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have a diffemtiel.effect on chﬂdren from dimmt social beck-
grounds. Very, l!ttle dpte. houever. seem to exist uhich substentiete
(ot; refute) these theories , ,
The purpose of tMs study was thus to investigate uhether
n‘lddle elementary school children do nodify th‘}‘r lenguege s 2

.11' so, whether differences occur in the

_ function of audience and
mod1ifications lede'ﬁy'children of different socio-economic backgrounds.
The sample consisted of one group of 15 gnde four girls of
Mogh socip-economic stetus and_another group of 15 grade four girls
of low socio-economic status. ' T .
Each of the sybjects spoke on the sene top1c to three different
audiences: peer, grade six 91r1 and unfmﬂier adult, The subjects
net the audiences on a one-to-one basis and in a rendoniz‘éd order. .
Responses were recorded nd transcribed verbatim. o ,
Two distinct fom of-analysis were employed. Firstly, cwo-
- way. analyses of variance (with repeated measures on Factor B) were
perfomd on the subjects scores for the chosen syntactic measures |
~and on the duration of their responses Secondly, all intra-subject
differences in the language protocols which occurred as a function
of audience, were retorded and categorized. s ..

The results of the statistical analysis indicated a significant
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_xistence of five categories of chnnoq Mwm .umt of

" change exhibited by the two groups was sh‘lhr. a difference was
evident 1n the Kinds of change 1dentified For each group.
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“The ﬂ_ndings'of éM; exploratory study suggest that although. -

further investigation of the relationship betwadn audience and the
" syntactic measures chosen by the 1nve;tigator would not be worth-

.uh'ﬂe. the catégdr‘les of change formulated do warrant future study.
- Moreover, the tendency of the two groups to perform most similarly
* with the grade six audfence and ‘least sinflarly with the unfami] far

adult audience 1nd1cates need for further 1nvest1gat10n gf the

nature of the nhti'onﬂ\ip between audience, socio-economic statuis
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and oral lar}guage.
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Chapter 1 - .

I
1]

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

In the past languagé'tended to be viewed in terms of a simple
dichotomy—words and expressiﬁns were either correct or fncorrect. .
Today, however, fﬁeorists such q;\Brhner (1966), Gahagan and Gahagah
(1970) and Wilkinson (1971) would agree with !cF‘tridge (1969) .that:

‘ There is nothing in the language that is inherently

correct, and we can speak only of the need.to use
language appropriately. (p. 2) , f\\

The “appropriateness}.of a,comaunication depends, of course,
‘on the "communication situation" which itself cﬁmprises a number of
components, each of which, in turn, may affect language pfoduction:
The idenf1fication of’these‘components has interested theorists in
diverse fields (see Hymes, 1972). Ervip-Tripp (1968), Fishman (1971),
Hymes (1972) and}Hilkinson (1971) are but a few who attempt to
formulate some\§éheﬁa (or model) of spegsh\gcts. The components
identified show a greater or lesser degree of elaboration, depending
on the concerﬁ_of‘the author. Wilkinson (1971), for example, identi- .
fies four principal elements in any communication situation, namely
an addressor,'an addressee, a subject and a context. .Hymes (1972),
on the other hand, identifies no fewer than 16 components which he
groups under the mnemonic §-P-E-A1K-I-N-G (Setting, Participants,
Ends, Act, Sequences, Keys;klnstrumentﬁiities, Norms and Genres);

Whatever their concern, however, one vital element of the

speech act which all theorists identify is that of audience or



addressee. As Moffett (1975) points out:

v

There is ho speeéh without a speaker in
some relation to a spoken-to.

Many theorists poiqt to tnis relationship between speaker
and spoken-to as béing of érime:impprtance in language development. /
Harris (1975i maintains tha® our undérstah¢1ng o? language ]earn}ng
"remains 1qpoverished until‘descriptive acts are placed within the
setting of social ang productive 1nter¢ction. _He says:
L1ngu1st1c structures are, strictly speaking, © *
~ the synthesis of this interaction of speaker/
listener; (Harris. 1975, P. 84)
The theorTes of Werner and Kaplan (1967), Vygoﬁ;ky k1962).-.

Piaget (1948) and Moffett (1968) all suggest, in their ®wm way, that

development along the language growth continua {implicit—explicit,

specific—general, fluency—control, concrete— bstract) is due to

the gradual distancing of-the child and his ud1§hce-—from self, to
mothering one, to pears, to "generalized others." As the psycho-
Mogical distance increases between addressor and addressee there ‘is
a need for the language employed in communication to become more
e*plicit and more general, a msaification wh1ch: according to’Bernstein,
the restricted code user does not make. /

. Despite this theoretical importance p1aced'bn audience,

h;zgver, very little .data seem to exist which subStqntiate (or refute)

thdse theories.

A
Although many sociolinguists, for example, point to the
ihportance of audience in the communication situation (Hymes, 1972;
Ervin-Tripp, 1968) and even to its importance when studying the

language of differeng subcultures or social classes «Cazden, 1970)

- .



nost S¢ foling st1c research has focussed on a bilingual situation
(e.9.4 Greenfiel , 1972) or has varied the whole of the communication
situation along a fornn]-inforﬂh1 dimension rather than concentrating
solely on the effect of audience {e.g., Labov, 1970) _
The most fruitful area for studies which have taken accouht
of the role of audience appears to be the.research into Piaget s v
.notion of egocentrism. By and large, however, these studies héve
focuss;d'on the pre-school child, despite the assertion of Flavell
et al. (1968) that in middle childhood “"widespread changes in role-
taking and communicatjon skills" are taking place. Even those studies

which have taken a developmental approach‘havé "artificially" dis-

tanced the audience by means of a screen, or blind-fold, or have used "'

a photograph t6 represent>the'audience rather than a real person
(Flavell et al., 1968; Krauss & Glucksberg, 1977). Moreover, the
question of how the child modifies his language as a function of
audience has tended to be regarded as of secondary importance. The
question of whether a child modifies his language and whether this
modi fication increases with age, has taken precedence in studies of
this sort. The question of whether sociological background affects
the ability to modify language as a function of audience appears to
have been ignored. -
In sum, then, although thgorists are ;ﬁ general agreement:
that audience is a vital factor affecting the appropriateness’ of
communication, no research can be found which examines the effec?«of

audience on the language of children in the middle elementary school.
. :

Moreover, despite an abundance of comparisons of the language of
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children from different sub-cultures or socio-econgmic backgrounds,
there does not appear to be any evidence as to whether audience has
a d1fferent1a1 effect on the language of children from different

- \‘background5¢ ' v

_/8 _ THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The purpose of the study was to 1nvestigate\the following
general questionsE

1. In what ways; if any, do middle elementary school
;hit\ modify their language as a function of tan increasingly
remote audiénce? | '

2. Can differences be‘discerned in the modifications made
(as a function of audience) in the oral language of middle elementary

school children of different socio-economic backgrounds?_ S
RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Tough (1977) warns of

dangers of interpreting results thii are
btained when 1inguistic measures are used without
close examination of the demands of the situations
in which the language samples were gathered. (p. 165)
She maintains that a descriptive an%lysis should be conducted
to complement a more objective form of analysis, the value of the
descriptive mode lying in "the insights that it provides when infer-
'gnces are being drawn from more objective data" (Tough, 1977, p. 154).
Thus, for purposes of analysis, the general questions which
the present study sought to investigate were refined to form the

following speéﬁfic research questions:
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S
Question One . | | » R s
\ Does audience have a si 1ffqant effect on the orul')anQUagtf‘
"' responses of the subjects as -[t:csse& fn: N\ T
a; the. following syn;actic measures: R
]. clause ysage E

" pronoun usage
mz¥ usage

v

* . b, the,duration of the response?

I'd

—

‘Question Two
| Does audience have a differential effect on the language

produced by subjects of high and low socio-economic status, as

| witnessed in the above measures?

Question Three

What categories of change (if any) occur in the subjects'

oral language to accommodate for an increasingly remote aydience?
. g~ )
' -

Question Four

Do differences exist between the high and low socio-economic

géoups in the kinds of changes which are made as a function of
x
audience?

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN THE STUDY

Addressor - the person with whom a communication originates.

Audience/Addressee - these two terms are used synonymously in this

study and refer to the pérson/persons to whom a communication
. Vs '
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s used to datarmine the sugects' SEKSFather .gmmmtm .
persomel of the Edmnton Fobfte Schoul Board choseschmols
*uMch they assessed as’ hiﬂ upmmutfn ef ) Mlln tvn R
of'cnllumity ) _— S REE
It should Bewnoted that the stisdy dovs nobbmuie o S
the two groups' chosenegnpresont so-called restrictcd"lnd
) "elaborated” code users.
DESIGN OF THE, STUDY y

The sample comprised two groups of 15 girls. The subjects | -

were drawn from four schools within the Edmonton Public School system.
Administrative personnel of the Edmonton Public School, Board identified
two of the schools as~ser91ng a high so;ip-economic ity and twb
of them as serving a low soéio-economic conmunity. Thus, one group

of subjects u,s'drawn from a population of high‘soc1o-ec6nomic statys -

(SES), and the other group was drawn from a population of low SES.

The- criteria for selection of the subjects were:

a. an IQ score within the range 101-120;’as measured by
the Canadian Test of Cognitive Abilities.

b. age betweé} 9 years 6 months and 10 years 2 months.

c. English as the first language of ‘all subjects.
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o same clm). vm om {from ﬂn sm school) _ummmr
:hu

m; ts met the audienccs [Ty ] rmm ordor. 1n an

Attempt to. Mt ugm of pregtice. . { Lo

y

¢ The rQSDOHSCS"lP. rocorded.and then transcribed(verbatin N

A pﬂot study tested the suttablity of the top‘lc of conversa-

tion prior to the 1nvest19ation

3

TREATMENT OF THE DATA

A1l intra-subject differences in fheilthdagi protocots which
occurfed as a'function of -audience were recorded and categorized.

Two-way analysis of variance (Factbr A being SES aﬁd Factor B
being audience), with repeated meiiures on Factor B, were performed

on the subjects' scores for the chosen syntactic measures and on the

duration of their responses.

ﬂ,,f“‘ LIMITATIONS

L3 /.,ec" i

The fof1ow1ng‘factors 1imit the interpretation of the findings:

1. Responses were elicited in a testing situation and may
have been influenced by the presence of a tape recorder.

2. The sampie was limited in both size and age and thus
generalizations cannot be made.

3. Although the effect of practice as a confounding variable

was eliminated from the analysis by randomizing the order in which
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. the subjects pet the audiences, some subjects might hah;!ound it

bpring to repeat the same content to all three audiences.
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

A conunicatfon situation of any #ind {s made up of a number

.pf clpn.uta.and of course. "the language which comes out arises from

" the contributions of thesvarious elements, and will vary from situa- -

tion-to situntion (H?lkinson. 1, p. 37).9
So often, however, our, language arts programs fail to consider

the components of canmnﬂcation in any systemntic way. Even if we

offer our pupils a variety of situations, rarely do we juxtapose the

elements of those situations in any new or challenging way, thereby
perhaps 1imiting the students’' potenttal use of language.
In {nvestigating the implications of the 1iterature and

' freseaféh for one component of communication (namely audience) the

present study is of potential significance in the future planning
of instruction, curriculum development and further research.

’y
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|
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Chapter 2 .

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE
. AND RATIONALE

- INTRODUCTION

Many theorists (see, for example, Ervin-Tripp, 1968; Fishman
1971, Hymes; 1972; Wilkinson, 1971) identify the addressee or audiénce
as a vital component of iny communication situation. According to
certain psychologists the addressee plays a‘vital role in language
development, and implicit in the writings of Bernstein is the sugges-
tion that restricted co&e users do not modify their language as a
fupction of audience. However, by and large, research on the language
of children in the middle elementary school has treated the language
producer as a distinct eﬁtity, separate from and unaffected by, -any
situational variables. The presént study attempts to investigate the
effect of one such situational variable, namely the audience. |

This chapter outlines the framework for the study.

Section 1 explores theories. of the effect of audience on
language production which have influenced the investigator. The
section begins‘with a discussion of Werner and Kaplan's distancing
hypothesis, the ideas of which are central to the present study.
Although in many ways representing diverse views, relevant aspects of
the work of both Vygotsky and Piaget are also discussed. The fourth

study presented, that of James Moffett, represents a slightly different

\
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approach. Although Moffett 15 an educational theorist rather than
a psychologist, he, too, sees the ‘distance’ between addressor and
addrissée as having a vital effect on'anguage production. A dis-
cussion of Bernsteipiawork in terms of Werner and Kaplan's distancing !
hypothesis follows Moffégt's theory. :;;;;‘Eaﬁ53r1son serves to bring
out.that which is only ilplicit in Bernstein's work, namely that a
restricted code is not restriqted primarily in terms of linguistic
structure, but in termy of the ahdfence for whom it is appropriate.
The sectio; concludes with a discussion of the work of Joan ,

Tough. Although Tough is no theorist, her work is included because:

of the importance

'ich she places on audience in the interpretation
of her findings. A |

Studies H;cq‘have exapined the variable of audience are cited
in Section II. /Most of these studies are concerned with P1aget'§

notion of egocentrism or decentring and provide a necessary background \\/J’
Condluding the chapter is a review of Sections I and II in
terms of the purpose of this study.

SECTION I: THEORIES OF THE EFFECT OF AUDIENCE
ON LANGUAGE PRODUCTION

<!grne and Kaplan

The approach to the study of language taken by Werner and

KapYan is an organismic-developmental one: !
We hold that analysis should not be directed toward
, . an organism in isolation, but an organism embedded
in its own vital field or "umwelt." (Werner and
Kaplan, 1967, p. 5)



Thus, symbol (or language) development should be viewed not +
merely in terms of the language producer but in terms of four principa)
components: ~ two persons—an addressor and an addressee—the object

of reference or the referent, and the symbolic vehicle employed in
" referential representation. 'In the course of development, each of
these principal components colprisini‘Syuhol-situlti;ns undergoes
change ;nd become related to each other in different ways. Werner and
Kaplan maintain that in the course of ¢§velopment there 1sAa progrissive
distancing or polarization between personAand object of reference,
between person and symbolic vehicle, between symbolic vehicle and'
obJect'and then central to the whole process is the distancing between f

the persons in the communication situatfon, thst is, the addressor and

 odiiak e

addressee. : o0

The theory is presented graphically in Figure 1, where the
four distancing processes, hypothesized by Werner and Kaplan, are

marked.

Addressee

Referent

Symbol

iddressor

Figure 1

The Distancing Processes



The process begins with the “primordial shering s1tu¢tion“"
which takes place between child and mothering one. The very Joumg

child is viewsd as an egocentric being in the sense tipt he cannot
di fferentiate between himself and Ms enviromment. The precesy of

differentiation (known as dishntution)'" for the child is only gradual

and is a process in which 1anguage plays a key rote.

" The first “distancing” process which takes place is that _
between child ("addressdr" on the diagram) and the objects (referents)
of his environment. Gradually the child comes to realise that objects
exist apart from himself and so he begins to point at them and later
to name them when they are not even present.

Analagous to the'increasing polarization between person and
object, the person and symbolic vehicle he employs for répresentation
also become increasingly éifferentiated from each other. In practical
terms this distancing is witnessed in the child's early idiosyncratic
expressions which have meaning oﬁly to himself and, .perhaps, his
mother. Gradually, however, these terms are displaced by fhose which
ha;e a more "public" meaning. |

, At genetically later stages of symbol formntion.'
the inter-personal vehicle is more or less freed
of private and idiosyncratic connotations and
serves torrepresent relatively the same content

for t?e communicants. (Wevmer & Kaplan, 1963,
p. 46 ’

".l'-

-
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The third “distancing process” which takes place during ////‘#’ﬁ“

development is that between symbolic vehicle and referential object.
r : :
At first the symbol and object are treated as one and the same thing.
. |
Vygotsky (1962) illustrates this phenomenon when he describes an

experiment in which children are-first told that cows are to be called



© dogs and then aghed 1f dogs heve horns. It wes found that oaly at
advanced st.ms*ou the child outgrow the phenemenen “ nn mlia
(&mmu\wm are theupht to be one sad the Sams), and
come to realise thit the symbalic vehicle i3 arbitrary and M3 no
"thing-1tke" status. .
| The fourth and final “distancing process® {s seen By Werner
and Kaplan as betng all-important and is the gradual distancing which
takes place between addressor and addressee. This fncreese 18 inter-
personal distance is a highly significant factor in the development
of symbolization. As mentioned earlier, the very young child does
mfii\ﬂemthte himself from others—he is a “we® not an “I."
Hence his language is idiosyncratic and its meaning implicit as he
assumes a fRared context with the person to whom he 1s speaking.
This phenomenon s particularly noticeable in the language of twins
who often develop a form of language unique to themMAves until quite
a late stage of development. As the child begins to appreciate the
‘distance which exists between himseTf and others, his audience (or
addressee) gradually changes frg mothering one, to peers, to
generalised other. Hence his language develops in order to cope
with this /increasing distance between himself and his audience. MWe
may, in fact, imagine language as a bridge, a 1ink between one person
and another. If the person being addressed 1§ "negr." in otﬁer words
. shares the same context, then the bridge does not need to be particu-
larly "strong."” Hence a mofher understands a child's holophrases and
3 husband understands a wife's "elliptical" references. If, however,

the addressee is "distant" then in order for the interpersonal distance



to be spaniid effectively, the structure of the “bridge” is of suprems
iuportance. Mo Tenger con longuage by idfesymcratic ond mssning B
fmplicit 17 effective commmication is' to be achieved.

In sén, then, Warner and Kaplan saintain that these four
polarizations

beer al1-fuportintiy o the swtensmization of
symbols, thet 15, on the develepment tewerd &

system of vehicles which ensbles s person
communicate sdequately with an audience ?'&
logically quite distant from the sddressor.
’ (Wermer & Kaplan, 1963, p. 49)
. An experiment which was carried out by Luria and Yudovitch
provuiu a practical on@lo of the implications of the distmcfug
hypothesis for language development. |
Lurfa and Yudovitch (1959) chose for their subjects a pair
of five-year-old twins whose social speech was severely retarded but,
Tike many twins, they communicated adequately with one another.
The children were separated and placed in a normal social uwiromu;t
and after only ten months, there was a marked difference between
their other-directed and self-directed speech. After only three
months of separation, comprehensibi)ity increased from 17% to 89% in
Twin A and from 22% to 81% in twin B; after ten months of separation,
comprehensibility was perfect (100%) for both twins (Luria and
Yudovitch, 1959, p. 65). There was also a concdmitant improvement in
sentence structure. MWerner and Kaplan (1967) meintain that,
the principal factor underlying the temarkable
change in sentence organization was the increase
in "distance” between addressor and addressee. (p. 320)
Werner and Kaplan, however, are not alone in recognising that

the whole process of development is one of increasing individualisation,

J
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in the sense thai”only through an increasing awareness of self does

3 _ ‘ a
’//) the child develop a negf to make communication more explicit.
4 . -

Vygotsky

The Russian psyého]ogisf Vyéotsky, for example, also sees
developﬁent as a process of individua]isétion which, he be]ieves; is
reflected in the st;ucture and function of speech'(Vygotsky{ 1962;
p. 133).-

In the early pre-school years speech'is at once private aﬁd
social, with no real differentiation between speech_for self and
speech for others. "Ai] of [a chilQ's] speech is overt and equally
pe;sonal and publie in orientasion” (Flavell,et al., 1968, p. 20).
Thus Vygotsky talks of the disthpciqg during development between
these two spéech fbrﬁs (inner and externaj speech).

The fusion of the two planes of speech, semantic
and vocal, begins to break down as the child
grows older and the distance between them
gradually increases. (Vygotsky, 1962, p. 129)

-Since inner and extefna] speech subserve distinctive
functioﬁs——inner speech serving thought aq? external speech serving
social commun1cation-—a-g;adua1 polarization occurs of the character-
istics of each type. Whereas social (external) speech becomes ,
gfogressive]y more elaborate and complex as mastery of the language
increases, in inner speech there is a tendency towards predication.
Thus, inner speech appears'to be largely made up only of the "key -
words" of external speech. As F]avé]] et al. point out, if this
really is the form of private speech, it is obvious why egocentric

. speech is so unlikely to meet the 1isteqer's informational requirements.
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They say:
Vygotsky's conceptions . . . point up the wide
ulf which is 1iable to exist between speaker
and )istener, with the corollary that the everyday
. business of bridging this gulf in adult communication
entails no mean skill. (Flavell et al., 1968, p. 21)
( Vypgotsky is careful to point out, however, that communications :
approximating to inner speech are not restricted to childhood but’ are,
in fact, commen among people who "live in close psychological coatact,”

-

such ’s a husband and wife.

Piaget

Piaget is another psychologist for whom the addressee (or
audience) plays ;’;;anificant role in language- development. .

Piaget believes that the speech of young children is mainly_
ego‘ric because the child does not know to whom he 15. speaking,
nor whether he is being listened to. He talks either for himself
or for the pleasure of associating anyone who happens to be éhere
with the activity of the moment—"he does not attempt to place himself
at the point of view of the hearer" (Piaget, 1948, p. 32). This
occurs, Piaget believes, because:

throughttt the time when he is 1e5rning to speak
the child Yis constantly the victim of a confusion
between hip own point of view and that of other
people. jaget, 1948, p. 39)

Even at the ade.of 6% years the egocentric.language of Piaget's
subjects amounted to "nearly half of their total spontaneous speech”
(Piaget, W48, p. 57).

Thus Piaget contrasts the child and the mature language user,

maintaining that the adult, even jn his most personal and private
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occupation, thinks socia]iy. He “has continual]y'in his mind's eye
his collaborators or opponents, actual or eventual” (Piaget, 1948,
p. Sé). The child, ;n the other hand, although he talks almost
incessantly to hi§ neighbours, rarely places himself at their point
of view. He-speaks to them for the mosg/part as if he were thinking
aloud. Piaget sums up: .
To put it quite simply, we may say that the adult
think$ socially, even when he is alone, and that = .
the child under seven thinks ego-centrically even in
the society of others. (Piaget, 1948, p. 60)
itulate, Werner and Kaplan,'Vygotsky,and Piaget all
visualize an early stage. of language deve]épment where communication
is egocentric and idiosyncratic>_Mature language, on the other
hand, is more elaborate and takes into ount thé listener's per-
spective. Moreover, according to Vygotsky an rner and Kaplan,
egocentric communications occur in maturity where thé“addressee
is perééived as being psychologically "close." Detai]s_of
characteristics hypothesized by these theorists are contained in o
Table 1. | \

The next two theorists whose work is discusgéd are different :
from the preceding ones in so far as they are not psychologists aﬁd
do not deal with language development per se. Moffett, an educator,
suggests some effects that audience might have on language production
th]e Bernstein, a sociolinguist, implies a differential ability to
modify language as a function of audience, according to one's sﬁcio-
logical background. Concluding the section is a discussion of the

work of Joan Tough who also suggests that audience is an important

variable in the communication ‘situation and one which may differentiate

3
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between children of different sociological background. '

James Moffett - 1 T 'Y

James Mo'ffett,not 'only recognises the importance of audience
in a communication situation but he also believes that the curriculum
should be built around a gradually 1nc}easing‘distance betwepn
-addressor and subject and between addressor and aﬂhressee. 'These

- two dfétanging processes he clils “abstra;ting"-abstru§t1n9 from
the referent and abst;:cting for the subject—neither of which, he
maintains, "exists apart from the other" (Moffett, 1968, p. 32).

According to Moffett (1968),

one performs the same activities in pitching a
subject to an audience as one does in extracting
that subject from raw phenomena: one selects

and-reorganizes traits of things, digests, codes
. preferentially. (p. 31)

[ X%
2

By "gradually pushing the persons apart" (or by a gradual
procéss of "decentring") Moffett believes that we eﬁcourage the
student to "play the Symbolic scale,” or in Hayakawa's term§, to
move freely up and down the “abstraction ladder." For Moffett, the
process is reflected in the séudent's ﬁovement through the four owders
of discourse—drama (or description), narrative, exposition, logical
argumentation—which may be represented by recording, reporting,

Q:‘gener'aliz‘ing and theorizing. He illustrates the wholg progression
by comparing an eye-witness account of what is happening before the
guillotine, with an eye-witness account of what happened one day
during the French Revolution, w;th an historical generalization

about the Reign of Terror, with a political scientist's theory about

revolutions starting right and moving left. Each level represents a

L3



series ‘of choices until we end with a 'gm_nry of smﬂ‘d." ‘Tﬁ:

first level of discourse is the recording of an experience for one-
- self. Moffett -sm‘this is a "verbal stream,” a quantity of detail
from which later choices will be made. As the audience moves from .
s‘i; to friend, particular words are chosen, sontinces_constructed <
and parts organized in an approprhto‘ umr As the audience becomes
more remote choices must again be made so that the communication
becomes more épricif but, at the same time, more general, aS details
are replaced by larger categories. The process.may continue as the
audience becomeS progressively aistant. the ;ubject'?econing fless
matter and more idea,* until the "verbal stream” is J?sg{aced by the
mere essence of the original incident. | o

In summary, Moffett (1968) hypothesizes that an increasing
djstance between addressor and addressee will have the following
effects oé a communication:

It will move, A

1. from quantity of detail to essence (p. 35),

2. from the implicit, embodied idea to the explicitly
! formulated idea (p. 57),

3. from talking about present objects and actions to'
talking about things past and potential (p. 57),

4. from stereo-typing to originality, from groupism
to individuality (p. 57).

Basil Bemsteil

The current concern with so-called "disadvantaged” language
is due in no small measure to the writings of Basil Bernstein whose

work, nevertheless, has come under a great deal of criticism in recent
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C'years. -While agreeing with EFnstein, himself, that his work has, in

many cases, been uiiinterpreted and misapplied (see Introduction to
Bernstein, 1973, Vol. 2) one must also admit that his wri;ings abound
with ambiguities (Rosen, 1974). -

Much of the criticism egeinst Bernstein's work has arisen
from the controversy regarding the role of linguistic structure in
cen meaning.- Bernstein's theory places eq»usis on the
cher' ristic linguistic features of the speech typical of particular
sections of the population, and these differences are seen as having
an importance for a child's learning. That differences of this kind

are 1mpor§ant. however, has been challenged in recent years. Labov

]1970), for example, has sought to show that American black youths

who use non-standard English are nevertheless communicating at least
as well as those from the middle class who do speak standard English.
] The present study, however, is concerned with only one variable
of the coomunication situation, namely the audience, and when X
Bernstein's theory is considered in terms of Werner and Kaplan's
distancing hypothesis, it seems apparent that implicit in Bernstein's

writing.is the suggestion that restricted code users do'not modify

. their language as a function of audience. If this is the case then

the restricted code may be considered not so much restricted in its
linguistic charaeteristics. but rather, restricted in terms of the
audience for whom it is appropriate.-:

Bernstein calls his work sociolinguistic in nature and attempts
to 1ink social structure and social discourse. (He acknowledges his

debt to both Durkheim and Marx.) Basically, Bernstein maintains that

4
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people who are restricted to a particular type of social nlationsh{p
will also be restricted to a particular form of speech (Gahggan &
Gahagan, 1970). Members of an authority-oriented family (roughly
synonymous with British loﬁer working-class family "type") will be
more likely to speak in a "restricted code” than members of a |
person-oriented famfly;(roughly'synonymous with British middle-class
family "type") who will have access to what Bernstein calls an
"elaborated code"’ (De Cecco & Crawford, 1974).
_ ' Although there is not one direct reference in his work to the P

aforementioned distancing hypothesis, 6ne may find many passages

which afford excellen; comparison with the theory of Werner and Kaplan.

A major thrust of Werner and'gaplan's'fheory is that speech
form is dependent on the psychological distance perceived between
addressor and addressee. Bernstein, too, appears to recognize the
import of inter-personal relations for speech form, and says:

Changes 1n_the form of certain social

relations . . . act selectively upon the
principles controlling the selection of

both syntactic and lexical options. (Bernstein,
1971, p. 124) .

According to Werner andeaplan speech approximates to "inner
sﬁeech" when a mature language user is addressing a psychologically
"near" audience. Bernstein hypothesizes similar conditions giving
rise to what he calls a "restricted code." Bernstein (1971, p. 176)
quotes Sapir, Ma11now§k1, Firth, Vygotsky and Luria as all having
pointed out from different points of view that the closer the identi-
fications of speakers, the more likely it is th}t the speech will

take a specific form, one in which the range of syntactic alternatives



will be reduced and the lexis will be drawn from a narrow range.
Thus Bernstein says,
A restricted code emerges where the cdlture
~ or sub-culture raises the "we" above "I."
(1971, p. 146)

As already mentioned above }see p.l{). development for Werner
and Kaplan is primarily a movement towards individualisation so that
the mature language user is a “differentiated 1." Again we may

compare the conditions which give rise to Bernstein's "elaborated
code.ll
An elaborated code will arise whenever the
culture or sub-culture hasizes the "I"
over the "we." (1971, p. M47)
Furthermore, Bernstein goes on to say that,
An elabdrated code, in principle, presupposes
a sharp boundary or gap between self and others
which is crossed through the creation of speech
which specifically fits a differentiated "other."
(1971, p. 152)

The characteristics of the two speech codes also bear
similarities to Werner and Kaplan's inner and external speech. In
fact, as may be seen from Table 1, Bernstein's restricted code,
Piaget's egocentric speech, Vygotsky's inner speech and Werner and
Kaplan's inner speech all have similar characteristics. Moreover,
like these psychologists, Bernstein acknowledges the: fact that:

a restricted code may be entirely appropriate
for certain contexts. (1971, p. 147)

However, whereas the elaborated code user switches codes according to
the demands of the situation, the restricted code user, according to
Bernstein, does not. A

Thus one is faced with the 1mp11catidn that a certain section

23




of the population (which has a particular sociological blékground in

common) does not modify its language as a function of iudionce.

Joan Tough

The final work to be discussed in this section is that of Joan
Tough. Two aspects of Tough's work are seén by the investigator as
having relevance for the present study. -

Firstly, Tough emphasizes the role of situationa]'va{iables
in language production. She says:

We cannot make statements about children's use of
language that hold for any and every situation. We
must look at the kinds of demands that are being made
in different contexts . . . (Tough, 1977, p. 160)

The findings of Tough's longitudinal study show that a]thodgh
the children in her disadvantaged group scored 1e§s on measures of
linguistic structure overall than those in her advantaged group,
in certain situations the scoring pattern was reversed. Tough blames
this on a general lack of audience awareness on the part of the dis-
advantaged group as they often failed to

recognize that there was essential tmformation
to be given if the listener was to understand

¥ the ideas being offered. (Tough, 1977, p. 169)

However, one testing situation seems to illustrate well the
implications of Werner and Kaplan's distancing hypothesis. A screen
was placed between two children and one child gave instructions to
the other to construct a specific picture, using vinyl shapes. Tough
found that o ¢

After the disadvantaged children had had two
demonstrations of what is required, their use

of nouns and modification and of locational
prepositions increases dramatically when compared



with their use in other situations, and the

average score for the noun phrases they use is
now higher than that of the advantaged group. .
(Tough, 1973, p. 13) ' )

She,concludes that th’.pcroﬁn has made ellbo}atipn necessary
in a situation which would otherwise not require Yt. In terms of the
distancing hypothesis, the child has beoh forced to pé}ceive tr«!‘S~ -
"distance” which cxisés between himself and ﬁifauudieuco.

A second aspect of Tough's work (althohgh as yet 1ncomplete):
which is of relevance to the present study is her apbroach to the
analysis of child language. She has set out to analyze ghe umy'in
which children use their language and to discover'whéther any differ-
ences occur between children of different socio-economic background.
Tough identifies four fuhctions of language (the directive, the inter-
pretative, the projective and the relational) Within which various
uses of language are distinguishable. She says:

If the functions of language are concerned with
different kinds of meaning or thinking, the means
by which this will be made evident is through
different uses of language. (Tough, 1977, p. 46)

\\ Furthermore, within each use of language certain strategies
may be discerned. These take account of different devices that may
be used such as aiding explicitness within a reporting use ofi
language. ‘

A further analysis of all of Tough's/functions is beyond the
scope of the present study but her so-called "relational function”
seems pertinent. |

Tough (1977, p. 64) maintains that the strategies a child

selects to express relationships as he talks with another are likely
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to influence the kind of interaction which wiﬁ emerge. This she
refor; to as the relational functfon of language which, she believes,
is realised throuoﬁ two uses of language, the se¢lf maintaining and
the interactional. Unfortunately, although strategies at work within
the former have been identified, work on the interactional strategies
(which would be of most relevance to a study of the pros;ntvkind) is
as yet incomplete.

Summary of Section I
. .\
The theories of Moffett, Vygotsky, Piaget, and Werner and

Kaplan, which are discussed above suggest that as an audience is
perceived as being more “remote" communication should show concomitant
movement along the following continua:

implicit-explicit (Piaget, Vygotsky, Moffett, Bernstein,
Werner and Kaplan)

specific-general
(Moffett)
quantity-essence
The implication of such theory is that by offering a child
audiences at a varying "distance" from himself, we are encouragind
that child to develop his language potential. -
The work of Tough’and Bernstein, however, suggests that this
ability to modify 1anguagé as a function of audience may be a factor

of socio-economic status.



SECTION I1: A REVIEW OF STUDIES OF THE EFEJCT OF
AUDIENCE ON LANGUARE mwmm

Studi f r r .

Although very 11ttle ressarch can be found which fnvestigates
the effect of audience on the language of widdle-school children,
the _nhtiu betwesn communication and tho young child's cognitive
egocentrism (or lack of the ability po place oneself in the pcrsp‘c- '
tivn of a listener) has been a subject of investigation for almost
50 years.~ _Jhis interest has stemmed, for the min part, from the work
of Piaget who, in 1926, suggested that the communicative language of
the young child is fnadequate because the child lacks an Mreness v
that other people have different pointﬁ of view from himself. (See
Section 1.) He suggests that it is only at the stage of Formal :
Operations that a child appreciates the nature of his audience. i
However, the myths which Piaget's subjects were asked to re-tell in !
his experiment have since been considered rather difficult for young
children and the'task of describing the mechanism of a water
syringe is now thought by some to be so cognitively complex for the
child that his entire aftention would need to be devoted to fhe task
" rather than being free to poésibly ‘také into account his listener's
viewpoint (Maratsos, 1973). |

More recently, more appropriate ta-s.ks have been given to young
children and although no results dispute the existence of egocentric
language, some do suggest that éven pré-schoolers may attempt to 1
modify their language as a function of listener. .

Maratsos (1971), for example, 1nvestigatea whether or not

~ [
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pre-school children correctly used the definite or indefinite article,
according to thetr 11stener's point of view. Wis data seem to indicate
!:’} many 4 year oNds (especially girls) do. While the 3 year olds

in his study were less accurate, even they demonstrated soll.faluo-

N

tence.
Ino sbqga‘ study, Meratsos (1973) had ] to 4 yesr o1d childven
specify referents [tqys to use) to an adult in a game they were
playing. He found that the children were far more explicit verbally
when communicating to an apparently blind gdult than when communica-
ting with an adult who could see. Furtherwore, many of the children
simply pointed to particular referents when the adult could see, yet
pointing was seldom used by the children talking to an adult who had

-visfon. The children seemed to be clearly communicating
differently depending upon the role-attributes of the listener.
rson {1975) also demonstrated that pre-school children
are able to modify fheir verbal communication as a function of
1istener attributes. Her subjects talked about an experience which
had occurred one weék previously, under two conditions of listener
knowledge:

a. when thg 11;tener was knowledgeable about those experiences
(having participated in them) and,

b. uhe; the listener was naive.

Peterson found that the proportion of new elements that were
agpropriately introduced was substantially higher when the experimenter
u;§ naive rather than knowledgeable. Also, the chiigren volunteered

significantly more references when the listener was naive than when
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he was knowledgeable. .

' In a s]ightly'different type of study, Shatz and Gelman (1973)
‘1nvestigated‘the modf;itations which 4 yeaf>olds made in their language
when talking to 2 year o;ds as compared with 4 year olds and adults.

‘Threg stuQies (A, B and C) were carried ouf with a group of i‘year
old subjecig. In Study A the subjects talked to both an adult and a
2 year qld'ébout a toy. Shatz and Gelman (1973) say:
| The use of“specific toys, instructions, and a
fixed setting served to control for the topic TN
of conversation in this study. (p. 2) — S— -
In Study B the subjects talked spontaneously to an adult and

to a 2 year old, while in Study C the subjects talked spontaneously
to adults and to peers.

* It was found that the 4 year old§ simplified their grammar,
shortened their utterances and radically changed their attention-
getting appeals when talking to 2 year olds as compared with 4 year
olds and adults. Thus there was substantial modification depending
upon the age of the listener.

It should be notdd, however, that Shatz and Gelman did con-
:lude that adult-directed'speeéh élose]y resembled speech addressed !
to peers and hence, as Peterson (1975) points out, their results may

be due to the 4 year olds imitating the language

of the 2 year olds rather than to appropriate

modification-dependent on the characteristics of

the listener. (p. 12)

Although studies of egocentrism are, by and large, concerned

with children of pre-school age, a few investigators have taken a

developmental approach.
Flavell, Botkin, Wright and Jarvis (1968), for example,
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developed a‘rangpﬂ;f'tasks which were~1ntended to tap role-taking and
communicative abitWties of children in grades two through eight and
grade eleven. Two tasks which are considered more relevant than the
others to the present study are discussed below. Similar results are
recorded on all the tasks.

The first task was similar to that used by Maratsos (1973)
in that the subjects were asked to communicate the rules of a game
to two different listeners—one blindfolded and one "sighteds" It
was hypothesized that there would be a greater difference between
the two messages with age. Messages were scored according to:

a. the number of different words used by a subject in his
message . |

b. the amount of game information given

c. the amount of inadequate information, the frame of
reference being the listener's inferred Tevel of comprehension.

Although the "inadequate information" measure did not turn
ﬁp as a statistically significant variable, Flavell et al. maintain
that the results®for the 'game information' alone could "carry" their
prediction. They say that their results: ‘

plainly show that the two messages were more
different in the older groups and more different
in a way which is eminently sensible. (p. 95)

In a second task, subjects (aJ1 female this time) were asked
to re-tell a story which they were given to read (or had read to them,
in the case of younger students). Firstly they re-told the story to
a photograph of an adult and secondly to a photograph of a 4 year old

boy. The hypothesis, as in the previous case, was that younger subjects
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would be less prone to make allowance;.or the age of their audience

than would older subjects. The second message of each subjeét was

scored for the number of “Simplif}ing codings" which it contained.
The results showed a sfr\kinb increase |in recoding.activity generally
between third aqd seventh grade, with apparent change thereafter.
However, just how "réa]" an inanimate au 1eﬁ¢e appeared to the sub-
jects does not seem fb have been taken intoN\account by the researchers,
neither has the possible effect on the results of all the s&Ljects
speaking to the "adult" prior to the child.

As mentioned above, Flavell et al. obtained similar results
on a whole range of tasks which included persuasive communications

and communications addressed to a large audience. They conc]udé:

The data from these studies abundantly document o

the generalization that profound and wide-

spread changes in role taking and communication

skills take place during [middle childhood and

adolescencel. (Flavell et al., 1968, p. 212)

Krauss and Glucksberg (1977) approached the re1at10n between
egocentrism and communication using a different perspective and
ifferent methodology. Instead of looking at how the child modifies
communication as a function of the characteristics of the listener,

th investigators assessed the role of egocentrism in a referential

] ‘ i!‘
communication task. The ages of the subjects ranged from nursery <

school children through grade nine pupi]é. The subjects were paired
and sat one on each side of a screen. Before each s%!éfct was a set

of blocks, each with an unusual design on it. The task was for each

subject to communicate to his partner the :;ggr—+n~which to stack the
blocks. Krauss and Glucksberg were surprised to find that even fifth

Lasaene - 4 oncl A48 S ». - e —— v i e
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graders were no better than kindergartnerslon the first trial, not

completing a single errorless run. In the\course of 15 subsequent

trials, third.graders did not improve at all, fifth and seventh

graders only very slightly, but ninth graders showed a drastic

improvement. %rauss and Glucksberg report that their fiftp graders
were "about 10 years old" (p. Y03) and therefore of a simif;r age ,
to the subjects in the\present study. The researchers do note, how- E
ever, that their subjects may have been "so overwhelmed by the demands
of the particular situation” that they may not have brought their
communicative ability into play (Krauss & Glucksberé, 1977, p. 109).

A second finding of Krauss and Glucksberg is also of interest.
A similar task was given to adults who made virtually no error even
on their first try. However, although the oqjginal descriptive phrase
given by the subjects was an effective reference, on subsequent trials

these messages became significantly shorter.

For example:

Initial Description: It looks like two worms or snakes looking at '
each other. The bottom part looks like the rockee ‘from a
rocking chair.

Shorter Version: Two worms looking at each other.

Shortest Version: Two worms.

Although this might be considered a practice effect, it is |
more 1ike]y that the messages become more implicit because the
addressor and addressee shared the context of fhe previous trials.
Within the test situation the partners had become psychologically

"close."



A study conducted by Feffer and Suchotliff (1966) demonstrates
that an ability to "decentre" affegts the communicative accuracy of
college students as well as pre-schoolers. J

The subjects (alY college students) were requtred to communi-
cate a concept to their partners by using one-word clues The depéndetit
measure wids the aBunt of time used for correct identification of the
- concept by the f&ssee as well as the number of clues which were

required by thp ddressee for a correct 1dent1ficat10n; The findings
of the study 1ﬁd1cated that canmnﬁcator-addresseé pairs who scored
high on a decentring task were faster and requ1red fewer clues to
attain corqtft communication of the concepts than communicator-

addressee pairs who scored low on the same decentring task.

SociolingyiStic Studies

Sociolinguistic q;udies. in general, study "the pattern of
social relationships which are the base of speech types" (Bain,
lecture University of Alberta, 1976). Thus, audience is identified
by many sociolinguistic theorists 4s a vital component of any speech
situation (Ervin-Tripp, 1968; Fishman, 1971; Hymes, 1972). On the
whﬁ]e. however, studies examine role relationships in different
cultures or sub-cul tures, ana focus on such aspects as code switching
in bilingual and diglossic situations, or on tﬁz use of honorifics
(Fishman, 1971; Pride & Holmes, 1972). In the opinion of the investi-
gator these st@dies measure simultaneous]y‘the effect of several
components of the communication situation rather than focussing solely
on the effect of audience. Even in Labov's studies of variations in

specific phonemic characteristics such as "ing" and "th," the whole

3



of the experimental context moves along the informal-formal continuum,
rather. than there being merely a change of addressee.

However, Cazdén, in a book of readings entitled "Socio-
linguistics” (Pride & Holmes, 1972), does point t&,thdllmportance of
the speech situation as an 1n;:pendent variable, particularly when
comparing the language of members of a different socfal class. Her
paper, however, surve}s research on child language whichiinc1udes <
Aspects of the speech s;tuation as 1ndepen&en; variables, regardless
"of socfal class.-‘ise'research 1s‘9rouped Jﬁder the various components
of the speech situation. Unfortunately, that which is reported under
the component of "1istener”'1s mainly unpublished term papers, the
results of which, perhaps, cannot be accepted at their face value. .
These results, however, do appear to be in agreement with findings of
~soﬁe recent studies of egocentrism.

' ' Cazden (1967) found that her subjects spoke their shortest

. sentences, on the average, in two experimental situations with

peers. Sentence length was also measured by two students at Har?ar&
University who found that children modified their language when
speaking to younger children. . Yurchak (1969) found that her 3 year
old daughter spoke her longest utterances to her moth;;. he: shortest
utterances to her sister, while speech to herself was somewhere in ’
between. Bernat (1969) found that three girls of 9, 11 and 13 years
adapted the length of their utterances to younger boys (ages 13, 30
and 29 months), according to évidence of the boys' capacify to talk:

and to understand.



Studf d on the Distancin thesis

Only ene experiment has been found which déliberately attempts
to study the effects of a "distanced” audience. Kapjan (Werner &
Kaplan, 1965) attelpted to assess ghe coumunicativd7£onsequences of
speech for oneself as opposed to speeth for an ekternal audience.
‘Kaplan's subjects were college students and they were presented with
a series of stimuli and instructed tb write two descriptiens of each:
one‘description was solely for the subject's benefit, that is, to
help him recognise the stimulus later; the other description was
1ntended.to help his "audience" identify it. It was found that des-
criptions for the audience tended to be longer than those for self,
and contained more adjectives and other qualifiers (see Table 1,
p. 18). Kaplan found that the differences between external and
intern;?mspeech were heightened when the stimulus was."perceptual]y
articulate versus diffuse," for example, abstract line drawings as
contra;te& with weter blots. Although only concerned with adults,
Kaplan did hypothesize that children would show considerably less
differentiation between the twe messagé'types than did her adult

shbjects.

Summary of Section 11

-

Douglas Barnes (1973) says that it is,
hard to say at what age children learn to
Kmatch what they say to the person they say
it to. (p. 18{
However. the results of the work cited above show that even
children of pre-school age can (and do) modify their language as a

function of 1istener attributes. According to Flavell et al. (1968)



mg;iages coded for different audiences will show increasing differen-

ti;tion by grade four. Although Krauss and Glucksberg (1977) cast

some doubt on this finding, they do point to the possible 1imitations

of their study. . : t

.A1though the subjects of the studies cited above are not
middle-elementary school children, the results 1mpi} that the language
responses of pre-schoolers (Maratsos, 1971, 1973; Peterson, 1975;
Shatz & Gelman, 1973) through to adults (Kaplan, 1967; Krauss &
Glucksberg, 1977) will ref;ect a movement along an implicit-explicit
dimension, according to differing 1istener attributes. Degree of
differentiation in responses, however, should increase with age

(Flavell et al., 1968; Kaplan, 1967).

REVIEW OF THE CHAPTER

L}

This chapter has discussed the theories which have influenced
thg investigator and studies which have sought to investigate the
effect of audience on language production.

The theories stated in Section I postulate an immature stage
of language development which lacks all awareness of audience, as
opposed to a more mature stage where coﬁmunication is made more exact
and e]abor;te in order to bridge the gulf which exists between
addressor and addressee. Even in maturity, however, when an audience
is viewed as psychqlogically close, it is quite appropriate to use a
form of language in which the characteristics of less mature language
are reflected. According to.Bernstein and Tough, however, people of

a certain sociological background do not, under general circumstances,
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perceive the q?ed to make their language elaborate enough to reach a
distant audience.

The ability to bridge this "language gap" is seen by Moffett
as being so critical that he suggests the language arts curriculum
should be built around an audience co;tinuum. ranging from self ts
generalized other. In this way pupils would learn to "play the
symbolic scale," come to an appreciation of the nature of their
audience and hence learn to co;nunicate effectively. Thé implication
is, therefore, that by offering the child audiences at increasing
distance from self we are encouraging that child to develop his
language potential.

Research to date, however, has tended to concentrate on
Piaget's notion of egocentrism and has usually "aFt1f1c1a11y" dis-
tanced the audience by means of a screen or blindfold. Moreover, no
research can be found which compares the performance of different
.socio-economic groups when speaking to different audiences. Thus,
it was the purpose of the present stuéy to investigate any changes
which take place in the language of middle elementary school.children
as a function of an increasingly remote audience, ang, moreover, to
investigate whether any differences in these "changes'- may-be discerned

between children of differing sociological background.



Chapter 3

DESIGN OF THE STUDY.

\

The design of the study is reported in this chapter. It
includes a discussion of the student sampling procedures, the research
instrument, the data collection procedure, the analytic procedures,

the reliability of the analysis and the pilot study.

L]

SELECTION OF THE ‘SAMPLE

Seventyl}ive grade four girls of four elementary schools within
the Edmonton Public School system comprised the population for the
study. These schools were selected by administrative personnel of
the Public School Boarz, who identified two of the schooT; as repre-
sentative of high socio-economic status and two of them és representa-
tive of low socio-economic s}atus.

The population comprised only girls in order to eliminate any
discrepancies of language ability due to the variable of sex and also
in order to. facilitate testing procedures.

The sample comprised two groups of 15 each. One group was
selected from the total population of 35 girls in the high socio-
economic population and the®other was selected from the total popula-
tion®of 40 girls in the low socio-economic population.

These samples were chosen according to data collected from
the cumulative record cards, in order to meet the following criteria:

a. Subjects within the verbal I1Q band 101-120 were chosen in
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an attempt to 1imit the sample to subjects of average intellectual
ability. The Canadian Test of Cognitive Abilities had been adminis-
tereq to both groups in May 1976. However, a t-test subsequently per-
formed on Epe mean 1Q of the two groups does show a signifig;nt diffe;-
ence {p = .03), in favour of the high socio-economfc status group.

b. In order to maintain a certain degree of age consistency
only subjects within the age range of 9 years 6. months to 10 years
2 months were chosen. This eliminated any children who were repeating
. the grade.

c. Subjects for whom English was a second language were
excluded since the oral language task may have presented them with
some difficulty. .

Six other students were eliminated from the sample, two from
the high socio-economic group and four from the low socio-economic
group. The four students in the low socio-economic group were
eliminated as they were absent from school during the time when the
language protocols were collected. One of the subjects in the igh
socio-economic group was elimina&ed from the sample because of recording

problems and another was withdrawn from the study by her parents.
! INSTRUMENTATION

The research instrument consisted of three oral langquage tasks.
The subjects were asked to talk about a "scary experience" to three
different audiences, namely—peer, older child, unfamiliar adult.
The subject of the oral language task, namely that each child talk

about a "scary experience," was chosen in light of both the results
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) Table 2 -
1Q a‘nd Age Distribution of Low SES Swle
Age

Subject Years Months 1Q

L1 10 0 102

L2 9 10 109

L3 10 1 104

L4 9 10 103

L5 9 10 108

L6 10 0 106

L7 9 9 109

L8 9 9 104

L9 9 N 103

L]0 10 1 m

Lll 9 10 102

le 9 7 110
Lys 10 0 103 .

. L]4 9 n 117
L 10 2 120 .

15




1Q and Age Distribution of High SES Sample

Table 3 °

—
Age
Subject Years Months 1Q
o.
\\4,' £ 9 9 n3-
HZ \ 10 2 113
01

H3 9 7 101
H4 9 8 120
H5 9 8 114
H6 10 2 109&_
H7 10 2 113
H8 9 7 | 120
Hg 9 . 6 | 106
H]O 10 1 118
H]] 9 7 109
le 9 n 119
Hy g 9 8 120
H]4 10 1 109
Hye 9 8 101

L))



of the first pilot study and Loban's findings that the aforementioned
topic mcn\ia flow of personal langusge (Loban, 1970). The

subjects' resppnses were taped and transcribed by the investigator.
Running observations of the subject's noneyverbal behavipur were also

made by the investigator: /

\

\E THE AUDIENCES

In the experimental situation, the topic and setting remain

constant throughout; the audience, being the variable under study, is

ich changes. -

the only component of the communjgi*ion situati
of one of

The peer audience consist; 1s from the same
class as the subjecss. These girls were chose basis of their

_ teachers' judgement, and were judged to be "friendly, warm and
poteﬁtially good, interestedﬁqz;teners."'

The grade six audience consisted ;f one of two giris from
the grade six class in the same school as the subjects. They were
chosen on the same basis and'sat{gfied the same criteria as the peer
audience.

The‘adult audience was represented by one of two ex-teachers
who were both female and of aeprdximﬁfe]y the same age. They were
chosen by the investigator and satisfied the same criteria as both i
the peer aqp grade six audiences.

In an attempt to eliminate.audience fatigue the two representa-
tiQes of each audience-type were alternately involved in the testing

situation, as subjects met the audience on a one-to-one basis.

Audiences were instructed during a group training session to

]
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\ 4 .
open each interview with the question "Hi! What scary thing are you

" going to tell me about?" During'the same session the potential
_ audiences practiced acting as a "warm, interested" audience, making

any verbal or non-verbal respenses which were natural to them but

refraining from askipg any question of the subjects, other than the

introductory one.

~

TESTING PROCEDURES FOR THE STUDY

Datﬁ‘collection began on May ‘2, 1977, and continued for two
weeks. The prbéedure with eq;h of the thirty subjects was as follows.

Pridr to the subjects meeting with any of the audiencés. the
investigator conducted an introductory interview with each member of
the sample. Thé*primary purpose of this interview was to familiarize
the subject with {a) the nature of the forthcoming task and (b) the
presence df the tape igcorder. ' \J>

A secondary purpose was that the investigator should act as
a,”cfit1ca] listener” (yet warm and attentive) who would "engage the
child in thinking aloud" (Tough, 1977, p. 176). This, it was hoped,
would later freg the subjects to concentrate on the appropriateness
of their language..

Each introductory interview was conducte& wi?hin the following
framework :

a. An introductory comment giving the purpose of the forth-
coming task, and reassurance that the subject is not to be “tested.”

b. An explanagion that the subject is going to talk about

the same thing tq three different people: "I'm going to ask you to

: e
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. Tell me about it."

-
-

talk to three different people—a f{iend from your ou; class, a girl
from grade six and a lady that you don't know. You're going to talk
to these people one at a time and you're going to talk about the same
thing to qiéh of them. The thing you're going to talk about is some-
thing scary that has happened to you."
/ ¢. A statement to begin the subject't response to the
investigator: "You're going to tell thesg three people about some-
thzng scary that's happened to you. Can you think of anything?—
' v
d. Addiiiona1 questions for more reticient respondents:
"Have you ever been scared—1in the dark?
—when someone has played a trick on you?
—by any animals?
—1in a dream?
—when reading a book or watching a movie?"
e. The following questions designed to help the child recall
the earlier experience:
— "When djd'{his happen?"
— "How &id you feel when you were scared?"
—"What were you thinking,while this was happening?”
f. A statement telling théxiubject which audience she is td
speak to. £ ’
g. 'ﬂggﬁﬂbject is given a few minutes for thougﬁt and is asked

" if she is ready before the audience is introduced.

The subjects spoke to the three audiences in a randomized order

(see Table 4). Procedures (f) and (g) above were repeated prior to the



Table 4

Randomized Sequence of Audience Given to Each Subject

7
Subjects ‘

Low SES High SES ' Audiences

L] H] 1-2-3

L2 H2 1-3-2

L3 H3 2 -3-1

L, Hy Y2-1-3

L5 L5 3-2 -1

L6 H6 3-1-2

‘L7 H7 1-2-3

Lg Hg 1-3-2

L9 - H9 2-3-1

L]0 H]O 2-1-3

Ln H]] 3-2-1

L]2 H]2 3-1-2

L.I4 H14 - 2-3-1

Lys Hy g , ] 3-2-1

Key: 1 - peer g
2 - grade six . . s D
3 - adult . gaf
v
. ' e
4 .
) P
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subjects meeting each audience.

The setting of the interview (which was either the Vice-,
Principal's office or the Counsellor's room, in each school) was
made as informal as possible by.placing the two chairs close to one
another rather than one on each side of a table The cassltte
tape recorder ugzd had a built-in microphone and was therefore

relatively unobtrusive..

TREATMENT OF THE' BATA 3

General Questions

The following questions provide the focus for the study:

In what ways, if any, do middle elementary school
children modify their language as a funct1on of
an increasingly remote audience?

Can differences be discerned in the modifications
e Aas a function of audience) in the oral

Question One

Does audience have a significant effect on the
language responses of the subjects as w1tnessed
1n
(ay_the following syntactic measures:
clause usage

pronoun usage
maze usage

(b) the duration of the response?



v
Question Two
e ~0,' '
(},v Does audience have a differential effect on -*
‘ the language produced by subjects .of high and
: Tow socio-economic status, as witnessed in the
above measures? )
Question Three . | ’ *
What categofies of change (if any) occur in the
subjects’' oral language to accommoddte for an
. 1ncmsinﬂNime?
Question Four | ’
Do differences exist between the high and low
Bocio-economic groups in the kinds of changes
which are made as a function of audience?
Analysis '

*

In order to address questions 1 and 2 of .the research
questions, a statistical analysis of scores dﬁ syntactic measures
was pErfonmed. - ‘ﬁ

A second form of analysis, namely a d&gﬁptive one, was

employed to investigate the remaining researcﬁ qdestions.
J v
Statistical Analysis

This form of ana1ysis‘was limited to the fnvestigation of
change at the syntactic level. Syntactic analysis was limited to
those features which either have been shown, by other investigations,
to reflect language complexity, or which may be considered to play an

important part in audience understanding. ,
L J

-

Use of clauses. The degree of subordination exhibited in the

subjects' language protocols was chosen for study on the basis of

Loban's suggestion (Loban, 1970) that amount of subordination is a

A7
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measure of language maturity. Bernstein, too, has used this measure
for analysis and maintains that a restricted code contains less sub-
ordination than an elaborated one. - . )

. In the present study three types of clauses, main, subordinate
and incomplete, were counted and each expressed as a percentage of

all clauses used. .

L4

Pronoun usage. The use of anaphoric pronouns (those which

refer to an antecedent) rather than exophoric pronouns (whose referent
is unclear) is vital to the understanding of a "distant" audience.
Thus,'in the present study, each subject's anaphoric pronouns were

counted and expfessed as a percentage of total pronouns used.

Maze usage. Maze usage was chosen for investigation on the
.stis of Anderson's findings (Anderson, 1973) that not only is maze
usage {)prominent feature in the oral language of children of this age

but also that the use of edit mazes correlates with language complexity.

Each language protocol was studied for the total number of mazes
(0
used and the number of edit mazes (i.e. word tangles resulting from a
correction or change of direction) employed by each subject was then

expressed as a percentage of this total.

Duration of the conversation. The length of each conversation

was recorded in seconds as the results of Cazdgn, 1967, Yurchak, 1969
and Bernat, 1969, suggest’ihat this measure might be affected by
audience.

In order to investigate the relevant research questions, the

data from the above measures were subjected to two-way analyses of

variance with repeated measures on Factor B. Factor A was



' 49
.

socio-economic status (i.e., group membership) and Factor B was
v -

audience. PR

»

Descriptive Analysis l ‘
The investigation of the ways in which the subjects modified

their langdage as a function of audience was carried out by means of
a descriptive analysis, the aim of which was to fonnuIate\categories
from any changes which took place. The categorization was executed
by first making intra-subject comparisons of thelanguage protocols.
: Any changes which occurred betyeen the response to one audience and
" to another were noted. The changes recorded for the whole group were
then studied in detail and the following categories of change were
formulated: : *
1. change in the information units given
2. change in the deéree of exp]icitness of an idea
3. change in the quality of the expression of an idea (

4. change in the mood of the verb '

5. chan;e in the degree of generality of aﬁ idea.
These categories are defined and discussed in Chapter 4.

Due to the great discrepancies in the length of the subjects'
conversations, an inter-subject comparison based on 2 dipect count
of changes was impossible. Hence, an "“inverse frequency of change”
was calculated whereby the "density" of the subjects' language
changes, across audience, could be compared. This computation was

calculated by dividing the average length of conversat | the

number of changes made: .

Mean Length in Seconds
ro anges Made
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In effect, this conpg;ation spaces a subjects' changes
roguIarLy through her conversation and hence makes possible a direct

comparison between subjects ,
v

- RELIABILITY OF THE CATEGORIES FOR
SCORING THE RESPONSES

L3

To determine the reliability with which other researchers
could apply the categories defineJ by the present investigator, )
tuo'independent jydgesA(alter ;,fam111arization session with the
investigator) each scored a random sample of 10% of the protocods.

Inter-scorer agreements between the investigator and the
t!p:gggggirwere calculated on the basis of the Arrington formula
(Arrington, 1932): '

.~ .2 x agreements
2 x agreements + disagreements

The average agreement of 95.3% indicates a satisfactory

réliabi]ity of categorical.scoring. | ’4.é-..

ch -

One hundred percent agreement was obtained between, the

Judges and thexinvestigator for the syntactic analysis.
PILOT STUDY

A pilot study was conducted in April 1977 at Thorncliffe
Elementary Schoof. Edmontog. Its purpose was three-fold:
" a. to test thensuitability of the task for eliciting oral
Iadguage | '
. 5. to test the effectiveness of the audience training ‘v

procedure
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" ¢. to allow for trial administration of the research instru-

ment. 4

Six grade four girls of "average” 1an&uagc facility were chosen
to act as subjects on the basis of their teacher's judgement. Two
grade four girls and two grade six girlsij‘re also chosen on the
basis of their teacher's judgement t?- act as a "warm, interested
audience." One adult, an ex-teach;r. who was not involved in the
later study, acfgd as the unfaﬁiiiar adult in the pilot study.

The proposed task at that ﬁ"p was to ask each subject what
she liked to do for fun. However, the responses received tended to
be 1ists of likes gnd dislikes rather than specimens of fluent
languige. In a group discussion which was held 1nne&1ate1y after
the pilot study, the children involved ex;ressed the ppinion that the
task was very difficult. The task described earlier in the chapter,
namely to tell about a scary experience, was then administered to
three other grade four girls dt Thorncliffe during the following
week and was found to be satisfactory.

The audjence training pracedure was found to be effective and

\the method for taping the sessions adequate. The tapes were‘clear
enough for ease of transcription and the presence of the reca{J:r did

o
not appear to produce undue anxiety in thg_qubjacts Neither did theg“

investigator's presence appear to advérsely affect the interaction

between subject and audience. | -



SUMMARY *

Chapter 3 described the design of the stu&y. The research
questions were formulaied and the chosen syntactic measures discussed.
The two forms of analysis chosen to investigate the questions iere

also identified.

52



Chapter 4
) THE FINDINGS ; R
INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents and discusses the findings of the two
forms of analysis which were described in the preced1ng.chapter.

These findings are synthesized in the concluding summary according



Table 5

Two-HayfAna1ysis of Variance (SES, Audience)
of Mean Number of Main Clauses

- o

$S

Source of Variation df MS F p

Between Subjects 8091.875 29

'A' Main Effects 551.250 ) 551.250 21047 1.1636

Subjects within Groups 7540.875 38  269.317

Within Subjects 3894.438 60 J

'B' Main Effects 127.383 2 63.691 1.064 0.3518

‘A x B' Interaction 416.250 2  208.125 3.478 0.0377*
3350.875 56 59.837

'8' x Subj. within Groups

* Significant a§/~03 level.

Note: Factor/h - SES
Factor B - Audience
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be a marked difference between the t-l{ groups on the uth of main
clauses. with the adult audience. Mn the results of the high
socto-economic group show & s1ight decrease in the use of main
clauses as the audience becomes remote, the results of the low
socio-economic grewp, on umm. show § slight desrense
between the peer and grade six audiences but show an increase of
7.45% between the grade six and the adult audiences. If & larger
proportion of main clauses, as the literature s¥pgests, may be taken
as a measure of less complex language, then it U@u\d appear that,
unlike the high group, the Tow socio-.eoonoai\c giow use their most
complex language with the grade six au}unce and their simplest with

the unfamilfar adult.

The Use of Pronduns
] As may be seen from Table 6 the two-way analysis of variance
revealed no significant effect in the use of anaphorié pr@uns

e ’ Sope support for further investigation of this msure. how-
eri 15;1 4n so far as the performance.of the two groups (see

, re 3)315 again most similar with the grade six audience (a differ-

é (a difference of 11.21%). It appears that there was a tendency for
the Mgh socio-economic group to use thelr most explicit pronouns
with the adult, while the low socio-economic group tended to use theirs

with the grade six audience.
\
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Table 6

Two-Way Analysis of Variance (SES, Audience)
of Use of Anaphoric Pronouns

Source of Variation SS df MS F p

Between Subjects 40317.063 29 ” .
'A' Main Effects © 2149.863 1 2149.863 1.577 0.2195

Subjects within Groups 38167.063 28 1363.109

Within Subjects 24267.375 60

'‘B' Main Effects 1603.945 2 801.973 2.120 0.129%
‘A x B' Interaction 1482.480 2 741.240 1.9%0 0.1504

'B' x Subj. withinGroups = 21181.125 56 378.234

Note: Factor A - SES
Factor B - Audience



sunouo.d Jtaoydeuy ;0 S3A0DG uRdy Y} JO uoivuldsaaday diydedy

g€ aunby} 4

adouapny .

v LY 9 Ipeuy _ 4334 .

t

>

0L
w
3

- 06

..



K 4

59

«

)

i
The Use of Mazes o

As may be seen from Table 7, the two-way analysis'q!'variance

revealed no significant interaction.effect in the use of edit pazes.

.

T
RN
Duration of Response

It would appear from th; results shown in Table 8 that audience
has no signiffcant effect on the length of the subjecis'gconversations.
Neither does there appéar to be any interaction effect. There is,
however, a significan; differance between the performancesof the twp-
groups on this measure (p = .01). This would appear to agree with
Tough's finding kTough, 1977) that her low socio-economic subjects
gave shorter answérs than her high socio-economic subjects, unless

prompted.
DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

In attempting.to describq }he apparent disagreement,betweep
certain_resehrchgrs as to whethe% young children modify their langhage
as a function of listeﬁéé, Peter;on suggests that the different
conclusions may be attributable to 'a difference of fé@hs. She says:

In the present study, an ipvestigator looking “
simply at the children's, verbalizations . . . v

would have ample support for claiming that the

children were making a lot of egocentric mistakes.

On the other hand, by looking at how their verbal

productions differed relative to different =
listener needs, it is clear that appropriate

tatloring of their communication occurs. (Peterson,

1978, p. 1018)

» t
A similar suggestion may be made concerning the data of the ]
present study. It is certainly true that a large part of the subjects'

responses exhibit no change as a function of audience. However, it



Table 7

60

- Two-\hy Analysis of Vartemce (SES, Audience)

of Use of Edit Mazes

»Source of Variation A SS df MS F P
‘-Between Subjects 49120.375 29

‘A'_Haj..Effects 1101.973 1 1101.973 0.683 0.4295

Subjects within Groups 48018.750 28 1714.955

Within Subjects 65093.375 60 “

'B' Main Effects 1731.914 2 865.957 0.787 0.9000

‘A x 8' Intefaction 1774.688 2  887.344 0.807 0.4514

‘B' x Subj. within Groups 61586.688 56 1099.762

Note: Factor A - SES ) * v

Factor B - Audience .
/’f-' »
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Table 8

62

Two-Way Analysis of Variancé (SES, Audiénce)
of Mean Duration of Responses

Source of Varjation SS df MS F p

Between Subjects 316177.000 29 |

'A' Main Effects 65448.281 1 65448.281 7.309. 0.0115%*
Subjects within Groups  250729.000 28  8954.605

Within Subjects 36187.375 60

'8' Main Effects 937.207 2  468.604 0.746 0.4790 o
'‘AxB' Interaction 64.043 2  32.021 0.051 0.9504
'B' x Subj. withinGroups 35186.938 56

628.338

** Significant at the .01 level.

Factor A - SES

Note: !
Factor B - Audience

~
)
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is also true that by uking hntra-subjoct oonnris‘ many differences
are ev1dcnt in the way in which tho subjects respond to the different
audiences. This section describes the c.tagorics of change which
emerged from an analysis of this sort for tﬁb whole group.

As noted 1n Chapter 3, the responses of each subject were
compared_a evder to 1“5‘3” any change which occurred across
audience. On examination‘gf these changes fog;she.whole group (30
subjects) it appeared that the following typés "of change.were taking
place: i
1. Change in the information units given.

Change in the degree of explicitness of an idea.
Change in the quality of‘the expre;sion of an idea.

Change in the degree of generality of an idea.

N s W N

Change in the mood of the verd.

1. Change in the Information Given

A change was "scored" within this category wﬁenever a unit

of information was added or omitted by a subject for only one audience
out of.the three. Unlike the other categories, this category is not
concerned with the chang;s which take place in the expression of one
idea across three audiences, but rather, whether the same ideas are
expressed to each audience.

0‘”For' both groyps, the highest concentration of changes occurs
within this ca;egory. The responses of the low socio-economic group,

however, cluster here more than those of the high. A total of 67.7%

.of the Tow group's changes are scored in this category as compared

‘with 49.4% of the high group's changes.

64
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In both groups, most information was added and least omitted
for the peer audience. (Four information "units” were omitted by the
high group for the peer and 25 added: two were omitted by the low
group and 18 added.) In both cases, the information which was added
_for the peers tended to be "minute details." One subject (OHB). for
example, told the peer that she had a flashlight to see the spider
shadows on the wall, a detail perhaps considered unnecessary for the
older au%;ences. Similarly, another subject (#H]z) who told about a
scary ride at Disneyland, added to the peer:

"But the plane's hooked on to this middie pole, .
you know."

A subject in the low socio-economic grbup (#L]4), after
describing how she had had "ninety needles" in her arm which had bled
for three days, told the péer. .

"like you have to wash them off and everything."

The extra information seems almost an attempt to fill in the
context, possibly unfamiliar, for the peers, as though %t is assumed
that the older audiences would have had similar experiences.

Again for both groups, most information was omitted and least
added for the adu)t audience (although {t should be noted that an
equal number of information "units" were added by the high socio-
economic group for the adult.and grade six aud1eﬁces).

In many cases, the 1nformatioﬁ omitted for the adult might
almost be considered "unsuitable," as if the subjects were "censoring”
their stories. One subject (#H]]), for example, tells about a "sexy
lady" to the peer and grade si; audiences (much to their amusement!)

but does not mention this dgtai] to the adult. Similarly, another



68

subject (0L15) ‘does not tell the adult about the uidnight chase
through her cousin's house which delighted the two youngov sudiences
but which would, perhaps, be “frowned upon” by an adult.

Other details omitted to the adult were "personal” ones,
such as: ) . .

~ 7
“You know the twins? ~x:m they were there too." *(OLG)

and -

"Aww, you know my broiher:” (#L]z)

. In sum, then, the existence of this category suggests’ tha

adult) contained least. Interestingly, the results
six audience, for both g;oups. fell somewhere between the other two
audiences, examples of all the afore-mentioned types of detatl occurting.

The existence of this category would appear to agree with
Moffett's hypothesi# that ;s we re-tell past experience re choose
-appropriate details from the original "v;rba1 stream" of direct
experience. That th1§ choice is affected-by the distance of the
audience would seem to be reflected in the extra "minute" details which
were given to the peers, the communication to the nearest audience most
resembling that original “verbal stream." Similarly, the communication
to the most distant audience (the unfamiliar adult) contained least

detail.



Appmimly 20% of the cMno. of each group fell within
this catnory Unliko tM previous clu’ory. here the change is not
a CW of 1nfomtion but rather a change in the detai) attached to
the same idea when expressed to different Mam? This change in
detail has the effect of making the 1dea more exp"cit to one audiqncc
than to another. The subjects seemed to achieve this effect by means
of elaboration.

In some cases, an idea which was ﬂmply stated to one
audience was expanded for another by ‘means of relevant detaﬂg.

For example:

“Cherry" (to peer)

“Cherry my big sister in grade s‘eﬂ” (to grade six)

"My sister Cherry, she's older than me" (to adult)
)

Similarly, inferences were expanded into statements by some

subjects: ' ’ \
"I went outside (laughs)" (to peer and grade six)
Y11 went out and p‘l(ycd and 1 wasn't supposed to" (to adult)
s )

In most m@ever. the elaboration was extra detail which

led to a more exact statement:

"She takes 1t out and puts it on the table" (to peer and .
grade six)

"She takes the present out—{it's a Zulu dol1—and she
puts 1t on the table" (to adult)

(#4g)
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"I went upstairs” (te peer)
"Ne went muirs (%0 grede siu)
"Kerry's Auntie Jn tookThe mmn' (¥ adult) :
S (Mg)
. nmium "enaetness” was reflectsd in the wse of & mere
pr'cﬁn tarm of qc‘unnnt \ 4

e . ‘. "1t was part-way open" (to peer)
“the door was open about an inch" (to adult and grade six)
| ' (#4y4)
“I did it to her tﬂo" (to peer and grade six)
"I did it to het tf\m. ‘tmes” (to adult)

o

."’ ' " ('le)

o

.

Or‘ 1n & pore ancﬂo choice of vocabulary:
'M" (to. peer, and grade six)
"bhck:.go@!e’:, (¢o adult) . -
. ..~' o :’{ : ." (!H)
A third m h \p\tch qt"’ls "proctdon“ is reflected is 1n “the
use of modifiers: f ‘ .
"bfg smkl.eg (to peer and grade six)
"big. fat.. ugly snakes" (to adult) . ~
." S “-_ “-: (#H,4)
Interestingly. although 1n the high socio-econonic group the
greatest degree of oxpl feitness always occurs with the adult audience
v(or both q@t and grad; six audiences), more than half (56%) of the
low socio-economic group's changes in this category are most explicit
with the grade six audience Yor bath grade six and peer~audience).
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For example: - . ‘ .
"this dog came in and bit me" (to peer an& adult)

“all of a sudden this huge. Berman Shepherd was in
the yard and he bit my 1ip right up" (to grade six)

(ng) .
"Tong time ago” (to peer and adult)
“last year" (to gride six) . :
| ("‘6)
"scary things" (to peer and adult)
- "robberies” (to grade six)
R . - ' (#L )

The examples in this category, theﬁ reflect a movement from
P an i?‘11c1t statement to a more explicit one. With the high SES =
group this change occurs as the audience becomes more remote. In !
the low SES group, however, there is a tendency for the subjects to
be most explicit with the grade six audience rather than with the
most distant audience of unfunil'lar adult. )
i To a certain dxtent the existence of this category would
appear . to agree with the hypotheses of the theorists cited in Chapter
- 2 that as the audience becomes more r&mte communication should
reflect movement along the implicit- -explicit d1mens1on~ A slight
disagreement occurs, of course, in the find‘lng that the Tow socio-
economic gro were often most explicit with the grade six audience

rather fhan w h tho sost disztant Ndience of unfamﬂhr adult.

Interutingly a silﬂar pattern}occurs in each of the categories and

would appear to.reflect: the siillar tendency reveﬂed in the
sutistical mlms ' N\

n



‘expression of the same idea across audiences. In some ways the
changes may also be cms;dend to be a criﬂ L '17n degree of'epocit-
ness; however, changes were scored within this cat ry when a |
qualitative change also took place as a function/of audionce.
responses tending to be more succinct, less \Lrbose and less reliant
on gesture for meaning. Interestingly, wherels, 23.8% of the high
socio-economic group's} chgnges fall within this category, 1 subjects
out of the 15 exhibiting examples of this sort, only 7.7% of th: low.é
" socio-economic group's changes lie here gnd only five of the subjects
contribute exampled to the tategory. Moreover, again, almost half of
the ¥Ww group”s exdmples in this category (48%) reflect the best
"quality" response wi‘;h -the grade six audience.

Most exawl'es. 1‘n this category reflect a change fn the orga‘ni-
zation of the response; an idea which was expressod to one audience
in, perhaps. vague, raanng terys, ‘geSture often playing a vital
role in the meaning of the comunTcat'lon. ifes;;ressed. to another"
audience, quite succinctly.

For example:- ' >

"He put his hand 1ike this . . you know, like .
(hesitatingly) in a mons ter my" (to peer)

“He put his hand er this and stirted mk‘lng these
pider things" (to grade six)

*

"He opened the door and made a big huge spider shadow"

(to adult)

72
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"tﬁts skeletan thing . . . umm, one of those
funny skeletons?" (to peer)

“this skeleton . . likc you know, one of those
for experiments” (to grade six) .,

25l

“"one of those experimerital skeletons" (to adult)
| a (#Hg)
- "s
“She went and looked around for their truck but
there was no truck” (to peer)

“She looked arouésffor the truck but she could '
not see it" (to grade six)

“there was no sign of the truck" (to adult)
| / - (M)
An example from the low socio-economic group follows. Note «
that again the greatest change occurs with the grade s1x audience

"we had goose bumps and stuff and like we were
shivering and everything" (to peer)

“we had umm . . . 1ike goose bumps and 1ike we
were shivering like" (to adult)

"we were shivering and goose bumps all over" (to
grade six)

! _ (#4)

Other ek*les within this category represent a "stylistic
change, as in the follawing example with the movement away from the
conic-book style (which was, perhaps, felt to be most appropriate for
the #éer audience?). -

| “Bang! Crash! Slide!" (to peer and grade six)
"Crashing moises downstairs" (to adult)
PR SN (#,,)
Most "stylistic" changes were reflected in choice of vocabu-

lary, not merely a more prenise vocabulary as in thg previous category
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but rather more appfoprhte. often leading to a more succinct stage-

ment. § I | s
lfor exuplé:' | | v .' v
"{t was not real” (to peer and grade six)
"it was false” (to adult) g
L ey
Another exﬁple from the same subject: -
. “she saw this thing—this funny-shaped thing" (to peer)
."she saw this funny looking thing" (to grade six)
"she saw this mantel” (to adul_t)‘.
In the fojlowi'ng example from the -n‘row so;:io-economic group,

the "better” chdice of vocabulary occurs with both the peer and

grade six audiences.

"the character in the book" eer and grade six)
k" (to adult)’

(#1,)

“the guy, the person in the

ment along an Implicit-expl{€it dimension, many of the qualitative
changes would appear to rgflect a movement in a second dimension,
namely from quantity to essence, and hence do perhaps lend some
subport to Moffett's hypothesis that as the audience becomes more
remote, communication reflects uliwenent along a quantity-essence
continuum. Again, however, although the high SES group reflect this
movement as the audience becomes more remote, many of the results of
the léw socio-economic group reflect this tendency w.iith the grade

six audience rather tm with the adult.

-
]

a

el
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The two final categories: contain few examples, cgpprising
~between them only 6.4% of the rfigh_group's changes and 4.4% of the
Tow group's changes. They are, however.' considered worthy of dis-
cussion es the examples contained thereih are.distinct from the other
categories, end. despite thefr paucity, are pe-rhlps 1nd1cet1ve of a

trend.
.
4. Change in f Generalit r
Only 2.3% of the high socio-economic group's changes lie in
this category and the low group’ exhfbit no such changes. .

era]‘zation from more spec1f1c detaﬂs

Changes in thbis Category- reflect an attempt on the part of
the subject to makes,

4

For example: s ,s}“‘ ‘
“1 was only five, so it was qﬁ‘lto,uary" (to peer)

"1 was only five so it was kindA scary” (to grede s‘l)
L
"it's kind of scary 'cos your parents are not slere M .
v adult) _ ‘

]

(#Hg) J

"Jare's really nice to Mrs. White's little girl” (to peer
and grade six)

“Jane loves children" (to adult)

Yet again this category offers some support% 2 suggesiion
of Moffett's, namely that for a |bre remote audience communfcation
will be more general in nature, As the ability to form generalizations,
howsver, is a higher order skfll, t is hardly ‘surpris'ing' that so few
. examples of tMs sort exist in a language sample from middle elementary

'school chﬂdren'. Nevertheless, 1t 1s P}mbs indicative of a trend
\;)

o

. .
'Y .
- Al
»
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“‘which would be more evident with older subjects.

‘ | ] - Lt ..
5. C in_the f the Verd . .
Both groups have aa approximately equal proportion of changes
in this category (4.16% of the Ngh SES group's and 4.4% of the Tow's).

Basically, changes in this category are changes, from ghe active to

/

passive mood of the verb, with audience. ¢

4
-

For example: ’
"I thought 1t was coming towards " . ." (%o &or)

"It seemed like 't was coming towards . . ." (to grad
six md adult) .

a A ' o
"I had to get bathed in a sink“ (¢
"they thed me inta sink" (to g

4

adult)

One ( of the changes from the low grt')up_' reflects the use

of the passive voiu;-u'vith the peeffrather than with the adult:

"It scared me so bad" (to.peer)

*1 got so scared” (to grade six and adu]t) ‘ ’
. oy

Although such a change is not anticipated ff the 11terature

(see Chapter 2), the subjects who give exw]es in this category a'lmost
sou to be attmti:g” to ”d&?eﬂtre" and to make statements which are )
less personl'l‘ ér "self-centred” in orientatfon—a vital process,
surely. if successful communication with a distant a\;dience is to

ensue. ‘ o .
Al . -
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, As & stgnificant difference existed between the two groups” in
the duration of their responses, 1t was {mpossiblg 4o tel) from a
simple frequency count W one gmp exhibited more chanqes than
the other as a functiou of Munce RS .

| T!m. ’n order to addnss research question 4 '(nanly whether

dt¥ference may be discerned in the kinds df changes exh1b1ted by

the ” 'roups ). an "invme frequéncy” of ghange s calculated by
divﬁfm ‘the a average 'length of conversation for each subject by the

-

Mrﬁchanmmde. T '

!

" _Mean Length in Seconds ' -
itr og Changes Made % -

A
In effect!i this computation spaces the changes regul ly

-thrm the conversation and hence makes possible a direct rivn
1 lntnee‘n subjects. As the figure obtained from such a Qomputation is
J nasure of the tine lapse between changes, a larger nuvbér nou]d

lndicate a lesser degree of change
As may be seen,frqn Table 9 virtually no difference exists
between the two groups in the mount of change which occurred, the
average "1nnrse frequency” for the Mgh}socio-econonic group being
9.74 and for the low group, 8.95. ‘ |
This would seem to indicate that both grodps exhibited a
‘simi lar degree of audience awareness. Howeve>. as gaian’ may be seen
from Table 9, and the discussion above, marked differences do exist
| 1n the patterns of- «ffmntiation betwasn the two groups.
| One pajor diffmnce lies in tlle concentration of changes for
'xn jroup in the various catooowles Whereas both groups change

A ‘4"\‘

fn the informetion given to thc three audiences, a far greater

~

“ ,"? o
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e,

proportion of the low group's chages lie in this utogory (67.7% as

compared to 49.4%). The Mgh group, on the othor hmd. appw to

make far more “qualitative” changes and mrnly applicab'l, stm ..
\.;.:. ;

C A further intaresting dimmce bet\nen thc two groups Hes ;f,.,,

.-/

ments than do the low group.

. 1.the finding that the low socio-ecomic aroup often producos
X}

- change with the gr ix ludience This stmdg in nrnd contr t

PLE L ™ . 4

the Mgh group m consistently gm *ﬂ- most explicit. best |
e - ,o)‘

-

quamy and -osm»-ﬁ tmts to the adult audience. - .~ _

g’
”
’ M a finding 15, perhaps. reflected in an observation which L

-

“

the investigatqr mde at the time of data conectiw]y that | w
there was a marked 8ifference betweeh the two M in their "body o«

. language" when speaking to the adult audﬁence Although an analysis
of suf:h behaviour is beyond the scope ofgtbe present study, .11: is

s1m11arly to the experi-

interesting to note the different "reactions" of the two groups.
s Whereas both groups reacted quit

mental situation when speaking to the pe*r and grade aix audiences,

Qﬁm

wht.!e talking to thé adult. Just perhaps

difference existed in their na?tion to the &lt In the.

p. even Qhe apparently nervous ﬂubjects sat reasonably still
swinging their legs or moving
wbﬂr hands nervously. Eye contact was mrel y completely avoided,
most Subj’ects lookingsaway while pausing but looking at the adult to
‘smak. A few subjects did avoid eye m'}tc_t for most of the conversa-
tion _but tended to glance at the audiengq at the end-~of a phrase or
sentence, as if for feedback. In the low socio-economic group, on
"~ the other hand, the subjects, on the an, seemed far more “11 at

M

| e
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‘ease” with the unfamilfar adult audience and many fidgetted cogstmﬂy.

avoiding aye contact and oftea, in contrast to the high group,

b
pausing leo glancing at the audience and speaking whﬂo Yooking ¢
away. - |
In sum, ty $hd large, the low secio-economic group appedred._. .
far more “uncomfortable” wit - tag unfapﬂur adult audience than did
the high socio-economic ] }Qct pormps reflected in the v

finding 'that the low socio- \ ?‘c group often p.erfomed most

similir\y to the high ‘group '

' 5, -
. _Mr » »

.

Question One

In what ways, 11&013‘ do middle elementary school
thifdren modify thajr languagd as a funct1on of an
fncreasingly remote audience? -

The theoriesaviewed in Chapter 2 suggest that as an

audience becomes more remote should reflect movement
along the fou’ing continua: :

1mp11c1¢~gpoc1t (Piaget: Vygot}kv. ‘Moffett, Bernstein,
Werner and KXaplan)

specific-geperal :

\ \}omtt)

quantity-essence .

Moreover, the f‘lndiﬁgs of the research studies cited imply

that the language responses of pre-schoolers (Maratsos, 1971, 1973;
petefson, 1975; Shantz & Gelman, 1973) through to adults (Kaplan,

 1967; Kraus & Glucksberg, 1977) will reflect a movement along. an

implicit-explicit dimension, according to differing listener attributes.
The results of the statistical analysis for the present .;tuqy.
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however, indicate that audiedce has no significant effect on eleuse.
pronoun and meze usage, nor on the duration of the response. It is
thus possible that, ‘eon;rery to the suggestions of the literature,
' children of this age do not d}fﬁmtiegﬁ as a function of .en
increasingly m and ndlr..heuin the apre artificlal
distancing provided in other research such as a blindfold (Maratsos,
1973), a screen (Kreuss & Glugksberg, 1977), or e_picture (Flavell
4t al., 1968). i | |
T The results of the descriptive analysis, however, suggest
" that even if no change was occurring at the level of surface structure,
the subjects were, nevertheless, making some modifications in their
PY .communication. The following cetegorie_sfof change were identified:
—change in the information units-giv.en
—change in the degree of explicitness of an idea
—que\ftltive change in the expression of an idea
—change in the. degree of generality of an idea
—change in the mood of the verb.
| As’ already mentioned in the previeus section, Category 2
would seem to reflect the anticipated movement from implicit to
explicit, while Categories 1, 3 and 4 appear to lend some support to
Moffett's hypothetifal movement along the following dimensions:
quentity-essence .
- speciﬂc generel
As mentioned inm Chepter 2, the results of Tough's ongoing
study of the Interectioml Use of Language will be of great importance

for our appreciation of the eW ce dimension of communication. >
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However, as all the language samples of the present study are p:Q'whs
cf‘hr "Relational Function," then a possible hypothesis at '\ﬁ.s .
point 1s that the categories fdentified sbove may be examples of

strategies at work within t‘ntenctiml Use of Language.
. .n ) R ‘ .
Question Two Rl

Can differences be discerned in the modificationg __
made (as a function of audience) in the oral
language of middle elementary school children of
different socio-economic backgrounds?
5 Implicit in the Jgiting of Bornstelinds the idea that a
certain section of ’the population:who. have a particular sociological
.background in ~coswmon, do\l under general circmstanf:es. mpdify
their language s 2 f:nction“of audience. Tough, too, hypothesizes
. failure on the part of-'ﬁer Tow socio-etonomic subjects to adequate’
",‘ghvisagc the communicative needs of their audience. Horéb?er. she
+ " attributes the differences between her high and low groups, o: a
variety of languagé tasks, to this lack of audience awgreness. ST

The findings of the present study on both the descriptive
and statistical analyses suggest that SES may indeed be related to '
the subjects' ability to modify their language as a f_unction of
audience.

The significant interaction effect obtained in the statistical
analysis for clause usage, points to a 'diffe}'ence which exists between
the two groups on their perfonr't;nce with the adult audience. That this
difference is not poculiar to this one \mun is suggested in the
similar pattern which emergedion the other measures. Moreover, the

finding is further suppor;ted by the implication of the descriptive

. A



-

snalysis that the two groups performed most similarly iﬂtﬁ ode
six audience and Teast similarly with the adult.

SES appears to be a ﬁcfor affecting performance nith differ-
ent audiences in so far as, for the low SES group, there appeared N
be an optimum distence between SIPUIIOY 48 Bddressee WIth Which | ‘
they coped similarly to the high socio-economic group. but bayond
which their performance markedly differed. |



Chapter §
Y i

SUMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS | 8

A susmary of the study and an outline of the findings are
presented in this chapter. Conclusions which may be drswn from these
.findings are suggested and Wtim for further WW
mage. The chapter conclydes with a discussion of the implications of
the study. | .

¢ SMMARY

N Ok ,
.
. - ' .

The nrme of th. stﬂy was two-fold:
' . a. to 1nvostigau the effect of audience on the oral languagc

of a swlo of 9 ynr‘ﬂd girls. .
b. to xu‘ﬁn whether ®sud¥iice had a differential effect
according to the socio-economic suu&s of the subjects.
The 's;ic was drawn from four schools within <he Edmpnton
Public School system and cowro'ised two groups of 15 girls. One group
- was deemed to be of high SES ;M the other of low SES. Both groups
., were of similar age and IQ.
| » Each_ of th subjocts spoke on the same topic ("a scary.
. nxperim') to thrjn audienccs. each at a differ:n’t’gg'rgg’\
i lnﬁ?y' Mo: 2 peer from the san n’r(s‘s., ,.M ~six girl . .

V8
- ind u unfamilior admt Tpe sybjects spolm to

, ! C,nclshn an hmﬁd buis and in‘a random order. The

.. A '.ﬂm m cm according to predot,mined criteria. Responses




) . r‘. . ’\‘ .'“
. . P, . % . ‘ / ‘;' .
'nnwwﬂmtrmcrimm ' N

In order to 03: u% %ﬂm md" the s;&: ‘
- o dstinct forms of abalysts were corvied eut. Firstly nﬁaq X
amlnies of varfanca, with npatu mepsures on ] B, were

perfornsd on the WA’ scores S the chosen symtactfé shasures,
'M\y. an 1ntn-wbject «"m:: in the lamguage mh. I

which chrnd i 8 fuvction of sudfence, were recorded and caupr- SN
1zed. ‘ e ‘

. FINDINGS )
statistical Analysis ¢

A significant interaction effect was found to exist bcw
socio-econemic status and audience, regarding the broportion of min
clauses used (p = .03). % significent results were recorded, ver, °

for maze and pronoun usage. A siguiﬂunt difference (p = OI) ¢«
occur bottmn the hn groups in the duretioh of tfnir mm/ .

i :‘ A : R . / ' l/‘ *
Descriptive Analysis ] r - / e

The following ummps of change were formlated from the |
subjects' responses: k ST

" —change 1n''the inforlhtlon units given ) ,

-chmq in the degm of explicitness of M Mﬁ | .

—qualftitive change 1h the expreasion of—ﬁn idea | .

: michimge ?i aﬁ.{m gierality of an idea -
—change 1 mmof&\mﬁ | o
Although m "m.\us foévftn the alount;fchuu

exhibited by the: wm a dmm s ovtdbnt n the kinds of

”

s
i



~ghange ideﬁt.ified for each grqup. B

7

« in this study might prove fruitful. 4

A\

concwsxons AND Rscommnons FOR
(~ 0y Fua'mtn RESEARCH
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e ., Y : 4 .
- Due to the exploratory nature of this Study and the subjective

form of anelysis enployed o conclusive statements can be made about

the nelationship betqpeh lenguage. audience and sacior ecooomic status

The findings, houever. do suggest certain areas which. on further
Y7}
investigation might prove fruitful. . o
5 .

Question One

[ 4

In what ways, if any, do middie elementary séhoo]
children modify their language as a function of an -
increasingly remote audience?

The non-significant results of the.statistic&]»analysis'
indicate that further investigatibn of the relationship between

audience and the use of clauses, pronouns, mazes or the duration of
’ - :

¢

the response, wouid not be worthyhite.

‘"———-{/Ae resuits of the. descriptive analysis, however, indicate

that some changes did occur as a function of audience. Although nd
definitive statement can made about these changes, the findings

do suggest that iurth investigation of the categories formulated

Question Two

Can differences be, discerned in the modifications
made, as a function of audience, in the oral language

.- of middle elementary school chi]dren af different

socto-economic backgrounds? -

That a relationship does exist between audience, SES and

¢

»

N\
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oral language is indicated in tfle fendency for the tw'o'.g

question to perform llost ‘similarly with the grade six au
. least similarly with the unfailhr adult. Although no oouglusive
statement can be made regarding. the mture of the relatdonship. tbe '
"significant interaction effect obtained Letueen audience ind SES for
clause usage, reflects this phenonenon and indicates that PMs msure
.mer'l ts further 1nvestigation The simi'lar tendem:y observed dh the
pronoun usage suggests that further study of this measure. too. .
might prove fruitful.- ‘ ’
That this relationship is alsd ref ted in the:categortes 4f

i cat\eJ by the ﬁoding

change formulated by the investigator was i
. that, even though a similar amount of change ‘0 red, the predomin-' .
ant category of change w§s different for,the two 920 é Moreover,
"a marked di fference in the performance of the\t groups with the
aduTt audience was evident. ) -}

Altfpugh a comprehensive analysis of the sub,jec S
“body language" was beyond the scapé of the present study, the
reséarcher's observations nevertheless indicate tha\ further 1nvest1 -
qation of this area woul® prove valuable. ] ST )

*he findings of the statistiial ana]ysig/suggest that further

investigation of the relationship between. audi;nce SES ‘and maze
4 .

usage, would not be ile. I
Y o :
IMPLICATIQN

-

¢ ' *

The findings of the present study suggest that although

audience has rovo,sutistically significant effect'on_the‘o’ral ‘Iaﬁguage
. B . v

/
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. of niddlc school Pupils, children of different socio-econUlic back-
grounds tend to perfon nst sinﬂarly when spnking with a grade six
‘audfence and least sililsrry I"" an unfuﬂhr adult qudhnce

"~ Although it must be remembered that audience distlnce is not:

- a simple dimension, but rather impinged upon by other coupononts‘ﬂ?
the collunication situatian, neVertheless the 1mplications of such 2 \g\y

' finding vould seeh to 11e in three distinct areas. ; '

. Firstly, rosearchers should, as Tough suggests. be aware th&t
e we cannot nake statements about children's use
of laagulige that hold.for any and every situation.
{Tough, 1977, p. 157)
Children in so-called dq.l!Ved g(oyps“ may well have greater
rssources of language than their typical 'perfomﬁces reveal and

- should be offerped a variety of audiences uﬁti] these resources are

tapped.

[ 3 , . . - .
Secondly, teachers should be aware of the audience dimension

in theif Ianguage'arts program. The distante between child and

audience should only gradually be increased, the hér constantly

helping the chiTd to build up strategies that are effective for
comunication..
Finally, educators -in géneyal should conside that f all the

audiences~that a child is asked to address in school, an intimate one
is fhe mOst rare!s Yet the results of the present stﬂdy indicate that
soﬁp'children might need to déveIOp new'strategies to add}ess_anything
other than an intimate audience. All too‘often it is forgotten that,

The skills that are developed through the experfences

of participating in dialogue are those skills of

thinking and of using language that would seem to

provide the very basis from which education can proceed.
(Tough, 1977, p. 176) ~
s .
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. 4
A SAMPLE LANGUAGE PROTOCOL

[

SUBJECT: '"8 " -

* AYDIENCE: PEER

\

I'm go'ng to toll you about when | went to my friend Janie's
house and when we, .hou scared to death by her brother. See, | went
over to her house, I don't know, it was about a couple o' weeks ago
and er my cousin had just left and she told me umm a story about the
Giant Spider invasion. Well anyways, we went to sleep and she closed
her door and | can't stand t;e door closed at night, so .l was scared.
And at about midnight, fou know her brother came in . . . and like
he'd seen the movie when it was playing here, and he, like he, started
saying all these scary things and tape recordings and um (cough) he
put his hand you know 1ike this - you know 1ike (hes1tat1ngly) in a
mons ter-way and each ‘time the flashlight turned on it, it 100ked 1ike
a gfant spider and I was 5eally really scared and I pulled the sleeping
bag over me - we were s]é;p1ng in sleeping bags. And he stood there
yet and I didn't know what was happening so I felt over to see if Jante
was still there ind you know she had rolleq over and like I couldn't
feel her. 1 thought “Oh n-na!: The spider has‘got her. There's no,
there's nothing left of her any more." So I felt in hér sleeping bag
(1aughing) I felt around and then I felt her and I said'“Hake up!

Wake up!" And we got enough courage and we got up to see what it was.
You know then we saw him - we saw her brother runnihg down the hall
and we really knew - we were really mad at him and we went in, and

we went over and we were chasing him around the house. Andium ---

»



‘ k- . o

h -=- her mum and dod woke wp, got up because of the neise? And -
Jante satd, “Well umm, Rob's bugging us. ‘Me's scaring ws and we
went to his room and he's pretending to be aslesp.” lb wes ssleep:
So we theught, you know, oh no!, you know, that, could that have
been the resl thing? And 5o we.weet bock o bed. And then he coms
up again. Except like he had got this skeleton thing - usm one of
those funny skeletons? - and Re stuck 1.t in the room. And he said
"Hey you Quys' Come here!” and when you opened the -door there was
this skeleton standing right face to face with us. And we were so
scared. You kmew how that feels?

(Audience: Ooh!)

Just scary' So anyways, we like, we U pushed 1t out of
the way and we were chasing him - around the house 'cos you know he
wouldn't pretend he was g - he was asleep. And so | was chasing him
and Janie went to get her mum and dad to find out it was all a trick
and stuff. " '

"It's pretty funny after a while. It still makes me - you
l;now - gives me goose pimples when I, you know, still hthink about it.
Like right now I'm all shaking ‘cos it's really scaty. '

A3
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ARIDKE: GO 6 v’

x'-pu;'dmlmwons-i‘:uujm

Jonte's snd T got scaved to desth by hev brother. |

. .(Lowghs from beth)

Yes, Huuwe‘uhum mw-lmmm
er 1t's ‘sbout @ NONth 690 and she told Me you know sbout this movie
she'd seen called the Glant Spider Invasion. And wm and 1 went over

N umusmunmcuumunnmmmmm
brother came 1n and started meking all these sm noises and um
1%ke he saw the movie cos "“.“ was playing here. He saw the
nv:ﬁ and um --- he put his hand Yike this and he started making

v

these spider things and you know we were Screaming and everything
and | was throwing the sleeping bag over me - cos we were sleeping
in sleeping bags - nd. -=- um um --- [ felt over tp see if Janie was
< there, I couldn't feel her. 1 thought *Oh no! You know, they've
got herl" And 1 felt, and I felt some more and you know she was in
there. And so we started got, we got up and thought and we su.who
it was you know and it was him. We started chasing around --- um ---
Her mother and father got up! He pretended he was still asleep! e
thought "Oh no!” I thought, "Oh no: Could that be the real thing?”
And so we went back to bod And a little while after he came and
he started doing the same thing.
(Ao )
and he said "Come here you guys:* — like he had this skeleton and he
“put 1t right in front of the door .
(Ao )



Like, you imew, ehe of Weee for exporiangte!? ) S .
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bllhmunmua-.ru-mm.nmu- .o

o4 wb wore face 10 Pace with 1t, 'you mew, we worw ras) seered, w

Yre SoveIniug end everything.. And W you tashy Wb wre, 1'® WNANY

"Oh Ml You know, {s this sesbedy or whatever.’ Vo ware comtag and

we seg him just rvmning dowm the hall. Their mum and dod got Wp again’

And, you knev, we find out that 1t was him m?—-mit‘ Juet scared

me half to death when I think about it — How scary 1t wes.
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| Umn, ;Ell I went to my 1ike — this all happened about a
month ago. I went to my friend Janie's house --- my cousin had just
teft from ny house and she to]d me about this movie she had seen,
called The Gjant Spider Invasion ‘and umm Janie's brother had, seen that
_movie. He had an idea to scare me — us. -And so we went to bed ind
about midnight we woke up cos there were all these scary noises we
could hear and --- and --- he opened the door and made a big huge
spider shadow. And then I was. aching ovér to.see if Janie was
“there and she wasn't — like ‘I couldn't feel her and 1 thought "Oh no,
you know" "Could the spider have gotten her?" And so you know I felt
some more and‘I felt her S0 you know we were really scared and ]
pulled the er — you know — sleeping bag over me. And w;‘went and
we saw her brother running down the-hall. “And so um and her mum and
dad woke’up and he pretended he was still asleep! And we went back
to bed and I thought to myself "Oh" you know "Could that really- have
been.the real thing?” So we went to bed again and é'Iitflé while
laié; he did the same thing. Like he had one of these experimental
skeletons, you know, he put it in the doorway and said "Come and get
m§~girls" and we went and we Qere face to face Qith thii skeleton.
~And you, you know w-we were real scared and Janié went to get her
mum and dad to find out it was all a trick. And I get me goose
pimples just thinking about it and everything. When I think about 1%
I - you know - it makes me think you know um woyldn't it be really

scary if it was the real thing? You'd get goose pimples all over you.
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