, the twins were distinguished and identified bv applicable dif— '
ferences in clothing such as blue socks and red socks or shoes’ and no.'
2 shoes When the language samnles were transcribed each child'
: /proper name and cade label was substituted for the clothing designa—
L tion. .K . ‘;v j.i" '.'-,‘ ~,t. .Jﬂ' v f_ if‘i .

- Task Involvement

All the tasks seemed to. be effective in oroviding language stbmu—;-

4vf'1us, The task involving the box of tovs was, in all instances, met -
with whoops of excitement All pairs were eager to explore the box and
everything in: it No prompting or other stimulation of. any kind was'{

- needed to elicit language j The stimulus materials in this study seemed
to be very effective Contrary to Iavis (1937), who stated that "no ;; .
play. object was found of.equal interest to both bovs and girls" (D. 20) E
the telephone and music- ox—record—player were of eoual interest to
both boys and girls an WEre very. useful in stimulating 1anguage

: The examiner enjoved the observation sessions and was somewhat amusedl

by the intonations and expressions used by the subject '_The.mirror,task“

oy
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was met with some selfrighteous indignation as the subjects informed _/)

'the examiner of limb possession.{y"My hand"'or "mine" held the intonation‘
of "What is the matter with him any one- can see it‘s my hand. “v~.:

f} No child resisted or hesitated at the task\as they all evidently wished
‘to identify for the examiner whatever was equested

\,» '

The examiner attempted to observe the handedness ‘of': each chiL&

"'”i“but constant shifting to preferred hand in most cases revealed that

R
-the children had not : vet settled on a dominant hand

» :l A B _~ '.
— . . Q«, -
Parent Involvement o

All of the parents expressed an interest in this study and a
” lldesire to be.of a331stance in furthering the research on twins.ﬂ

The examiner was concerned initiallv with,causing embarrassment

X

‘"to any parent who might be illiterate(but all the parents interviewed
"indicated they could read 'The examiner observed a considerable
:-difference in at titude expressed by the parents towards the performance e

"of their children The parents of the twin living in the restricted

l

*»"economic environment were apologetic for their childrens language and e

_expressed a desire to speak for their children _ Converselw the < f S

T ,";_31
parents in the affluent economic environments were somewhat more
_‘_confident about their children's ability. TR : SIS B

-5
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\ " IIT.  REVIEW STATEMENTS
.In~thiSHChapt§r;.the'findings relative‘to the language
,“performance of six pairs of four—vear—old identical twins were :

_ reported Four tasks were designed to stimulate oral language '

FEIPT Y

utterances from the subjects. The members of each twin pair were' L

t;placed in a group according to role assumed in the twin relatdonship,\

;“feither dominate or subordinate ‘a..:sh.:Lrlfﬁ;ﬁkf‘”*f”'t”

iR

The utterances uere examined and analyzed to determine the

effect of the dominate grouping on l) Develocmental Sentence score, .

f
S2) Mean length of utterance, 3) pronoun and oossessive usage,

fdfﬂ) 1nterrogative usage, ; 5) maze usage, and 6) occurrence of

.situation specific meaning confu81ons gy summary of the findings is

Sk

Agiven in Chapter V

o




. CHAPTER V.

v SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,;IMPLICATIONS AND

 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR WﬁPTHER-RESEARCH

The'present'study was undertaken in order to examine the language.'

' performance of four—year—old identical twins. The intent of tke study

) ~was to examine the effect that a dominance;subordinance role relationShip

had on the language performance of identical twins. The study was’also
:intended to examine the occurrence of twins creating their own language
e A summary of the design of the study and procedures begins this f"

| jchapter, followed by the findings of the study The statement of

the conclu31ons, implications for education, and suggestions for

further research conclude. the chapter S
I. SUMMARY OF. THE STUDY ,
.The summary is diVided into two sections, 1) Design and_proced as

: and 2) Findings of the study

r—~

Design and Procedures

\/

In order to examine the’ language performance of . dentical twins,r
| six pairs of four—year—old identical twins were given- four language
“ stimulus tasks The subject three male and three female*pairs of -
identical twins; were all residents of the Greater Metropolitan Area

of Edmonton, Alberta and were mcmbers of the Edmonton ‘Twin and Triplet

: Club ' The subjects were all observed in’ their own home

110
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~ Four major'oral language'stimulus tas s were used>to.stimulate

oral language utterances from each child The four tasks were: 1) Mirror

Task,elic1ting language “rom both twins together in front of a mirror,‘

- 2) McCarthy and Day Task.stimulatlng spontaneous 1anguage utterances

in a play 51tuation both members playing together, 3) Twin. with Adult’

Task5e11c1ting language f!om 1nd1v1dual twin members responding to examiner

guestions, U) Story Task eliciting language from each tw1n member

as (s)he related and retold a story to the examiner.

The utterances were tape recorded accomnanied bv examiner notes

’ and later transcribed to written protocols

The study focused onrthe follow1ng_questi0ns:
'l) Does an inverse relationship exist between

~twin dominance ‘and language ability in the
use of language and the. structure of the

language performed?
(i e. the dominant cbild hav1ng the lesser language ability)
'2)  To what extent do identical twins use situation o
' specific or autonomous languaveO (i.e.. language S r
which creates meaning conquions when not totally o
situation maintained ) :

3)  Is there eVidence to support the Hale. (l886) theory that
twins, to some- extent "create their own languape%

The language samples generated were analysed in terms of the
effect of dominance of the twins on: | -
1) Developmental Sentence Scores.
'2)'Interrogatiue fdnns-used;i

3) Mean length of utterance.\'

) Pronoun usage.
5) Maze usage. o o o ' o DA " -

'6) Occurrence of autonomous utterances.

T A g

i iy At a e

ad Lt
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The rellability of the analysis was - established bv two Judges
In order to establish dominance for each twin-pair three—way

agreement was necessary. The three‘methods used to establish dominance
‘were: ' ‘ ) ‘ |
l) ‘examiner observation of aggressive: acts for
" acquiring stimulus items -

2) parental statement of the dominant twin,

3) amalysis of the Temperamental Quality Invertorv
completed for each child by the parents

Sunmary of the Findings

The findings of this study suggested characteristics of the -"

' language performance of the identical twins observed . The findings.'

are organized according to the analysis of the dominance of the

»subjects, followed by the analysis of the language.samples of the twins
Dominance The identical twins in this study were served |

for dominance and five dominant co—twins out of” six pairs. of identical

‘twins were - identified The characteristic temperamental quality

traits exhibited by the dominant child were: a high activity level

a variable rhythmicity, an adaptive adaotability quality, an aooroach

_withdrawal dialitv and a positive oualitv of mood The characteristic

temperamental quality traits exhibited by the subordinate child were

‘a moderate activity level regular rhythmicity, variable approachabilitv

and adaptabilitv qualities and a variable quality of mood It was

‘established that the. dominant child was physically more aggressive thanvms

PYSS

 the subordinate co-twin. - . *\; : , o S | ‘;7

-
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.

Developmental Sentence Score The findings of the analvsis of
the Developmental Sentence Scores based on 50 selected utterances
provided eVidence that the subordinate twin in each twin pair had a
significantly higher Developmental Sentence Score (DSS) than did the
dominant co-tw1n The male twins in this study had lower DSS than
did the female twins. | | B

: Wour of the six pairs of tw1ns had
'Developmental Sentence Scores which fell below the loth percentile _k
,of DSS for normal pOpulation children

. Mean Length of Utterance :The analysis of'the mean length of

' utterance of each tw1n did not reveal any s1gnif1cant difference i
»‘between the means of the dominant and subordinate groun The mean.
.1ength or utterance for the tw1ns in this study were above the MLU for
.twins in the studv by Day (1932)..

Use of Pronouns The subordinate child in each twin pair used.

A

more correct pronoun forms than did the dominant co—tw1n The
R
occurrence of erroneous pronoun forms suggested that the child was-

"

i attempting to incorporate the form into his language Instances of use
of an erroneous pronoun form by a dominant child was usually accompanied

by. the correct use of the pronoun form bv the subordinate child The
?verroneous pronoun form Gsed by the subordinate child was not attemoted
‘by the dom. ant co—twin

Use of InterrogatiVes The mean number of interrogative forms

E used by ‘the subordinate twins was significantly greater than was the

number of interrogative forms used bv the dominant co—twins. 1Al1_ ‘




subjects in this study relied on the use of intonation inflections as
one method<3f asking ouestions

: Use of the Naze The number of mazes used by the subordinate

group was not significantly different from the number of mazes_"
'used by the dom1nant group - |

Situation'Specific Lanvua?e The maccs in this study produced

a limited nurber of utterances which were incomprehenSible out of the'.'.

, specific context in which they were used. . The situation specific

'meaning conquions used by each childtwere restricted to that child:

'

~only. No common situation spe01fic meaning confusions were used
by both members of a twin pair No evidence was found in this study )

'to indicate that twins create their own languape

4
Al,
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I CONCLUSIONS OF THE STUDY
o . ‘ i
Within the limitations of the study conclusions have been drawn ‘
regarding the language performance of the 1dentical twins in this |

study. The conclus1ons are stated in relation to the reséarch

fquestions proposed.

'»Research Question l

Does an inverse relatlonship exist between twin dominance and

' 1anguage ability 1n the use. of language ‘and the structure of the language B

s

In the tw1n pairs in which dominance subordinate relationship was
23
f~determined evidence was found to support the hypothesis that the

performed?

-t

subordinate child would eXhlblt the better language ability "The |

- subordinate member of the identical twin pair had higher Developmental
'Sentence Scores, used a greater number ‘of pronoun forms . and also used

a greater number of 1nterrogative forms that did the dominant member . \;

g.of the pair. .9 | ,

| Perhaps in con51dering the language ability differences that are
exhibited between members of an identical twin pair, the environmental

'situation that is created by a twin pair should be examined The chlld

in the subordinate role of the identical twin relationship 1s placed

. in a social situatlon wbich demands greater masterv of the language.,

The dominant twin seems able to satisfy his wants and needs bv ‘
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was-of‘aggressive acts and‘a‘domination of the acﬁivities'in’any ' ‘

situation - The subordinate child mus® learn to verbalize his needs(g
much more clearly and precisely in order to appeal to the.
Hsurrounding adults for need and want satisfaction The develonment_
- of the language ability becomes a. successful means of satisfying .

needs SO the subordinate twin continues to improve his grasp on ‘ﬁ

v.the language

R"Search Question 2

g/— Tb what extent- do identical twins use situation specific or

autonomous language°

It is evident that the twins in this study used- very little:
autonomous language The males who used some situation specific

meaning confus1ons used them at a maximum rate of 6.5 percent of the

'8

ltotal number of utterances The use of autonomous language appeared o

- in the language of the twin pairs who were set to play together on

'-their own’on fregpént occasions. The children sent to play together

on their own were not prOVided w1th language examples and reinforcement ‘

' of standard adult English The twins using the autonomous language l
Twere from homes where ‘the parents stated that they seldom read ‘
:stories to the children This again reflects the lack of reinforcement
‘and the lack- of example of standard forms of the language..'icAi».,t
_ . _

The nnle twins placed their own non—standard utterances into

"ithe language as if to assume that everyone could understand them .
' & B B , R ; .
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Research,Question 3

Is there evidence to support ‘the Hale (1886) theory that twins
‘to some extent " create their own language "o
_ N _

o No evidence was found in this study to support the Hale (1886)
'theory that the identical twins " create their Own 1anguag The

| fact that the autonomous language used by each child was speciflc only
.uto that child,. prov1des some evidence to suppoft the hypothe51s that
these twins were uSing inaccurate replications of qtandard language '

f‘or’ms
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ITI. IMPLICATIONS

Implications

“

The findings presented in this study have certain imnlications
4for research and education .

Research ‘An instrument such as the Developmental Sentence Score | ;“
shows con81derable potential for becoming an accurate measure of . |
language performance if some modifications such as adJectival and’
Education ‘The observation that identical thNS’Could be
‘delayed in language develODment should prompt the educator to view |
the language performance of twins very early and o help - the children.
develOp thefr language A potential need for clinical assistance with
.language should be given consideration as the children might benefit
from 1ndividualized lanpuage traininc,. AsxuelL tbe educator’should
cons1der the placement of twins iriseparate versus common classrooms B
| In the classroom, situations must be established which would ) |
create the need for the co—tw1ns to use language In the plavschool
" .or kindergarten situation children need not only to use and practise
v‘language but they mustﬁalso be presented with language models

 which they might follow
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'IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESFARCH

1) A longitudinal study should be con&cted which follows identi—‘

2)

- 3)

1

cal twins from preschool through the first years of school in

:

order to 1dentify whether or not a reversal in role dominance

\

takes place\jllm change from a dominant role because of

aggress1on to a subordinate position because language is not
.as well developed reouires study | '

The Developmental Sentence Qcore as a measure of language

‘ability requlres some further moﬁiflcation in order to ac-

_ count for the develoomental aspects of adverbials adjecti— ,

vals, preDositlonals ‘and word order.

The use of the interrogatlve forms as a measure of language
development should be pursued in order to establish 1ts
validlty as a measure of language abilltv

Further research with twin pairs 1s necessary to continue *

"-the study of twihs. who have poorly reproduced standard

- 5)

English. -,
,The effect of. s001o—economic status on the language of - twins_:‘

' should be pursued in research N .'. o :\t _ ]\v,

-i6) Fbrther research with- twins is neccssary to fullv establish

the development of temperament and its effects on the dominance—

subordinance relationship

L ' S [
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V . CONCLUDING STATEMENTS

i

The identical tw1ns in’ this study exhibited dominant and sub—_
ordinate role relationships which effected the “language abilitv of_
; the members of the twin pair The dominant child lagged somewhat |
behind the subord?%ate co—twin in 1anguage ability The use of

autonomous language was: restricted to a very small percentage of ! |

" the utterances of ‘the male twin pairs The twinsudid not reveal

"

any created 1anguage but rather showed what appeared to be poor
‘freplication of adult or~standard English Hooefully this\studv

willfcontribute to. the knowledge about the language performance

. of identical twins since it revealed some, of the 1anguage air-

- ferences betweenywembers of identical twin pairs.
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~ INTERVIEW PROCEDURES . |
AND TASK INSTRUCTIONS
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I Interview with Parent

'Procedures'for~parental_interviewﬁwere as follows:

1 ‘l

2.

II Tasks

Explain the - reason fer the study.

‘Learn the names ages of ‘children.

'Determlne the parents percelved v1ew of the
- Tollowing for each Chlld : S

(1) language ablllty ) '
(2) age when children began talking.
(3) ‘frequency and regularity of story
reading  (telling) to the children.
(4) temperamental quality as per Thomas,
Chess and Birch personality check .
- list, (one per chlld)

Explanatlon 'of the need for tape recordlng
~-plus taking notes.

Qn,completion‘ofﬂlanguage sampling, aseertain
the parents perceived view.of the dominance of

- the twin pair, both the phy31cal and oral S
ffdomlnance ’ :

‘Mirror Task

Tw1ns together 1n front of leror

)'of'ydu some queStiens which)I wouldflike you to answer .

7 o ;
Letvszlookbln the mirror. I am g01ng to ask each

!

o Can you, (tw1n s. name), tell me what thls 1s° .
(reflectlon of hls/her hand) . ’
VCan .you, __ (co—tw1n s name) tell me what thls
Tis? )

(reflectlon of - co¢tw1n S foot) ¥
(ete. for-arm, chest, stomach,. back).

What am T p01nt1ng to, (name)°
(reflectlon of co tw1n s hand)
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What am I p01nt1ng to, (tw1n s name) ?
(reflectlon of co-twin's foot). oon
(etc. for other parts, head, neck| leg).

Whose nose is this,. (twin's name) (co-twin's
nose) etc. L N ‘ '

- Whose. ear is thls, '”(co—twinl8>name) (twin's
‘ - ear) etc ' . '

11T Twins-with Adult Task

I am going to let you look at thls box of thlngs whlch

I brought for you to: see. You may play w1th them ‘while I

Cam here You two (boys/glrls) may explore the thlngs 1n

the bog/and tell each other -about. what is 1ns1de uYouvmay

_1take them out of the box and play wlth them here

IV McCarthy Day Task and Story Task

(Twins's'name) *what dld you like. the best from

the'box of thlngs I brought°

Could you tell me all about the e ? :
Why do you like it/this? - - o e
What is it for?/ How does it work? c
Tell me about the other things in the’ box
Can you tell me what colors are on the ......?
. Does your mom/dad ever read or tell you stories?
. Do. you have any y books with storles in them?
Can you tell me a story? .
Pleas e tell me a story
: Twin;s‘name4-‘Do you know the story of Goldllocks and o
L . The Three Bears?. Can you tell me that
story? & -

Look at. thls book (tw1n s name) Can you’

~tell me a story from the plctures 1n thlS';
-book° R :
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e

. APPENDIX A-2

- SOMMARY OF ACGRESSIVE ACTS FOR EACH r/ -

TWIN AS COUNTED BY THE INVESTIGATOR



© TWIN - PROXIMAL

- INTIMIDATION

STRIKING

>

" - PUSHING

SHOVING

13

SNATCHING
GRABBING

TOTAL

M, 1
me

omMa 2
M1

._M3Au_'.

‘M3B
PR 3
-~ F1B .

FA . 1

B . 2.

F3AL
FB .1

100

.12

18
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~ APPENDIX B

SURVWY INST?UNLNT e

(Temperamen "l Qual ty Inventur'y
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DEVELOPMEN"‘AL SENTENCL cCORE CHART

(Lce & Canter, 1971)
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© * PHOTCGHAPHIC PLATE
‘ | (fol_lowing page):
L
A Stimulus array used for language tasks
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