[ SR, e Mo . . N

\1*\Nat|onal L|brary S *'«"Brbhotheque nattonale .
of Gdnada "= - wdu Canada ‘=1.v, o

\ bl TR . O=s/a ?0”'/:?7,'7(,..7

Canadxan Theses Dwrsron ’Dlwsron d%‘thesesmnadlennes R o _— -
N . A‘ »‘ A‘ . - , - B - A . , .\v N ) B - . ) “.. ‘. . . o <
. Ottawa Can“ada -\\ e R

0 49030 SR R PRI

@

. PER MISSION TQ»MICROFII—.M = ‘AU'ITOR_ISATI'QN DE MICROFILMER

ey T , T ‘... i y ooy oy R
‘ ‘.. Please prmt or type—— Ecnre en Iettres moulees ou dactylographrer U N ‘. L S s - o S
N FuH Name of Author—Nom complet de I’ au\eUr T T T e T T

~ L h X . N N . L e S

/"/Ax/wc ,)', MHK"*/ /mm P IR R R

Date of Birth — Date de nalssance : S o ALY Country of Blrth — Lleu de- nalssance B

2

jL s f é /7?? ": R : g | (1 /7/\//\ /L)F) el  ",‘1

| Permanent Addres’s—Resrdence fIXe ‘ S N o

L e T T
B /,26 Tk ARem G OE T T e e LT

A X

Title of Thesis — Titre de la thése
Lo

vt SYov TACTIC EGROMTH T Jn VOORIE & pir RE 1y
.- . - N ‘\' . . . .

-

Yoo SE N WA

'3 b
e - . - - Y - LN

University — Université- . o : . o no T

¢ . . : . B L ) ) L

(/'07[-/6) - ' Yv/, » o .”»“. ) .

Degree for Wthh thesis was presented —, Grade pour lequel cette thése fut ;Sresentee o
M £d. , | f ' -
Year this degree conferred — Annee d’ obtentron de ce grade - ‘Name of Supervisor — Nom du directe'ur de these : o

0 T VR I VIR J;srksOn«',f S

2

~

| \\ » . .x. .. | o ‘\‘\“v . 3 ,_. ‘- ) ) ] - N “ | — f . | . ‘ » " “ - '
- \. ! ¢ L 2
Permtssngn IS hereby granted to the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF L autonsatlon est par la‘presente accordée a la BIBLIOTHE- '
CANADA to mlcrofllm thvs thesns and to iend or sell comes of QUE NATIONALE DU CANADA de microfilmer cette these et de

 the film. s , o ‘ préter ou de vendre des exemplarres du film. ~

‘The author reserves other pubhcatron nghts and neither the o auteur se réserve les autres drorts de pubhcatlon ni la thése
thesis. nor extensive extracts from. it may be printed or other- - ni de Iongs extraits de celle-ci ne dorvenY étre imprimés ou
: wrse reproduced wrthout the author s wntten permlssron ' autrement reprodurts sans I autonsatron ecrtt’e de I auteur -

- . } ‘ - T oy L v ' . ‘
; ’ v - - . ! : : R

"

'D‘ate o 5 : ' o | Signature
Ocuﬁev /’0 ./f’o . S B ﬂzﬁt%— WZ—;;ZZ.Z&/k




M. National Library of Canada .
y Collectlons Development Branch o

Canadian Theses on

"Microfiche Service sur mlcroflche

~ TS NOTICE .

. [
Y .

~ "The “quality 'of 'this”‘ microfiche. is ‘heavily. dependent -
~ ./ ‘upon the quality of the orrgrnal thesis submrtted for
: mlcrofllmmg Every . effort has beén. made to-ensure’

s

~

the hrghest quallty of reproductron possrble Tty »

If pages are mrssmg, contact the umversrty WhICh o | k
~ S S avec I unlver5|te qur a confere e grade
N

granted the degree

N

, Some pages may have mdlstmct prlnt especraHy..‘-’:\ '
if the ongmal pages were typed with a poor typewrrter 5

“rlbbon or if the umversrty sent us aapoor photocopy

‘(v

Previously copyrlghted materrals (Journal al rcles

pubhshed tests etc. ) are not fllmed

i

: R'epvroduction in-full or in part of this film is gov-

~ erned by the Canadran Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970,

c. C-30. Please read the- autborlzatron forms whlch

~_

. '\accompany this thesus N

. - . . \
- - > ~ A

HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

) Qttar/va, Canada
KIAONA ™

B N

(s AVIS A

" laisser & désirer, surtout s;\les pages orrgmales ont-été: .

»dactylographrees a l'aide d'un- ruban ‘usé ou si lumver{ e

o “sité -nous a fait parvenrr une photocopre de mauvarsef’ o
L oqualités o e

V'fd auteur. (articles de“revue, examens publles etc) ne © -
- sont pas mrcrofllmes ' , e

THIS DISSERTATION S

Bibliotheque natonale du Canada - ER _ .
Direction du dé\}eloppement des coll‘eétio’hs : e LT

. Service des théses canadlennes

- . DI ;

La quahte de cette mlcroflche depend grandement deg;;-_ "
Ta qqa?rte de la, thése soumise au. microfilmage. Nous - -
" avons tout fait. pour assurer - une. qualrte superreure”‘ .
'de reproductron g S : '

.‘«"«\j
Ve .

S’ll manque des pages veurllez communrquer",'

. VI
.\ N

La quahte dlmpressron de certames pa es peut;

~ f e
-

Les documents{gul font deja Iobjet dun drort -

La reproductlon meme partlelle de ce. mrcrofllm S

’est soumise“a la Loi canadienne. sur. le droit d’ auteur
‘SRC 1970, C. 630 Veuiliez . prendre connaissance des -
‘formules d’ autorlsatloh qui accompagnent cette these '

: LA THESE A ETE" L
”MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE‘ S
~NOUS L'AVONS REGUE -

o N : - NL.339 (Rev. 8/80)



CTHE UNIVERSITY OFEﬁLBERTA
;f:; SEMANTIC AND SYNTACTIC GRONTH
; o
ST YDUNG CHILDREN

’v\

A | A THESIS | ” _

SUBMITTED T0'THE FACULTY oF GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

I PARTIAL EULEILLMENT OF\THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE
. | ""11 OF MASTER OF EDUCATION o

~ DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION *

EDMDNTDN ALBERTA e
AL, 1980 . S



2os ¢ KRN e
o D . : .
. RX .

recommend %o the Facu]ty of Graduate Stud1es and Research for_'vtb";

v X . N N . . Y .

' »'1n part1aT fqu]TTment of the‘requ1rements for the deqree of

| o Master of‘...,... .......

tDate;.‘

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
FACULTT OE GRADUATE STUDIES AND RESEARCH

The unders1gned cert1fy that they have read and

4\
acceptance, a thes1s ent1t1ed Semantic and Syntactic Growth

o.o;o.'ot'oo'oooooo. oll-o !'I.tt. R SR

v S Lo in Young Ch11dren 'i;”‘Rf', S

subm1tted by ,..{;;{:.t;,,,...m?fy.v?]]?F....i.;,,.;-;;TL;TQQ:: -

e .‘ R A

Educat1on (

R;Ef.,f7[c; - Superv1sor .




P A

o

The purpose °f'th‘5 StUdy was. to 1nvestxgate the re]at1onsh1p ',
' :rbetween the semant1c and syntact1c growth 1n young ch]]dren,_f,j*”
Th1rty f1ve-year o]d boys and g1r1s part1c1pated 1n the Study f,1”>}

N Each ch11d was tested on measures des1gned to tap h]s recept1ve and

- - ;~express1ve ]anguage ab111t1es Spec1f1ca11y, the THStPUmentS mea- »;:c-‘}

-

: Vdisured the ch11dren s recogn1t1on and reca]] Yocabu1ary and the1r

'hﬂfch11d s syntact1c deve]opment as revea]ed 1n the 1anguage samp]e, |
"':_ the Deve]opmenta] Sentence Score was corre]ated w1th the test

o _'scores and 1nc1dence of syntact1c features in the samp]e

'gf-‘pos1t1ve re]at1onshTp“between‘the‘chTTdren 5 understandTng or wordf“«'

E 're11ance on word order to comprehend and produce sentences. Further—-rﬁﬁ

e

Corre]at1ons among the syntact1c and semantwc test scores were j~'“"

E drawn _ The 1nc1dence of se]ected features 1n the samp1e were also

"f”correlated W1th the test SCOres. An add1t1ona1 measure taken of the
yan ~"

The resu]ts of the stat1st1ca1 ana]ysws 1nd1cated a genera]1y;f;~”\,.

~ftmean1ng and the1r ab111ty to comprehend and produce sentences rIt--‘v o

":ﬂ'was found however athat there were” many more s1gn1f1cant re]at1on- PR

"lrsyntact1c ab111ty In part1cu1ar the ch11d S ab111ty to def1ne

‘1sh1ps between express1ve ]anguage scores and other varlables mea- v~f»_,"
‘°‘sured than between recept1ve 1anguage scores and other measures
,,ufThe tota] words uttered 1n the 1anguage samp]e and the Deve]opmenta]

“, Sentence Score emerged as the best summary scores of the ch11dren s ’f:
(ﬂ ‘

.

words, was gound to be s1gn1f1cant1y Zfﬁated to h1s syntact1c contro]

O T AR -



) ;on thé'other hand there wasvan equa]]y

s1stent negatlve corre]at;on}ff

'"tween word'reCOgn1t1on and,syntacm C. control'
KaRAthty e T : i

‘The resu]tsZWOuld suggest that semant1c and syntact1c growth are
R

u]um

ﬁTose]y related and shou]d be cons1dered as such 1n any curr1c

'~;*f’]ann1ng orrqnstruct1ona]\approaches 1n the Language Arts

"
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a

';_Introduct1on

: t

It 1s conven1ent, 1f not ent1re1y vaI1d to th1nk of ch1]dren s jf;;”

v’f';Ianguage deveIopment 1n terms of growth 1n four d1screte areas

ﬂ?vphonoIog1caI, syntact1c, semant1c and pragmat1c Langu1sts and
'\{prsycholog1sts have tended unt11 recent]y to perpetuate the not1on ,ih,fhw;

pﬂfthat for study purposes, Ianguage systems couId be con51dered

]1ndependent OIder Lanquage Arts curr1cu1a aIso reerct th1s p1ece-'r:ff

*,[fmea] approach, 1nstruct1on was g1ven s rater in phon1cs, vocab- wv:,if .

;uIary and grammar

More recent]y, however, researchers have c1a1med that Ianguage {;fﬂf'

fffiacqu151t1on theor1es must 1ntegrate these mutuaIIy comp]ementary

'ffsystems, for w1th1n the 1nd1v1dua1 Ianguage user they are never

C

operat1ng 1ndependent1y (BIoom,_1970 Rommetve1t 1968)

SN
The foIIow1ng exchange 111ustrates the 1nterre1at1on between

:;;word mean1ng and syntax the chaId understands the mean1ng of "gIass“f:*“f

if_3on1y when 1t 1s used as a noun R

| Chl]d Is th1s a pIast1c bott]e? .f”;ififd;;hf‘nth
Mother No, 1t s a glass bott]e I _ﬁhhh: ‘.:
Ch11d No, 1t S not, dom It s ng; a glass It s a bott]e

f~T,Th1s ch1]d needs to Iearn aII the poss1b]e mean1ngs for the word

7.-"gIass" and tQ& d1fferent funct1ons the word can, and cannot assume L

'ffiln a sentence To acqu1re a fu]] syntact1c semant1c mastery of h1s l's';a

JEREE®

Ianguage the user must understand and controI word mean1ngs, and

B ; .

. [ .
e RS o |
w T
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syntax and be ab1e to grasp the 1ntr1cate 1nterdependence of these

'ftwo systems ".f'ti %mf'.hsidﬁffa yi;i-t‘i‘ L:h» f‘gg,f232f,»75 S

:?Y lﬂ-‘m' J<-ﬂj_4_”g,j_x"; , . -Vyftfi

Currently, Language Arts programs are becom1ng 1ncreas1ngly

‘_]{1ntegrated The recept1ve and express1ve d1mens1ons of ora1 and

"hfi'wrltten 1anguage aré cons1dered supp1ementary components of the Ezt]"{~

L stanguage AF%Z (Language Arts Curr1cu1um Gu1de 1978) Research

: Tfastud1es have strong1y 1nf1uenced the deve1opment of these programs,:'~c=

A'iffor examp]e the stud1es 1hto the acqu1sit1on of syntax have SUg-u.::iéi

"T"lgested methods of teach1ng about grammar wh1ch emphas1ze the ch11d-~¢i'

Lo 51978)

"ﬁg;fment 1n genera], and numerous stud1es whn’h are concerned exc]u- Qh_

'"tegfs1ve1y w1th euther voca%u]ary deve]opme; ?hhif“'

t'm{x'ff""

However, desp1te the pletho

"-?:ffre1at1ve1y few 1nvest1gat1ons have focussed on the re1at1onsh1p w‘hff'l
e et : o

o

”“ffiibetween semant1c and syntact1c growth D1scover1ng how these

:’*f_systems deve]op and how c]osely deve]opment in each 1s re]ated to the'}ff

8

”T:iother may prov1de further d1rect1on 1nto how ch11dren s ear]y 11n- ffffu*

"'1£9u1st1c competence cou]d be extended 1n the c1assroom '(_;yléfhf'f7’;’f

‘:gj;tC1ar1f1cat1on‘of the Prob]em j;gn “
Research has established that the pattern of deve]opment of e

'3jf5these two systems 1s not s1mu]taneous 1n young ch11dren Mastery

‘hs;fof the syntact1e system 1s rap1d and~a1most comp]ete, by the t1me

'ﬁmléthe ch11d enters schoo] (Berko 1958 razden, 1969), semant1c f'“

.qa

'hfﬂgrowth 1s a much s]ower, 11fe10ng proaect (McCaw]ey, 1968)

B




Nod-do‘the systems deveTop~independentTy | Ronmetveit (1968):

o sugqests that in acqu1r1ng the1r Tanquage, ch11dren Tearn both ; ‘

referent1a1 and syntagmat1c propert1es for words Learning the o
,:mean1ng for any word 1nvoTves grasp1nd’the connectwon between a “>\

»
& part1cu1ar-phenomenon 1n exper1ence (referent) and the sound or

‘"s1ght of a word wh1ch is used con31stent1y hy others in references o
T to that phenomenon The word "app]e" is aTways used to name that" ¢
“ Q:fpart1cu1ar round, smooth red:“cr1sp fru1t w1th seeds, wh1ch tastes
sweet/and Jutcy At the same t1me, however the ch1Td s 1earn1ng
’fhow the word can be used ina sentencg how that part1cu1ar word can o
‘ be shown to reTate to other words. He Tearns he cqp use. the word
‘1n & sen ence frame T1ke "] 11ke an. ___;;_ or "The ___;__ 1skgood "

" He wﬂf Tso Tear% he can use the word 1n another way,ne g ' "She ‘

o\

baked an . pie." In Tearn1ng to comprehend and produce sen—

he and- his language commun1ty perce135 or. 1mag1ne (referentfﬁ]
; propert1es), and to grasp the ways, and the restra1nts on the word o
- as 1t may be used 1n a sentence (syntagmat1c propert1es)

One aspect of the "syntagmat1c property" of a word is the
pos1t1on of words in. part1cu1ar order w1th1n a sentence The cht]d_.s
'can produce the sentence, "Ted drank the m1Tk" and be understood

- But the reverse of that word order,_"The milk drank Ted" is anomo-.
| jTous -not meantng?u] (The reason, for this anomoTy is governed

by a part1cu1ar property of "m1]k" th1s noun 1s inanimate and thusi

cannot “dr1nk ")

-tences, the ch1Td must Tearn to reTate the appropr1ate word to what] o



sy

~in g . Thus, for. example, = ' - . U

——

< e i

Some sentences in Eng11sh may" be "revers1b1e" the two sen-

’ -tences each with a d1fferent word order, conye? a d1fferent mean-

&

.

The dog chased the man. - - :‘;"r: ' : f";“ i; o » N |

The man chased the dog,”
are. both mean1ngfu1 sentences e _1A:T

Furthermore w1th1n some Eng]lsh sentences, some, words are
2 o~

: movab]e", when their pos1t1on is changed ‘the essent1a1 mean1ng of

;r)f

fathe sentence rema1ns the same

' N1th her handkerch]ef, she waved good bye

€he waved good bye w1th her handkerch1ef

E In other 1nstances,.however to move a part of théwsentence s to

: w"a]ter the meagnng ;‘] - f[_- ‘I R

The man w1th the t1cket spoke to the ch11d

-'~The man spoke to the ch11d W1th the t1cket

~How do ch1]dren Tearn these syntact1c ru]es7 'Do ch11dren w1th weTT

'developed vocabu]ar1es have greater mastery over the ruJes govern1ng *”s'-~-

..

'wdrd order? o y <

2 PURPOSE‘ﬁF.THE STUDY T e

The present study was.an attempt to respond to Rommetve1t =
\que4t1on 1968) ' "What is the re]at1onsh1p hetween the child's
acqu1s1t1on of word mean1ngs and hds ab111ty to comprehend and pro-~
duce sentenceé : In other wprds, what is the re1at1onsh1p between )

his. syntact1c and semantic growth?



In ofdéf to §nvestigatei§hévhature'of that Yelationsh{p,‘specifé-
C , .o ! £ :

“ic measures and procedures were selected;-and others adapted, for
use in this study. Hord meaning scores were the subjects' results

: on the Peabody Picture VocabuTary-Test (huhn,’1959) énd.ihe weighted

Hklé5§S§¥esla$§{gnéqato ﬁhe ?Ei]drén‘s defiﬁitﬁons‘tp.fhe ftﬁggifﬁ%tva
' :wofds_o<;§orﬁ‘B;bf the same test. ‘The dimension of'ﬁyﬁ%&éﬁiCTQrOth
' stuaféd Was the_chi}dreq's"ﬁbntrQ]qu'word bfdefQ_ Thié,wég megéufedbsﬁ
i_b}’fhé;Wéfdibh??rfp}odUCtjbn éﬁg”éompteheﬁéfan»ﬁests?.Qesighed'fqr‘i -

"%'_-Qﬁé;ptégeﬁt’fésgarch;“ The“]anguage'SampTeévwere ahajyzed}actofdihg"

";‘ftd fiVé\YariaBTésiprdhd§éd'by Loban (1963).  51ha]1y, the sampfgS}
were §1so'ana]yigd'for’DeVeTOPméntai'Sentéhte Scores (Lee and.

\

'%:Céhter, 1974). It was feitgthétfan‘ana]ySié of these data, and a -
A'fAf 'yfewnof;the éere1at1ohs'amdng-théSe vakiables might;pfovidg-édmé;

A“b\

- answers to Rommetveit's question. .

.',may;suggéstthat instru¢tioﬁ;in the two Curricuiqm'érea$§qf.Vocabu+.

. If syntactic and semantic.abilities are highly corrélated, it = ‘.~

. lary development and “senfEhCefstructure"rbeieyéhﬂmbre c]b$e1y§7and.l ?f}51"

cexplicitly, linked, - . . =

+" 3.  RESEARCH QUESTIONS
‘1. What genera re]atiénshiﬁ,.if aﬁy;’eXists bgtwééh the child's = -

' coﬁprehénSion'ahd;productfon scores oh'thé;word’oﬁder and thew'
word meaning tests? < - - e D e

2. What relationships, if any,: exist between the word meaning” -

~ test scores ahd’the!incidehce df_se1ected]featUres'ahd ge

- Developmental Sentence Score of the‘languagé_samp}é?



3{‘.-What re]at1onsh1ps,1f any, ex1st between the word order test” '

.}scores and the 1nc1dence of sePected features and the

" Deve]opmenta] Sentence Score of the 1anguage samp1e?

S, ‘DE_FINIT.IOINS'"

For the purpose of th1s study the fo11ow1ng def1n1t1ons w111. A
: be used | Rt | |

e

Nord mean1ng recogn1t1on score--the raw score on the Peabody '

P1cture chabu1ary Test

- Word mean1ng def1n1t1on score- vthe we1ghted score g1ven to the

o T
- ch11d s def1n1t1ons of the f1rst f1fty words on the Peabody P1cture

O

Vocabu1ary Test

Tota1 word mean1ng score--a compos1te of thé WOrd Meanlng\;

i
Recogn1t1on score and the WOrd Nean1ng Def1n1t1o score
Je obta1ned on the

- Nord order comprehens1on score--the raw 'SCO

: word Order Comprehens1on test (deve]oped for the present study)

' WOrd order product1on score--the raw score obta1ned on the

S Nord Order Product1on test (deve1oped for the present study)

ota] word order sc0re-—a compos1te of the Hord Order di:jngd

Comprehens1on and Productwon scores

Tota] word count--the tota1 number of words e11cted from the .

L Ch]]d 1n the samp11ng s1tuat1on bvs;-fa' ,» -

Commun1cat1on un]t-—a s1ng1e 1ndependent c1ause w1th re]ated

»

dependent c]auses (Loban 1963) | ) N _ e
Mean 1ength of utteranc\:ithg mean 1ength of the ch11d S com-,_'

mun1cat1on un1ts



L e

: growth deve]oped by Lee and Canter (1974)

| e3d1fferent st1mu11 Test scores were tabu]ated and the 1anguage

”’~1st1ca]1y

IO : v' S : : K ' A -
DT E _~: o .

Subord1nat1on 1ndex--a we1ghted score to measure the ch11d s

".use of comp]ex and compound comp]ex sentences (Loban 1963)

pre token rat1o--a vocabu]ary measure dev1sed by re]at1ng the ;

&

b 'tota] number of words the ch1]d used to the number of d1fferent 2

:words he used 1n a samp]e.lr

Deve]opmenta] Sentence Score--a c11n1ca] measure of syntact1c

o 5;.>DESIGN onTHE;sTuDY>Y:47

E Thihty»fiVe-year¥old‘Ch?TdrenwWere'testedtfor’thefr abi]ity‘tot“ SO

TN

;recogn1ze and\def1ne words and the1r contro1 of word order 1n tasks

;1nvo]v1ng comprehens1on and productlon of s1mp1e sentences.. Samp]es

v

g LxmfrArroNs7*7““”“": .

'tffThe study is ]1m1ted 1n the fo]]ow1ng ways

11,_H:The 1nstrum;nts used the word order and word mean1ng tests are

:@_7not exhaust1ve in the1r assessment of syntactlc and semant1c

ff*growth ‘f,.73f> : f;f}wf7ﬁ°'7*‘ff?.\ o *-”1_’Nf;*x“‘*'

e it1on and the word order tests may be 1nadequate. e

¥ ;of the ch11dren s cont1nuous d1scourse were e11c1ted us;ng four ”Jfff?ffe:'r7'

'Afsamples were ana]yzed Resu}ts of the ana]ys1s were exam1ned stat- 1‘”3, o

'>3:2;7>5The use of p1ctures as a st1mu]us 1n the word mean1ng recogn1-}f'“



1pgf;techn1ques and stat1st1ca1 proc dures are a]] out11ned 1n Chapter i

]3;T' The Tanguage prodUCed tn‘the testing or'sampTing sitUatdons may;:;‘

‘not-be an adequate ref]ect1on)of the ch11d s overal] Tanguage

ab1]1ty
A 4STI:GN‘IAEIC’ANC[L::, OF THE 'STUD‘Y o
Th1s study of the re]at1onsh1p between ch11dren 5 semant1c and

’ syntact1c growth was undertaken pr1mar11y to 1ncrease understand1ng

'of th1s aspect of Tanguage deve]opment The resu]ts may suggest

1t'some usefu] d1rect10ns for teachers to take to encourage expan51on, B

)'of vocabu]ary and the deve]opment of a c]ear and fTex1b1e sense of :Q'thff

“;]anguage structure 1n elementary schoo] ch11dren.ﬁ,,,vl*

o . ‘8".’ g PLA‘N ,_.O,F;,THEQTH*E"S_I:S_ o

_‘\_ ".‘_ .

Effﬁin‘Chaptet I the prob]em has been presented and the nature of

o v}jout11n1ng both the theor1es of semant1c and syntact1c deve]opment andﬂ

e

| f3{v1ewed The samp]e, 1nstruments and procedures used the scor1ng

}ﬂI{I;° The resu]ts of the stat1s 1ca1 ana]yses and a d1scuss1on pf

'vﬂthose resu]ts are 1nc1uded in. C,apter IV Chapter V conta1ns the

"::study..

eiﬁithe study descr1bed Chapter II 1nc1udns a rev1ew of the T1terature,"ﬁf?f.‘5”

'“d'the types of research wh1ch have been undertaken More spec1f1ca11y, t:h.olgf"

_ ‘77,the resuTts of stud1es wh1ch perta1n to the present probTem are re-vr-uiﬁ;.
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| Fhapter I1
REVIEw OF THE LITERATURE

The T1terature concerned w1th Tanguage deve]opment‘ln normaT
"young ch1Tdren faTTs roughTy 1nto two sect1ons broad descr1pt1ve
;A stud1es of ch1Td Tanguage at var1ous ages among d1fferent popuTa-‘t{L,.)
: it1ons, and more narrow]y focussed 1nvest1gat1ons 1nto part1cu1ar -
"::;.features of Tanguage, such as syntaancqu1s1t1on or depth of vocab-}

VITuTary ;fii : o o . Cens :

The f1rst part of the present rev1ew w1TT 1ncTude those stud1es Ea

"u.L;wh1%h were meant pggmar11y,lto prov1de accounts of Tanguage growth

:'-71n an 1nd1v1duaT ch1Td or among many ch1Tdren ATthough a var1ety

SRR o e
B _of methods has been emp]oyed by d1fferent 1nvest1gators, and the rf;c:_

'f} focus of the stud]es may be somewhat d1fferent, aTT of these

bbstud1es 1ncTude gTobaT descr1pt1ons of Tanguage deveTopment

The second and th1rd parts of tHTs chapter w1TT rev1ew other

"f, stud1es whlch focus more cToseTy on syntact1c or semanttc deveTop--

lhifment In each of these stud1es the author cons1dered sepaﬁate]y ar

’Qupart1cu1ar system of Tanguage deve]opment It is. a]so character—;__;;‘f~'

";:TStIC of these stud1es that the authbr was concerned w1th expTan-u,-5~hf‘ -

R ‘at1on,_as we]T as’ descr1pt1ve data, and 1ncTuded in h1s paper a ;i}lif*f°°

E S d1scuss1on of, h1s f1nd1ngs 1n§?he T1ght of a part1cu1ar Tanguage i'.:°"”i ’

acqu1s1t1on theory \ ' Cl -

Sect1on four w1TT present the more recent stud1es wh1ch have f-,t;'“

| ﬂ}v1ewed both syntactic and semant1c deveTopment as part of the ch11d s R

» genera] cogn1t1ve and soc1aT growth These authors, too are

s



L W

1concerned as much w1th exp]anatwons of 1anguage acqu1s1t10n, part]c-
« N

j_uTar]y of ear]y one and two word utterances, as w1th normat1ve data

The maJor conc1u51ons of the stud1es presented w111 be. summar-»

| fp1zed at. the end of the chapter

s"

L ;GEN'ER/\L__LANGUA‘GTE"'-S'V_T'UDIES‘) i

| V;,ﬁEar]y Surveys B

The huge lsbrary of stud1es 1nto ch11d 1anguage has been regu- h"

g 1ar1y cata]ogued and summarvzed the f1rst rev1ew of 11terature in

%-the f1e]d appeared in . 1833 ' ore recent1y, usefu1 accounts and 1n-_”;
";gf;terpretat1ons of research f]ndangs have been made by Hcrarthy ”

| iff‘(1954) Carr011 (1960) and McNe111 (1970) | Annotated b1b11ograph1es Lo
':'r;have been comp11ed by Leopo1d (1952) S]ob1n (1972) dhd Abrahamsen

‘(1977) S]ob1n s rev1s1on of Leopo]d s ear]y b1b11ography contalns

'“;#j;iover 1600 entnges, fewer than ha]f of these were 1nc1uded in. the 'ff‘

.‘or1g1na1 1ndex

Mcrarthy S survey of the 11terature pr1or to 1954 1nc1udes

‘:L revwews of the ear]y stud1es 1nto ch1]dhood 1anguage These she ;wzf;f:;

’Ff'groups 1nto two dlst1nct types.‘ The f1rst 1nvest1gat1ons made 1n Q;fj[lf

d'-f?ally on’ phonet1cs and vocabu]ary acqu151t1on Large 1anguage samp]es;;dl
”hhi}iWEre taken 1n 10ng hand from a 51ng1e ch11d, or from a few ch11dren,'f,’h;”'
vriiﬁloften the researcher S own offspr1ng (P1aget 19?6 Stern, 1907 | |
‘{uzi!Leopo1d 1939) The purpose of these stud1es was to Prov1de a ?7'fl*f?f: -
| ;deta11ed record of the deve]opment of sounds, words and ear1y sen-vt{;f“

s Etences in a part1cu1ar ch11d Th1s carefu] observat1on, record1ng

| fd_;th1s century were b1b11ograph1ca1 case stud1es wh1ch fOCUssed gener-__ffuq;uff'f .



" 1'1 - .

""and descr1pt1ve ana]ys1s of one ch11d S 1anguage performance over
' A t1me is an~approach stt]]'used (Brown, 1973 B]oom 1970 Bowerman,v.‘

“'f1973) and, accord1ng to McNe111 (1970), y1e1ds the rlchest data

'fwabOUt 1anguage acqu1s1t1on

Other 1nvest1gators tooka more broad]y based approach they

_fgathered much sma]]er samp]es from greater numbers of ch11dren for : ‘l

- quantttat1ve ana1y51s N1ce (19'5), 1nvest1gat1hg the Tanguage R

"5'a 1arge number of ch11dren, cons1dered the development of grammat1-r:.-“"

| ca] comp1ex1ty and suggested 1ength of sentence as a cr1ter1on of

ce

vfprogress in speech He found that typ1ca1]y, sentences expanded ‘Q"“

7 as the ch11d grew in age and noted @ s1m11ar1ty 1” the pattern of -

”'<Tvprogress1on desplte marked d1fferences 1n deve]opment Sm1th

':1_ (1926), samp11ng the 1anguage of near]y 300 preschoo1 ch11dren

>Vii{dEVe1Op8d a standard1zed vocabu]aryftest In another part of her':;J3357

' "fﬁStudy, she ana]yzed the sentence structure of 1 hour record1ngs oft',"'

'fiﬂf88 ch11dren s 1anguage in. free p]ay s1tuat1ons., Sm1th found that

9

u”fghfgenera11y, vocabu]ary and comp]ex1ty of sentence structure 1n-‘dﬂfhﬂ.i”

”'fhcreased w1th age s »»xﬁfu : ﬂff‘571"f

In a 1927Vstudy, de Laguna emphastzed the 1mportant 1nf1uence:f'p;{ff;jf”’

| fivof soc1a1 and behav10ra1 factors on T&\guage development More

-,._spec1f1ca1]y, she observed that ch11dren LS f1rst words are charac- ;vd' -

o f.hter1st1ca11y c]osely t1ed to overt act1on, and the ]1ngu1st1c en- V;Tfﬁa?ajiffs

"v’d;,V1ronment McCarthy s own ana]ys1s 1n 1930 of f1fty consecutwve thlfl;‘dh'

'r'iiverba1 responses of 140 ch11dren 1nc1uded ]ength of response com-'vcf”““i'

'»aniplex1ty of sentence structure funct1on of response and a tabu1a- 527

"L-"t1on of the var1ous parts of speech She found that 1ength of



. \

, e s
: matured the proport1ons of the var1ous parts of speech 1n the1r S

/

S . : ﬁ”". . . ;
response and comp]ex1ty 1nCreased w1th age that, as ch11dren v‘

‘ 1anguage became 1ncreas1ng]y closer to the proporttons found 1n‘,ﬁ

N S

| adu]t speech Buh]er (1934) a]so 1nvest1gated the functlons or. S

purposes ev1dent 1n ch11dren s speech and 1dent1f1ed three bas1c
\

purposes of the1r 1anguage express1on, representat1on and appea]

In the same year F1sher exp]ored the re]atTons between the 1anguage .

11gence She was, furthermore, 1nterested in what ch11dren ta]ked |

xf' patterns of pre sch001 ch11dren and age, sex and ‘non- verba] 1nte1-_’eb

tntf about F1sher found that 11ngu1st1c ab111ty and non- verba1 1nte1-_.‘

"7ﬁf 1nterest as much for her methodo]ogy as for her resu]ts < Durang

L another ana]ys1s of a 1arge number of 1anguage samp1es, w1111ams

e

1ncreased, a]] types of sentences were ev1dent 1n the 1anguage of

four year olds F1sher a1so found that a h1gh percentage of the

to support P1aget s not1on about the ego centr1c1ty of the young

1anguage user (1926) She also found however that g1r1s more

often than boys tended to speak more often of others, to g1ve more th Lee

commands andtoask more quest1ons Dav1< (1937) compared the

1anguage of tw1ns, s1b11ngs and on1y ch11dren, the study 1s of
N o

.....

the course of her study, she deve]oped a means of determ1n1ng the ?f- o

parameters of typ1ca11y 1nd1st1nct "sentences" of young ch11dren
Her 1dea of "express1on un1ts" wou]d be used and ref1ned bv 1ater

researchers (Loban, 1963 Str1ck1and 1962 Temp11n, 1957)

S
[

11gence were h1gh1y corre]ated and that w1th age, non verba] speerh

o f and repet1t1ons decreased, and that the number of comp]ete sentences -

“ﬂof ch11dren s remarks were about themselves, a f1nd1ng wh1ch appeared ‘:tfﬂffj;,':

A '{‘ ‘I" .vg..

s e s 363 DR R e



ﬂ,61987) attempted to quant1fy the compTex1t1es of sentence structure

‘ by ass1gn1ng arb1trary scores to certa1n types of structures, con--v.7

e TempT1n, 1957)

B s1dered to be more or Tess compTex Th1s approach aTso woqu be
| ’eTaborated by Tater 1nvest1gators (StrlckTand 1962 Loban, 1963

?\

The era of amb1t1ous coTTect' .; ta for cross sect1ona1

’f_:g,anaTys1s of ch1Tdren s Tanguage seems to ha)e waned by 1940 Much i

fdof the data gathered by then was used 1n the comp1Tat1on of norms

X t'of ch1Td Tanguage deveTopment (e 9. GeseTT et al.: 1940) The1r o

“,Tcharts descr1bed measures of deveTopment anQIHtht1ve behav1or at .

. -

ff‘each age from one to f1ve From 1940 w1th the ava11ab111ty of thel‘”f'

o

- ‘tape recorder, 1nterest turned more spec1f1ca11y to the area of

":déphonet1cs and to 1nvest1gat1ons of part1cu1ar Tanguage d1ff1cu]t1esl}>"

McCarthy comments that the earTy f1e1d stud1es are character- ;5'.

n;fg1zed byerather gTobaT statements about the nature of Tanguage, how-if; f'd’
& 5:ever many of the pers1stent concerns of more recent schoTars wereiV-f:;ft-
."‘¥.fa]SO on the m1nds of the1r predecessors The stud1es c1ted above,_,j,afx.f' B

"7g[;7and others T1ke them, 1nvoTved aTT aspects of Tanguage deveﬂopment';fvt:a.}~

“f{the syntact1c, phonoTog1caT, semantic and pragmatlc RefTect1ons

.‘Uﬁu,on the nature of the ch1Td s "f1rst words" have been and cont1nue f}[ﬂ-“”~f**'-

"*f,to be, part1cu1ar1y compe111ng Means of assess1ng the 1ncreas1ng'[f‘ L

v 1comp1ex1ty of the ch11d s grammar, chart1ng deveTopment of matt;fng'eFfﬂS}'

’"fart1cu1at1on, and ways of measur1ng vocabulary deveTopment are

' .ffltenac1ous probTems.a The earTy 1nvest1gat1ons of the cher s '<1J1'~5T

}”Tvg Tanguage h1s behav1or and h1s soc1aT env1ronment (BuhTer, 1934

2””7hfF15her 1934 P1aget 1926) have been pursued v1gorously by Brown,.",lgif~d7

Q.



~(1573), Bloom (1970), and Bates (1978) in the 1970' . The root . -

"ffsystem of the current research 1s c]ear]y ev1dent 1n any h1stor1ca1

A »y_gators of the 20's and ?O S,

1rev1ew of the f1e1d o
v‘fMore Recent Surveys and Tests ‘

After a twenty year hﬂatUS, researchers began aga1n the method-.

oRy
I

f1ca1 accumulat1on of genera] descr1pt1ve data begun by the 1nvest1-f. -
Temp11n (1957) stud1ed the 1nterrelat1onsh1ps among 1anguage
“ﬂsk11]s “in 480 ch11dren, aged ? 8. She cons1dered vocabu1ary, sen— o

| tence structure 1ength of sentence and art1cu1at1on of speech

o " 'sounds ' She a1so conducted a 1ong1tud1na1 study of arf‘CU1at‘°“

- fo1]ow1ng the same ch1&ﬂren from 2l to 6 years Her study prOV1dES

s _normat1ve data over the age range she 1nvest1gated and her f1nd1ngs '

"fH‘fsupport the content1on that 1anguage sk111s are h1gh1y corre]ated

Str1ck1and (1962) stud1ed the ora1 1anguage of near]y 600

-uafschool ch11dren, 1n the course of her 1nvest1gat1on she dev1sed a

>~f;method of segment1ng utterances 1nto phono]og1ca1 un1ts for ana]ys1s

.cther ana]ys1s, 1tse1f was concerned w1th the frequency Gf OCCur-_t'jV3'f A

- ':firence of certa1n k1nds of syntact1c patterns the amount and k1nds

7c’f,of subord1nat1on and the average 1ength of utterances Her study

"“{;]also 1nvo]ved a tabu]at1on of the ch11dren s non structura] e]ements

;£}w1th1n the1r sentences, and thelr use of movables those eiements,;dfff5ffxdajg?

o iffffma1n1y adverb1a1 wh1ch may assume a varlety of P051t10"5 W1th‘"

lfffthe:sentence Str1ck1and was a]so 1nterested 1n the grammat1ca1

»icstructures used 1n early/readens and how we11 1t ref]ected the
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vch11dren S own use of grammar She found that even grade orie cha]d- -
’_:ren used a]] the sentence patterns of adu1t 1anguage but that such
ﬂa var1ety of structures was 1ack1ng 1n the ear1y readers She a1so :»3'"

"'found that as ch11dren matured they tended to use subord1nat1on ‘T"_'%' B

= ‘gmore often and more eff1c1ent1y and that the number of "movab1es"

5-"1n the1r speech 1ncreased

In 1963 Loban pub11shed the resu]ts of h1s 1ong1tud1na1 study
of over 300 schoo1 ch1]dren, wh1ch he had 1n1t1ated in 1952 Bes1des‘£.'
prov1d1ng a comprehens1ve descr1pt1on of" ch11dren s 1anguage deve]op-;~fe :

ment, Loban wanted to perfect SOme fundamenta] methods to a1d 1n

ij”the sc1ent1f1c study of ear]v 1anguage He proposed that the

“id_1anguage samp]es be broken down 1nto "communwcat1on un1ts" wh1ch he

'_;.def1ned as,“a ma1n c]ause p1us any subord1nate c1ause attached tofff'ff

",,1t B To measure comp]ex1ty, Loban ref1ned ear11er techn1ques 1nto

_, .

: “subord1nat1on 1ndex" wh1ch allowed var1ous we1ght1ngs for s1mp1e,,phofg;{vi'

'7*];*5compound and embedded sentences. Gf part1cu1ar 1nterest 1n Loban s

'ftfana1ys1s was h1s des1gnat1on of mazes (Str1ck1and s:"garb1ed"

:..i,éfspeech) and "movab]es;"'a1so taken from Str1ck1and s studY

Loban noted that over the years ch11dren s utterances became f;;j?*'hff;th'i

X

*'ffe1onger wwth fewer fa]se starts and mazes _ He observed however,

'iftbefthat the mark of the eff1c1ent 1anguage user was not the 1ength

‘i}ﬂof h1s sentences but the ways 1n whlch he had "made h1s sentences j:;fubgfa"-'f°'

'f?fﬁ”f1ong : The ch11d w1th gOOd contr01 of h1s 1angua9e was pars1mon1ousifieﬂ'ﬁ- o

'3’ffiand flex1b1e, rather than s1mp1y’more comp1ex He had,_1n part1cu-d‘fu S

”ﬁ*lar contro] over the word (and phrase) order w1th1n h1s sentences

;;f,iLater Hunt (1964) and 0 Donne11 et a] (1967)vapp1jedesjm1Iarg;jfffaf]kji‘gz 2

TN A
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‘f'“{t,ilgsz Loban,_1963 Brown,_1973)

”{f{‘utterance has had steady support from a var1ety of researchers

"7if:standard 1ndex of grammat1ca1 growth (McCarthy,}1954 5tr1Ck]a"d

ek

m ethods to ana]yze 1arge samp]es of ch11dren s ora1 and wr1tten

:a; t1on un1t & and found that 1ncreased T-un1t 1ength was. the/mo;tldj
7§_jre11ab1e 1ndex of syntact1c matur1ty 0 Donne11 found that T-un1ts fvﬂ”
"were ihorter 1n wr1t1ng than 1n speech at the grade 1eve1 but '
v:utj1onger 1n wr1t1ng among ch11dren in’ grade 5 and 7. Fox (1972) in.
"a rep11cat1on of part of the 0 Donne]] et a] study w1th k1nder--~fv”'ai
':ggarten and grade one ch11dren used both syntact1c and vocabu]ary

" tgdmeasures to chart norma1 1anguage deve1opment She found the B

;-mean number of words 1n a un1t to be a "robust too1" to asseSs

, .,‘A\

Q .
The use of such ameasure of ]anguage matur1ty, mean 1ength of

“C'fViY?ance" have been proposed however, the MLU has become an almost

RN

A1though Loban used a transformat1ona1 grammar to ana]yze a

g [7$ma11 number of h]S ch11dren 's samp]es, the major ana}yi1ca1 tech-f'dh :

' '"lf;;(Fr1es, 1952) Pau]a Menyuk however, 1n a ser1es of 1anguage

: (?’fstud1es, used transformat1ona1 grammar to descr1be the 1anguage of

'hfeﬂ;chiIdren from nursery schoo1 through grade three (1962 1963 1964

‘7<3ff1970) Her most s1gn1f1cant f1nd1ngs were that a11 adu1t structures

‘*v*were found 1n the language of young ch]]dren. The1r grammar 1s

.«'""
i

N g S

'1anguage Hunt dev1sed the T un1t s1m11ar to Loban s "commun1ca- ;vﬁ d;t

"'f?language deve]opment ‘ {_,t535f?,lflfji-“s-.;f15s7dr:ﬂfli}7to?w'f?f; L

.gEHSOmewhat d1fferent def1n1t1ons of what const1tutes a ch11d s "utter-:<~ifeﬁ,?}t

“”n1ques in these 1arge stud1es were based upon structura] grammar i:f?7'1*'

| fhﬂ“cont1nuously matur1ng 1n a f]uctuat1ng, uneven progress1on grade }‘{} R
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onevchlldren used s1gn1f1cant1y more trahsformat1ons than k1nder-
dgarten ch11dren did., ‘Brown (1969) used a transformat1ona1 grammar
hana]ys1s of the 1anguage of ch11dren from different ethno11ngu1st1c -
commun1t1es He noted d1fferences among the’ d1fferent speakers )
‘and as Menyuk had found a definite, but var1ab1e progress10n in
'deve1opment He postu]ated that the 1dent1f1cat1on of the fre-_

quency and comp]exlty'ofthe transformat1ons emp]oyed in produc1ng

"‘ a sentence might prov1de a scale for- measur1ng ]1ngu1st1c maturlty

ot

,Sca1es of Syntact1c Deve]opment

Leopo]d (1954) ‘had spoken of ch11dren s growth of grammat1ca1

matur1ty as a "ref1nement of coarse patterns I In the1r paper,

._"out11n1ng the processes the ch11d uses to 1earn h1s grammar, Brown :

0

and Be]]ug1 (1964) state ‘that as the ch11d 1nduces more and more

i e‘of the 1atent structure of. h1s 1anguage, one sees a- progress1ve

. d1fferent1at1on of syntact1c classes Learn1ng grammar, however,_

a]so 1nvo1ves 1ntegrat1ve processes as ch11dren Tearn to embed

. "phrases and c1auses in 1arger un1ts Thus, the ch11d 1s ab]e to

use an 1ncrea51ng number of opt]ona] transformat1ons to contro] h1si :
express1on and fac111tate h1s comprehens1on S

Brown and Han]on (1968) reported f1nd1ngs to support the1r
hypothes1s that construct1ons wou]d emerge ‘generally in the order

of 1ncreas1ng der1vat1ona1 complex1ty Fomp]ex1ty was measured by

the number of opt1ona1 transformat1on ru.; ftd in compos1ng the '

?

‘sentence Th1s "1aw of cumulat1ve comp]ex1ty" seems-to account forrd

the emergence of sorme structures, but not a11 S]ob1n (1966) for '
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example was puzz]ed when the ch1Tdren in h1s study took more t1me
to comprehend s1mp1e negative: sentences -than relat1ve1y more com— '
. plex passives; he. concluded that semantic and psychoTog1caT--as

‘well as syntact1c--factors are requ1red to expTign th1s f1nd1ng

. 4.Gaer (1969) who found ch11dren coqu comprehend s1mpTe sentences

much more ea511y than centre embedded and. doub]e embedded sentences, o

concluded from h1s f1nd1ngs that there is. ev1dence that - syntact1c
‘and psycho]og1ca1 compTex1ty are reTated, aTthough the reTat1on-

g .sh1p may not be a s1mp1e one.
CT1n1c1ans, concerned w1th 1nstruct1on ahd remed1at1on of

: Tanguage sk1TTs, are part1cu1ar1y 1nterested in the estab11shment

' _ of scaTes of: Tanguage growth wh1ch ‘the preced1ng stud1es suggest

The DeveTopmentaT Sentence Score (Lee and Canter 1974) 1s one scale f'

“which uses the f1nd1ngs from recent psychoT1ngu1st1c stud1es, but

i,_} trad1t1ona1 term1noTogv The sca]e of syntax acqu1s1t1ony show1ng

| the generaT order 1n wh1ch normaT ch1]dren ach1eve part1cu1ar struc-'»‘
tures was dev1sed from ear11er stud]es of the emergence of spec1f1c
g grammat1ca1 features The test1ng procedure was a]so borrowed- from
’“v‘the psycho]1ngu1sts methodoTogy 9 Rath r. than scor1ng the ch11d S
response to test 1tems, the part1cuTar features of a spontaneous |
‘ 5Samp1e of h1s speech are ta111ed and- we1ghted The scores are
:based upon the assumed compTex1ty of the var10us features Thus,

it is poss1b1e c1a1m the authors, to measure the ch1Td S qrammarf'

T'aga1nst aduTt Standard EngT1sh The DeveTopmentaT Sentence Sca]e

was pub11shed as a cT1n1caT procedure for ana1y21ng verbaT res-_

;ponses and pTann1ng approprxate remed1a1 procedures.
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Other c11n1ca] measures, des1gned pr1mar11y for speech c11n1- .

cians as screenlng dev1ces test recept1ve and express1ve use of

syntactwc forms Such tests as the Northwesterg»Syntax Screen1ng
Test (1969) are c]ose1y patterned after the st1mu1us refponse studwes‘,
‘ made by»Brown (1957) and Fraser ‘and Be]]ug1 (1963) Another instru-
ment developed by Ita11an researchers, to test verba] comprehen-
sion nwch1]dren and aphastcs was 51m11ar1y based on the Fraser

study (P1zzam1g11o et a1 1968) Other measures, 11ke the I]]1n01s

Test of Psych011ngu1st1c Ab111t1es (1968) test a w1der range of

1anguage sk111s - '.f | N f" - “ L .xﬁ,;,
Psych011ngu1sts are qu1ck to po1nt out the 1nadequacy of stan-' ‘
dard1zed tests as profound measures of 1anguage ab111ty, McNe]]]
(1970a) caut1ons agalnst the1r 1ack of subt]ety and sens1t1V1ty, :
'nonetheless, for the c11n1c1an, concerned w1th pract1ca1 therapy

rather than 11ngu1st1c theory, the tests undoubted]y serve a,func-u .

-

‘ t1on

’Summarx
Th1s sectton of the 11terature rev1ew has surveyed soMe of the }

¢

o .__1mportant genera] stud1es in 1anguage growth - The maJor f1nd1ng of

'these stud1es character1st1ca11y Was a steady, 1f uneven progress1on

“”"'1n ch11dren s 1anguage deve1opment A]though 1nd1v1dua] growth

-may’ vary marked]y, fhere appears to be a fa1r1y regu]ar and con51s-'
| “/tent pattern of the emergence of part1cu1ar 1anguage features Th1s .
"deve]opment appears 1n most stud1es to be a progress1on towards

'1ncreased syntact1c complex1ty, and f]ex1b111ty in the use of

.. //.
L
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- Ianguage Furthermore, norma] speak1ng ch11dren are using: a11 types

Ve

of Eng11sh sentence patterns by the t1me they enter school Deve1op-
ment durlng the schoo] years 1s ma1n1v exper1mentat1on w1th, and
elaboratton of, structures they have a1ready acqu1red |

F1na11y, a review of the attempts to prov1de standard1zed

tests for syntactic maturIty has been presented
2. ’STUDIES OF_SYNT_AC,TI"C GRowTH-.'.;. T

‘ In 1957 Noam Chomsky posed a quest1on whtch profound1y/1n-

- f]uenced the d1rect1on of subsequent 1anguage studles,_ Rather than

ask1ng what? is 1earned when? he wanted to know how? How, in such - -

& :
a. short ttme, w1thout forma] 1nstruct1on does any ch11d acqu1reg"

the know]edge and use of the part1cu1ar1y complex human 1anguage :

=

system7'

cxk-] a o . S,

The Inf]uence of Noam Chomsky o '. ':1 ;--'. ,_»»C\ EE -",;,

Chomsky S stud1es “and ref1ect1ons 1ed h1m to be]teve that the

' on]y p1aus1b1e exp]anat1on for such rap1d and fac11e 1earn1ng cbu]d

be some sort of 1nnate structure whlch a11owed the ch11d to acqu1re

B a ru]e system, enab]1ng h1m to create, not mere]y 1m1tate “an 1n-_

f1n1te number of sentences most of wh1ch he had never heard before

Th1s 1nnate structure wh1ch Chomsky 1abe11ed K. Language Acqu1s1t1on
ofb .

Dev1ce (LAD) constructs for the ch11d a theory of the regular1t1es

wh1ch under]1e the Speech to wh1ch he has been exposed Th1s theory

:.fr_ is ghe ch11d 5. grammar McNe111 (1970b) exp1a1ns that the LAD 1t- N

\

se]f 1s an hypothes1s about ch11dren, everywhere, 1earn1ng 1anguage,



\(vftlanguage ,”It 1s the phenomenon of abstract1on wh1ch e11m1nates
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- we observe them.1earn1ng language as if they d1d, indeed, have ,b )) -
lsuch a bu11t -in device. Chomsky and his co]]eagues d1st1ngu1sh o
, between the under1y1ng "deep structure” of a11 human 1anguage--and
‘the- surface structure of spec1f1c speech acts. - "Just~as we 1nduce
:'a 3- D spaceounder1y1ng the two d1mens1ona1 pattern on the ret1na,
so we must 1nduce a syntacttc structure under1y1ng the 11near |
str1ngs in a sentence" (M111er 1962 18) . A |
L L1ngutsts, 11ke Chomsky, are concerned w1th the nature of
h1anguage 1tse]f they attempt to descr1be al] the genera11zat1ons
about the 1anguage that the nat1ve speaker has know1edge of (Menyuk '
' 1969) | Un11ke the psycho]og1st the 11ngu1st is not as concerned |
~ with-the ways 1n wh1ch the human organ1sm acqu1res and uses th1s :
“,competence or know]edge In other words, the 11ngu1st stud1es S
‘Janguag®; the psycholog1st “the 1anguage user Nonethe1e€s, the
:bpower of - Chomsky s mode1 of transformat1ona1 grammar had a pro—-~
* found 1nf1uence on the psycho]og1sts 1nterested 1n 1anguage acqu1- B
s1t1on.‘ The assoc1at1Ve, st1mu1us response theor1es of Mowrer _
| hv'(1960), Sk1nner (1957) and S::;ts (1968) seemed woefu]]y 1nadequate ‘t.*v:.
._to exp1a1n the generat1ve power of even the youngest ch11d S | |
S

N st1mu1us response theory as a poss1b1e exp]anatlon of 1anguage

”'acqu1s1t1on.] The most abstract part of the 1anguage--1ts propos1-f

',fxt1ona1 content-ihs the f1rst to deve1op" (McNe111 1970b p 1087).;?"‘,'

'For Chomsky, syntax wh1ch exp1a1ns the 11ngu1st1c re1at1onsh1p

:"_;between sound and mean1ng, 1s the heart of language. Semant1cs,f

- the theory of mean1ng 1tse1f had no p]ace in h1s f1rst theoret1ca1f~” -
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papers’(although semantwcs d0es f]gurelnore prom1nent1y in h1s 1965

pub11catlon, Aspe ts of the Theory of Syntax)

“, The pub11cat1on of Chomsky s Syntact1c Structures in 1957 _

' prompted a f]ood of psycho]1ngu1st1c 1nterest 1n 1anguage acqu1s1—\w
“t1on The focus of the subsequent 1nvest1gat1ons dur1ng the 1960 s
'":vsh1fted dec1ded1y¢¢rom who]1st1c surveys of genera] language deve]op-:
‘ment to an energet1c scrut1ny and contemp]at1on of ch11dren s gram-

'mar,f Fortunate]y, b1b11ographers (McNet]1 1970h, Carro11 196@'B?-'
udl Abrahamsen, 1977 S1ob1n, 1970) haverprov1ded'1nd1ces and'commen4

tar1es on- the p1ethora of these natura11st1c and c11n1ca1 stud1es.

Stud1es Us1ng the Transformat1ona1 Grammar

Brown reca]]s respond1ng to Chomsky S f1rst papers w1th the
ja 1dea that "a transformat10na1 grammar s what ch11dren 1earn when’
| fthey 1earn the1r f1rst 1anguage"i(1970 17) , work1ng w1th th1s'*'_ a
N hypothes1s for the fo]]ow1ng twenty years, Brown w1th numerous f{fﬁ
1‘.co11eagues, succeeded 1n wr1t1ng grammars for ch11dren at f1ve

n“stages of 1anguage growth (1973} Other 1nvest1gators (Bra1ne,j‘v'>

e ‘-.'-1963 ‘Brown and Bellugi, 1964; Mmer and Er\ﬂn, 1964; We1r, 19623

:gMcNe111 1966b Menyuk 1963 1964 B]oom 1968) have a]so used

| 5jv5th1s approach wh1ch 1nvolves, f1rst the co11ect1on of a s1zab1e

{yb'corpus of spontaneous utterances and runn1ng notes on the s1tua-.‘

Urftlon in wh1ch,the 1anquage was produced The analys1s of the

'*Nresu1t1ng corpus is d1str1but1ona1 that 1s'"the words are grouped

‘ :J'1nto c]asses wh1ch are def1ned hy the fact that the members of a’

‘.hclass have the same pr1v11ege of occurrence" (MCthll 1970a, Brown



'{andrFraser =1963) These word cTassékxare 1dent1f1ed, not in terms'f
of mean1ng, but rather in terms’ of subst1tut1on w1th1n a 11ngu1st1c
context e. g the morphemes that f1t in the sentence frame "That

- was 5111y" const1tute a cTass (Erv1n and M1TTer 1963)

' f,jThese reguTar1t1es among word categor1es are used as a ba51s for .

, deverp1ng ch11d grammars, the purpose of these grammars 1s to pre-sa-f=

{f dlct theoret1ca1]y, the sentences that the ch1Td coqu poss1h1y
;make (Brown and Fraser, 1963) However, the ch1Td 's. grammar 1s
dcont1nuousTy deveTop1ng and grammars may be. wr1tten for any stage |

;:'of deve]opment (Brown- 1973) : These are, of course, 1nferred -

h -grammars, on the bas1s of carefu] observat1on and ana]ys1s of ‘the’

1"'chﬂd's actuaT utterances, the researcher assumes the ch11d has

:h _developed a part1cu1ar grammar an under1y1ng knowTedge about h1s

'5;fg,i1anguage wh1ch enabTes h1m to speak as he does

The emergence of a fa1r1y regu]ar but uneven pattern of

'vaTanguage deve]opment was the maJor f1nd1ng of th1s part1cu1ar T1ne ,F.ﬁ"'

' :fl~of research These stud1es aTso showed that 1t was’ poss1b1e to fﬁfh o

‘ ffdescr1be ch11d grammar w1thout re1y1ng soTeTy on the term1noTogy,ofg'f;;ﬁltd

JhafadUTt grammar The work of Mart1n Bra1ne and Roger Brown, who

hjiisdef1nEd Categor1es pECu]1ar t° Ch‘1d grammar w111 be rev1ewed
ﬁ"Tater in th1s SeCt‘°" 7;**;%?[f?;u:;;_;“f R |

Numerous authors have undertaken the study of the emergence

. ).

’3*d_51n ch1Tdren s Tanguage of part1cu1ar grammat1ca1 features.~ These

"f-fstUd]ES’ rather than bu1Td1ng ch11d grammarS, are based on an adu]tq,;u

'ﬁgrammFr and attempt to. descr1be the sequence in wh1ch°the ch11d

deve]ops‘aspectsgof thatlgrammar (HcNe1T] 1970) In an early



: }study ot:thts type 'Berko (1958) used pictures to st1mu1ate ch11d--
ren s responses to nonsense words and: draw1ngs when she 1nvest1gated
the ch11dren S contro] of morpho]og1ca1 end1ngs BrOWn (1957)
used a s1m11ar techn1que to exp]ore ch11dren S understand1ng of

h mass and count nouns and act1on words K11ma and Be]]ug1»(1966)
cons1dered the deve1opment of quest1ons in ch11dren s ]anguage' y%
Erv1n and H111er (1964) p1urals Be11ug1(1964) negat1on S]ob1n,
(1963, 1966).and_Brown.(1968), the act1ve and pass1ve vo1ce Inﬂ%
“an 1nterest1ng ser1es of studles,_the de V1111ers (1972 1973a, ,»i
1973b) used puppets to create s1tuat1ons wh1ch a]]owed them to
study ch1]dren S contro1 of word order, 1nf1ect1ona1 morphemes and
awareness of grammat1ca1ness It 1s beyond the scope of th1s sur- -
vey of the 11terature to report the f1nd1ngs of al] these stud1es

.’sIn summary, 1t may be noted that these researchers found that

e ch11dren s control of al] the structures stud1ed 1ncreased w1th

age, that there was a genera1 pattern of the emergence ot»these .‘:?%h

= features among chlldren and that most of these structures are e

: eff1c1ent]y contro]]ed by the t1me the ch11d enters sch001

Of part1cu1ar 1nterest to the present study was the study made »,'ﬁ

by Fraser Be11ugl and Browp 1p 1963 They used~pa1rs of p1ctures r»"‘

represent1ng grammatlcal contrasts to study ch11dren s comprehens1on{;aif‘7

and product1on of certa1n grammat1ca1 features.; They hypothes1zed
that certa1n features of an utterance are ord1nar11y understood

- ¢
‘ ch11dren, 37 43 months 1n age The ch11dren were g1ven three

| tests of ten d1ffeﬁ%nt grammat1ca] contrasts (Created by the use of

before the same features ave produced The samp]e used was 12 f’?h't:;i;
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"‘two utterances wh1ch are 1dent1caT but for some grammat1c§1 feature)
_The contrasts tested 1nc1uded mass/count nouns, s1ngu1ar/p1ura1
:i1nf1ect1ons, s1ngu1ar/p1ura1 verbs (is, are) present progress1ve/

' past,tense present progress1ve/future tense aff1rmat1ve/negat1ve,

/5s1ngu1ar/p1ura1 th1rd person pronoun, subJect/obJect, act1ve vo1ce

'. ubgect/obJect pass1ve vo1ce d1rect/1nd1rect ObJECt In the

-~comprehens1on CC) test the ch11d Was.presented w1th two’ T1ne draw- -

'”:1ngs w1th two accompany1ng spoken sentences The ch1]d was. then

;-:_asked to po1nt to the. plcture wh1ch 1Tlustrated one of the sen- -
T tences wh1ch was repeated The 1m1tat1on (1) test 1nv01ved no. o
:'p1ctures, the ch11d was s1mp1y asked to repeat two sentences T.ine . »
;the product1on (P) test the child’ was shown two plctures w1th two iy

, correspond1ng sentences Spoken by the exam1ner The exam1ner then 7

T*da‘po1nted to one. p1cture and asked the ch1Td to glve the COFPESPOHdTHQ

“ sentence In pr sent1ng the1r resuTts, the authors noted that for
;

;-aTT ch1Tdren, comprehens1on scores exceeded product1on scores and

s that for nine ch11dren (N 12), 1m1tat1on scores exceeded comprehen-- f"’

| f‘f\s1on scores Fraser et aT feTt the1r results supported the 1deas-ftjf:ﬁ
i,ff”that 1m1tat1on was. ba51ca11y a perceptuaT-motor sk111 but compre-.f;'”'f
”‘f.ihen51on depends upon controT of reference, and product1on requlres;f L

'rfs:fboth reference and the organ1zat1on of speech (more demand1ng than:'if.l}

‘ *_dj”mere 1m1tat1on) They concTuded that the d1ff1cu1ty of Tanguage

'ijroduct1on was a funct1on of "1ncreas1ng the number of psycho-,a’j];;;';v

db»Tog1ca1 operat1ons 1n near s1mu1tane1ty"'(1963 133)

The Fraser study aTso 1nd1cated the graduated d1ff1cu1ty of

var1ous grammat1ca] features 1n the age range stud1ed The spec1aT,”7gftj
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ys1gn1f1cance of the1r study, however was in the cons1derat1on of h

: _the 1m1tat1ve, recept1ve and expre551ve ab111t1es of thetr subJects;

StudieS'intO*WOrd70rder'

or of responses to a test 51tuat1on is the morpheme--the sma]]est

Another research approach to the Ch]]d s deve]optng syntact1c

| ,contro1 was a cons1derat1on of his early utterances or "sentences "tg’
of part1cu1ar 1nterest were the ways he ordered h1s flrst words |
Cto: represent a comp]ete thought (nam1ng and pred1cat1on) 1n 1anguage B
‘ I.The word order of the ear]y utterances 1s remarkab]y con51stent s
V w1th adu1t word order (WcNe111 1970a) the ch11d s understand1ng
. of word order is. obv1ous1y an 1mportant d1mens1on of h1s syntact1c
'know1edge The fo1low1ng comments and rev1ews perta1n to 1nvest1-3 1

o gatlons of th1s understand1ng in young ch11dren

The bas1c un1t fbr any qrammat1ca1 ana]ys1s of a corpus j,s

-~

‘»}e]ement 1n speech to wh1ch meantng can be attached Morphemes may o o
(;-ffbe d1v1ded 1nto c]asses wh1ch share the same “pr1v11ege of occur-
:itrence," that 1s, serve the same funct1on w1th1n the sentence |
Ht;5;3fFurthermore morphemes or words may be categor1zed as 1ex1ca1

e h:fwh1ch make reference to some non 11ngu1st1c rea11ty (e g house,

'aiibarks, 1ove1y, slow]y) and funct1ona1 words or morphemes wh1ch ;5»°'

o act1ons between the mean1ngs of words in that se?tence (M11]er, -fff«7if’

v“nftﬁ;:serve pr1mar11y to 1nd1cate the re]atxonsh1ps among the words
: ’.i:IYW1th1n the sentence (e 9.,because, for, and, except) a"d 1"f190-l*gf~is"h |
;ﬂﬂft1ona1 end1ngs 11ke "1ng" and "1y & ’The sentence 1tse1f 1s not |
'?‘scomposed SImply of a str1ng of morphemes,, ather the syntact1c -

tidstructure of the sentence 1mposes group1ngs that govern the 1nter-‘ﬁh°f:
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1§65) i&e syntact1c system 1tse1f as. we11 as the referent1a1
system of language, carr1es mean1ng by ind1cat1ng the re]at1ons of
:one word to another within a sentence for examp]e, in the sentence:‘
'"The ch11dren were p]ay1ng in the garden,"'syntact1c ru]es govern-
‘i1ng the order of 1ex1ca1 morphemes and the use of funct1ona1 mor-

f:phemes a]]ow the speaker and 11stener to symbo11ze accurately the

o 1ntended re]at1onsh1p between the ch11dren, the1r p1ay1ng and the

: garden . | ‘ k |
N ‘Leopoid'(1953) suggested that ch11dren 1earn the ru1es govern— '
' tng word order before they grasp contro1 of funct1ona1 morphemes |
.?5McNe111 concurs "Most ch17dren ¥1rst adopt the hypotheshs that

"

:’abstract grammat1ca1 re]at1ons are. expressed in 1anguage through

i word order" (1970a, 67) Erv1n and u111er (1963) Brown (1973) and - :

‘~McNe111 (1970a) observe that ch11dren S earTy sentences are 1n
. fatr]y regu]ar order and postu]ate a syntact1c bas1s for th1s

'border1ng

A number of stud1es have focussed on the ch1]d (3 contro] of

| 5'*fword order . They may be grouped 1nto exp]orat1ons of the ch11dren s

-;early two and three word utterances, and c11n1ca1 observat1ons of

: t‘ech11dren s ab111ty to comprehend and express the act1ve and pass1ve ;57'-'

- "“v01ce ‘5"

‘",QStud1es 1nto Two and Three WOrd Utterances

Dur1ng the 1960’5 two not1ons about ch11dren s ear]y speech g

ere: presented wh1ch generated a decade of d1scuss1on before they:fﬂiﬁ'”

7'were f1na1]y d1scred1ted These were Mart1n Bra1ne s 1dea (1963)g3:55?~'°‘
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- about "p1vot” and "open" c]asses of words, and Brown 's hunch about

;the "telegraph1c“inature of speech (Brown and Fraser 1963)
‘Braine attempted to 1nterpret the structura1 character1st1cs o

of f1rst word comb1nat1ons uttered by 3 ch11dren, beg1nn1ng at 18 ‘

?months He proposed that these words couid be c]ass1f1ed as’ e1ther

",.“plvot" wh1ch were few in number and occurred in & var1ety of

'partlcular pos1t1ons 1n the ch11d 'S utterance, and “open“ wh1ch
were numerous but occurred 1n re]at1ve]y few pos1t1ons Poss1b1e

. sentence“ comb1nat1ons observed were P (prOt) Xv(open) XPZ

| “d_and XX (The comb1nat1on PP d1d not occur ) Bra1ne suggested

5that ch11dren 1earn the poswt1on of p1vots and choose comp]ementary ‘-'

" words determ1ned by the soc1a1 and phys1ca1 st1mu11 that e11c1ted

"the utterance.

4

S1m1]ar observat1ons of word c1asses were made by Erv1n and

spoke of “operators" and "non operators" 1nstead

n \

en,

raéer (1963), us1ng a s1m11ar d1str1but1ona1 ana]y-f‘ -

_Often th1s telegraph1c speech 1nv01ved the 1oss of

st1nct10ns ( g I see- the man--See man) but 1t was

[conc]uded that 1n the1r ear]y short utterances, 7_; dt g
children fded to retaln the reference (or ]ex1ca1) morphemes; jv.fx':f“*

more stress 1n pronunc1at1on,_and drop the funct1ona]ﬁii -

probab]y necessary because of the 11m1tat1ons on the young ch11d S: f'ﬁt7t5

1mmed1ate memory span.



Bralne (1963) also 1nvest1gated ch11dren s 1earn1ng about word-
order by observ1ng how ea511y ten year old ch11dren could Tearn a o
: s1mp1e art1f1c1a1 1anguage composed of nonsense syl]ab1es The, :

ch11dren were fa1r1y successfu1 in the1r efforts (could genera11ze u

’ -to 75% of the 1tems on a’ post test) and Bra1ne hypothes1zed that

‘ what the ch1]dren had 1earned was the 1ocat1ons of express1ons 1n
;,the utterances They had he reasoned learned th1s word order by
a process of “contextua1 genera11zat1on"/’"A subJect who has expe-A~
”_r1enced sentences 1n wh1ch a segment occurs in. a certa1n postt1on'
-and context 1ater tends to p1ace thlS segment in the same pos1t1on
:1n other contexts" (1963 323) Bra1ne fe]t the 1dea of contextua1
"genera11za¢1on Was va11d for chlldren 1earn1ng the word order of ei
‘}‘fs1mp1e, dec]aratlve, non rever51b1e kerne] sentences | | "
| Bever'et-al (1965) regard Bra1ne s theo f contextual Sener-'
i'a1wzat1on as 11m1ted and h1s methodo1ogy, engag1ng ch11dren in.
' ;n]earn1ngan art1f1c1a1 1anguage as 1nya11d They agree who]e- :h
'5hhearted1y w1th McNe1]1 s comment | , y caa "_ y
The d1ff1cu]ty w1th th1s theory (1 e Bra1ne s) is that

f {'the order and arrangement of the words in the surface struc—_ e

- ]ture of sentences is not necessar11y the same as the arrange-,.m77}fi;

”'?;”ment 1n the under]y1ng structure It 1s the underlylng struc-fafﬂii_‘;

"ture wh1ch conta1ns 1nformat1on represented as 2 phrase struc-,;;gfjl"

“~‘uture grammar, but 1t 1s the surface structure on]y that 1s {ff'
.12 - ava11ab1e for pos1t1ona1 1earn1ng (1970a, 68) |

Bever et al suggest that f1nd1ngs from 1earn1ng an art1f1c1a1

1anguage may be usefu] to program 1anguage but not to exp1a1n the,f;t} 1{15
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fdacquisition of a’first Tanguage. Bra1ne chose to agree w1th th1s
pos1t1ornandcaut1oned psycho]og1sts that they "ser1ousTy quest1on
~the adequacy of any. theory of Tearn1ng that doesnotaccount for

| athe fact that under1y1ng grammat1ca] structures are, in fact

: Y'Tacqu1red" (1965 492)

o

fStud1es into. the Acqu1s1t1on of the Pass1ve Vo1ce

—

The pass1ve vo1ce can be used to produce a’ sentence 1dent1ca1 R
S/ L
1n mean1ng to another sentence but qu1te d1fferent in structure
For examp]e the/surface %trucfures of “The -dog b1t the man“ and

o "The man- was blt by the dog" are ent1re1y d1fferent but the under-

.....
,,,,,,

ot

: and pass1ve vo1ce woqu seem to be a fru1tfu1 approach to the ch11d S '“.'
~controT of "under1y1ng" word order STobln (1963) had ch11dren ;' |

2(5 11 years old) Judge the truthfu]ness i statements (act1ve~and |

o fvipass1ve revers1b1e and “non- revers1b1e) wh1ch matched d1fferent

"If;p1ctures | He found the ch1Tdren S Judgments Tess accurate w1th the
 ;pass1ve than act1ve sentences.- Non revers1b1e acttves’and pass1ves .
:}r{;fwere Judged more eas11y.- In a Tater study (1966) of ch11dren s and "d;f;l
vazhadu]ts ab111ty to coMprehend and produce kerne], pass1ve and L
’Tjilpass1ve negat1ve sentences STob1n found that pass1ves took more

‘:‘f7t1me to comprehend than kerneTs and pass1ve negat1ves took Tonger

5*?¥,ﬂthan negat1ves. Furthermore he found that non- revers1b111ty
"“fayffac111tated the comprehens1on of pass1ve sentences 1n that a]though
_utiﬁ5{5the word order was reversed, 1t was st1TT c]ear wh1ch noun was the’ﬁfifff}a

ef;subJect and wh1ch the obJect Turner aﬂd Rommetve1t (1967), 1n a
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Summary ., ”

’s1m11ar study, found that the effect of vo1ce Wwas stronger than

'-revers1b11?ty They found the order: of comprehens1on d1ff1cu1ty to

bé non- revers1b1e act1ve reverS1b1e act1ve, non revers1b1e pass1ve

revers1b1e pass1ve The -authors a1so raised the question of some

. ‘sentences be1ng more revers1b1e than others--e, g ‘"the cat chased
the b1rd" is a much more 11ke]y phenomenon than "the b1rd chased

the cat "

‘Bever, Mehler, Valian (1967) hypothesized that children will

"interpret atsentence Ni +V +“N2 as actor'+ action + recipient;

"the cat is be1ng chased by the dog" -Ucat chase dog." If that

; seems 1mp1aus1ble, they w111 ‘assume: rec1p1ent + act1on + actor

i.e; "dog chases cat," Comment1ng on the Bever et a1 study,

 McNeill notes that by age four,l"some strategy protects the child
: from revers1ng the- subJect and obJect 1n non- revers1b]e s1tuat10ns

and thus they could 1nterpret "The pony is. r1dden by the g1r1“

correct]y, 1f not eas1]y Younger ch11dren w1thout th1s strategy,

wh1ch\1s presumably a semant1c strategy, treat revers1b1e and non =

7 revers1b1es a11ke" {1970b, 1126).

-This sect1on of the rev1ew has dea]t w1th those stud1es in-
volved wwth ch11dren s syntactlc growth. Stud1es wh1ch deve]oped

ch11d grammars and traced the emergence of part1cu1arf§rammat1ca1

features Qere rev1ewed Invest1gat1ons into- ch11dren $ acquisition e

of rules;govern1ng word order were also summarized. The most com-

pelling finding of these studies is the rapidity with which children
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x§.
Tearn the syntak and mbrphology of their 1anguage- by'kindergarten, "
norma] ch11dren "know" the syntax and the funct1ons of the1r \

1anguage they know. how to use 1t (Ha111day, 1969).
3. _RESEARCH INTO SEMANTIGS

McNeill (1970b) characteriZes'semantics as'the'"most perVasﬁve,
]eastgunderstood" aspect ‘of human Tanguage. There is a wealth of
data ava11ab1e about ch11dren S vocabu]ary growth but 11tt1e theory

to tie it a]] ‘together, McCaw]ey (1968), ref1ect1ng-on the Katz

- and Fodor (1963) definition of semant1cs as "11ngu1st1c descr1pt1on

minus grammar,“ comments that semant1cs is rea]]y "a ha1ry mess

‘that remains to be ta]ked about after one -has. f1n1shed w1th 11ngu1s— K

.‘t1cs"'(v. 125) \ Any review of the 11terature wou1d support McCawley's

content1on wwth met1cu1ous care, it would be poss1b1e to account

Jfor’the rules govern1ngxthe phono1og1ca1 and syntact1ca1 systems of
'a'1anguage However comment1ng upon the search for s1m11ar "ru]es"
of semant1cs, McNe111 exp]a1ns | o
There 1£’noth1ng in the superf1c1a1 form of sentences.

.t even h1nt1ng at the under1y1ng semant1c regular1t1es Unlike
syntact1c aﬁstract1ons wh1ch4are systemat1ca11y re1ated-to
surface structures bymnezns of transformat1ons \the semant1c

.tere1at1ons between surface and deep structure are unsystemat1c

(1970b, 1123) . o ;‘ : -"ni“,"”

Thus, semant1c deve]opment 1s marked]y s]ower and more comp]ex than SRR

syntact1c deve]opment The child qu1ck1y develops a 11ngu1st1c i

theory of - syntax but as Katz and Fodor (1963 73) exp1a1n "ahu
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complete semantic which takes setting [i.e. reference] 1nto ‘account

is 1mposs1b]e" and h1s semant1c growth is much slower,

Theoretica] Papers

Anglin (1970) summar1zes three recurr1ng aspects of any
‘semant1c theory | | |

1. Hords are concepts, they are gener1c in that they denote o
| jnot one but a group of referents Vygotsky (1962) w1th poet1c 1f

t not sc1ent1f1c 1ns1ght descr1bed a word w1thout thought as a "dead

th1ng," and a thought unart1cu1ated "a shadow .

2.‘ Words cohere 1n a h1erarch1a1 system, it is poss1b1e to |
organlze” concepts h1erarch1ca]1y in terms of superord1nate and
subord1nate c]asses

- 3. word mean1ng, 1n part may.be 1nferred from a sentence

' WOrd mean1ngs are not 1so]ated, and the meanwng of a word may
depend upon the ]1ngu1st1c context in which it. appears Thus, the
. mean1ng of s- e-a 1 var1es “from "Sea] the letter" to "The seal is “
.on the ice. ": In other 1nstances however, unamb1guous mean1ng can
be estab11shed on1y by reference to the human env1ronment in wh1chi
i7the sentence 1s true. For exampTe there 1s no way ‘to d1samb1gu-
"ate the mean1ng of "F]/1ng a1rp1anes can be dangerous" w1thout |
' reference to the context 1n wh1ch the sentence 1s expressed
| Rommetve1t (1969) suggests that 1n 1earn1ng words, ch11dren 1earn
f'both the referent1a1 and syntagmat1c features of a word we 1earn

‘fthe mean1ng of a certa1n word and the ru]es govern1ng its use in
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One important attempt to out]dne a'theory of'semanttcs Wwas
. made by Katz and Fodor (1963);_'he§ﬁnning with'Chomsky's‘question‘
:of how wefTearn-to'project‘from a‘finite number of'sentences we
‘ Lhear to an=inttnite'number we are abTe tohproduce they proposed
grammar partiaTTy‘soTves that problem However a grammar can
‘prov1de 1dentu!aT descr1pt1ons for sentences that are d1fferent 1n\*
meaning and d1fferent descr1pttons for sentences-wh1ch are 1dent1-o
cal in meaning, e.g. The dog bit the man/Ihe cat bit the woman and
E The dog bit the man/The man was b1t by the dog. Assert1ng that no
psychoTog1ca1 theory can adequateTy account for the way we der1ve
, mean1ng from our- env1ronment the authors reason then that we can f
_accountionTy for mean1ng whwch dependStupon our knowTedge of»grammar'
:and'Of‘Semanttcs, 'Semantic'theory, however; ggg_account for Ambigu!
ittes inxaksentence, the number of possthe readings (e.g. "Thef
biTT-is‘Targe‘ has 2 poss1b1e read1ngs) a sentence has, semantjcaTTy‘_'
anomolous sentences (e.qg. "The pa1nt is s11ent") and our,abiTity to
l}paraphrase a sentence (e.qg. act1ve and pass1ve vo1ce) Katiiand
Fodor theor1ze that each’ speaker of a Tanguage comp11es a d1ct1on-
'ary-of every item 1n,h1s Tex1con : The entr1es for each 1tem 1nc1udeg :
grammat1ca1 markers wh1ch 1nd1cate how the word may be used 1n a
’vsentence,_semantlc markers wh1ch ref]ect whatever reTat1onsh1ps
' hkhex1st between that 1tem and the rest of the vocabuTary of the
';,_:iTanguage \Then d1st1ngu1shers are ass1gned to each 1tem wh1ch are:
~k1ntended to mark what is- 1d1osyncrat1c about 1ts mean1ng The use

"Tof th1s IPd1ct1onary" by the 1nd1v1dua1 speaker 1s governed by what

Katz and Fodon}regard as proaect1on or "usage" ruTes, h1ch govern L

\
\
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'the‘ways a word can be‘usedfin,a sentence; _
Bo1inger.(196b)_criticizes‘Katz'and Fodor's modeT, mafntaining
it accurate]y‘describes'a programmedi]anguage, bot not a natura1
’_1anguage He rejects their theory on: grounds wh1chnxatz and Fodor
readily accede, that it is 1ncomp1ete in that it cannot account for
the der1vat1@n of mean1ng.1n sentences whlch requ1re "know]edge" of‘
" the world to disambigoate'(e.g.‘Visiting ré1at1633‘canvbe boring)..
-Ndnethe]ess; KatziandiFodorfS paper is useful in thatfthey out-"
Tine certain featureS‘towards a semantic theory. McNei1T (1970)
Rommetweit‘(1968) Nelson (1974) a]] make reference ‘t0 s1m11ar
_1deas of lexical 1tems marked by both referent1a1 and syntagmat1c
’features More recent wr1ters, ]1ke 01sen (1977) however, attempt _
to deve]op a theory of semant1cs wh1ch shows that semant1c dec1s1ons
,such as word cho1ce are not determ1ned so]e]y by semant1c or syntac—A‘
7t1c se]ect1on, but are made to d1fferent1ate an 1ntended referent
‘:"from some perce1ved or 1nferred, set of alternat1ves Thus, mean— :
ing. is der1ved from. the context in wh1ch words are spoken, as we]]

as from the words themse]ves or. from any re1at1ons among words o

' mw1th1n,a sentence.

d.,Stud1es of Ch11dren s F1rst WOrds :.‘~tf e h"Si:' -

Certa1n1y, f1rst words have a]ways been v1ewed very much as :

; ;part of the ch11d 'S, context usua]]y of h1s act1v1ty (de<Laguna,v::5'

‘ .

- 1927) [f_ [: o o ;1: "]v";f»,*?fxi;l".“”f

The word at f1rst has an 111 deflned mean1ng and an 111 '

def1ned va]ue, 1t refers to a nebu]ous comp]ex factua]]y and
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‘emot1ona]1y, on]y gradua11y do 1ts factua] and emot1ona1 com-_
ponents become clear resu1t1ng in 1ex1ca1 and syntact1c d1s-

N cr1m1nat1ons (Leopo]d, 1949 5) ,"‘

o Vygotsky (1962 128) writes:

| - At f1rst the ch11d uses verbal forms -and mean1ngs w1thout be1ngd

consc1ous theyare separate The word to the ch11d is an

- 1ntegra] part of the obJect it denotes .

’ _Ne1son (1974) has noted the most frequently occurr1ng f]rst words
are: words assoc1ated w1th ord1nary ch11dhood act1v1ty, 11ke "car "
"ba]] w "truck " "shoe "V Seldom do ch11dren f1rst name ObJECtS

' wh1ch they do not touch or move, A fu]]er d1scuss1on of the nature ;

;Jof ch11dren $ ho]ophrases (first word/sentences) w111.be_noted :
beTow.- v AR . - -

Nelson a]so notes that, in deve]ob]ng vocabu1ary, ch11drent}

Jw11] 1nvent words wh1ch ref]ect the1r pre- ex1st1ng conceptua1 organ-

A:1zat1on but may not match that of the 1anguage commun1tv It is ;
a]so character1st1c of ch11dren to genera11ze the use of new1y

’acqu1red words to other s1m11ar obJects On the other hand the

| _part1a1 mean1ng a ch11d 1n1t1a11y grants a word w111 be determ1ned

‘ ~Mby the 11m1ted exper1ence he has had w1th 1t Vocabu1ary deve]op- t/L}.AT'

ciment then depends upon the ch11d S ab111ty to both genera11ze and///

/

d1fferent1ate the mean1ngs he acqu1res for words H1s/semant1c -

e

tgrowth cons1sts of comp]et1ng entr1es 1n h19 "d1ct1onary" for words .
. e

/

'ifr”already acqu1red as we]] as»the acqu1s1tfon of new words (McNe111

‘ _-w1970b) The means for accomp11shing th1s task are wel] estab11shed T

f1n pre school years (d1 Vesta, 1966) but semant1c growth after -
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.age'five is s1ow'and gradual (DaTe 1949 Bruner 1978) C1arh”
'(1971) for examp]e Was ab]e to d1st1ngu1sh four stages fn young
: ch1]dren s¥acqu151t1or|of the words "before" and "after." They‘ |
‘_ ‘f1rst understood ne1ther word then graSped "before" but not “after "
Later,'"after“ was 1nterpreted as. "before", f1na11y both words were
understood It is genera]]y assumed that ch11dren 1earn concrete:
”eterms before more abstract ones (Erv1n and Foster, 1960), subord1nate:’
terms before superord1nate terms (Schaeffer et a1 1971) 4 However,
‘tBrown,.1n an 1nterest1ng paper (1957)‘ "How Sha]l a Th1ng Be o
F‘Ca]1ed?", suggests that ch11dren s acqu1s1t1on of names may depend
br as much upon the nam1ng pract1ces of adu]ts as upon any pred1cab1e

‘ progress1on from. concrete to abstract terms

'~t: Iypes of Vocabu]ary Stud1es'

Russe11 suggests that "the 1mportant fact about a ch11d S

e ﬂfvocabu]ary may be not the number of words he rec09n1zes superf1c1a11y v

',but the qua]lty of assoc1at1ons w1th d1fferent words" (1962 170)
i :B1b11ograph1es of vocabu]ary stud1es 1nc1ude 11st1ngs of research

iﬁ1nto both d1mens1ons of ch11dren s semant1c deve]opment Dale e

- 3t(1931 1949); 1n h1s comprehens1ve 1nd1ces of vocabu]ary stud1es

"class1f1es the types of research undertaken totaﬂ word counts,

"a'pproport1onate numbers of parts of speech est1mates of vocabu]ary

.";and word frequency counts Dale a1so out11ned the var1ous ways 1n
.-wh1ch a. ch11d comes to "know":a word he understands 1t, responds
- to, uses, reads 1t"can gtve d1fferent shades of mean1ng and def1ne j

”ejt;- Undoubted1y, the most often used tests are those measur1ng
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recept1ve vocabu]ary 11ke the Peabody P1cture Vocabu]ary Test (1959)

'But other stud1es have deve1oped measures to probe other aspects of

-word mean1ng Gerste1n (1949) borrowed from concept deve1opment

theory to construct a sca]e for scor1ng ch11dren s def1n1t1ons of

ponses as descr1pt1ve, funct1ona1 or categor1ca1, g1v1ng the h1ghest

>score for categor1ca1 (the most abstract) def1n1t1ons She found

: ;r“that the number of categor1ca1 responses 1ncreased w1th age A
‘,snmjlarﬁstudy by Fe1fe1 and‘Lorge (1@50) c]ass1f1ed ch11dren s
' responsés‘into‘5 different"categor1es (synonym use and descr1pt1on
'iexplanat1on, demonstrat1on.and others,.errors) and supported, 1n
' ;(the f1nd1ngs, Gerste1n s corre1at1on of the number of abstract l
‘responses and 1ncrease 1n age -Berw1ck (1959) deve]oped a measure -

1'-to test grade 4 8 ch11dren s know]edge of the mu1t1p1e mean1ngs of

; words among five cho1ces and found that o1der ch11dren favored the

Ry

Agvfound that funct1ona1 def1n1t1ons are re]ated to age and size of
B vocabu]ary and that synonym1c def1n1t1ons deve1op very s]ow1y 1n
"(ft‘ch11dren She defended stout1y the usefulness of 1nvest1gat1ng

(du;ch11dren s def1n1t1ons-é"Language exper1ence (the ab111ty and

pet Russe11 (1962) asked ch11dren to choose the best def1n1t1on, among

gc

A.'f1ve for fam111ar words He found that the o]der ch11dren tended

L to choose the more abstract def1n1t1ons but fe]t that a test of

'words taken from: the F]esch(er Bel]vue Sca]e._ She categor1zed res- -

.1( more~categor1ca1-responses 5 Ina more recent study, Lwtow1tz (1977)

'('fac111ty, through 1anguage to code perceptua] 1nformat1on 1nto f""

«'flfffithe verba] mode) 1s ref]ected 1n the def1n1t1ona1 form“;(1977 302)
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qua11tat1ve responses may be. cons1dered as much a test of menta1

- ab111ty as of vocabu1ary

~ Summary - . o

. This ‘section has considered those studieSFUndertaken to
o _ ‘ !

“déVé]Op a théory Of.semanttcs It Proves to’ be a much more d1ff1cu1t e

task than deve]op1ng a theory of syntax This d1ff1cu1ty is re- | "i'h
”'1f1ected in ch11dren s own semant1c deve]opment wh1ch 1s much s]ower':
than their growth of syntact1c contro] , It'1s swm11ar 1n that .
fsemant1c growth 1ike syntact1c deve1opment appears in the ma1n
.to be a- process of 1ncreas1ng:d1fferentaat1on, as more'and more
- referent1a1 and syntagmat1c features are acqu1red for the words 1n}
e;the ch11d s vocabu1ary Not on]y do the number of words w1th1n o
“his "d1ct1onary" grow, but the entr1es for. each 1tem become more :

hideta11ed and’ 1nterre1ated w1th other entr1es._ Th1s sect1on con-

i}c1uded wuth ‘a short rev1ew of some of the d1fferent types of vocab—'

'hu1ary stud1es wh1ch 1nd1cate the d1fferences 1n extent and nature }v} S

'.-»cg'between the young ch11d 3 and the adu]t s,

L [A,f_MORE,RECENT sruorss:h'SYNTAX;SEMAN?ICS;i:fﬁi*"'

Many stud1es of language deve]opment present corre]at1ons fﬂ -

.atamong syntact1c and semant1c features (McCarthy, 1930 F1sher,‘”wi

‘l‘jf1934 Temp11n 1957 M1n1f1e, 1963 Str1ck1and 1963 Fox, 1972)

';;Genera11y, scores on vocabu]ary 1tems and on syntact1c 1tems are

de'ips1gn1f1cant1y corre]ated

The grammar stud1es of the 1950'5 reported 1n the second part.gh;jf'“‘“*

’vf*of th1s rev1ew above however, focussed solely on: the ch1]d s;f»=
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acquisition of‘ru]es'simi1ar to those Of orthodox transformational

grammar w1th 11tt1e regard for semant1cs and none for pragmat1cs

The studies comp]eted more recent]y appear to have emerged as a

[

rebutta1 to the Chomsky po1nt of v1ew, 1ate1y, 1nvestwgators have
J

attempted to br1ng semant1c and syntact1c processes 1nto a s1ng1e
focus, and to- emphas1ze the 1mportance of context and pragmat1cs

" in human language A .

“jTheoret1ca1 Papers on’ Grammar and Mean1ng

”

F111more (1968) does not appear to have ”1nsp1red" the psycho?. e

-11n5u1st1c research in the 1970 5-as Fhomsky s transformat1ona1

':grammar d1d dur1ng the 1960 S Nonethe1ess, h1s idea of "case ';1lrj'

,.grammar prov1des a. theoret1ca] framework for much of the recent

: ‘work, o '> e

~ The substant1ve mod1f1cat1on to the theory of transforma-:

't1ona] grammar wh1ch I w1sh to propose amounts to a re-

'1ntroduct10n of the conceptua1 ‘ramework 1nterpretat1on of

"i;icase systems but th1s t1me w1th a c?ear understand1ng of the :

)

‘_1d1fference between deep and 5urface structure The sentean

5»1n 1ts bas1c structure cons1sts of a verb and one or,more noun"_ R

'-‘1phrases, each assoc1ated w1th the verb in a part1cu1ar case

1 . ; re]at1onsh1p ,a;f, These re]at1onsh1ps ;i} 1nc]ude conceptsbu”'}

,as Agent1ve, Instrumenta] 0b3ect1ve, Fact1t1ve,,Locat1ve, vgt?T"

- 7ﬁffBenefact1ve (etc.). . tf. Verbs are subc]ass1f1ed accord1ng

‘lfto the case env1ronments, wh1ch accept them and the semant1c ffpf

'=5‘.character1zat1ons of verbs relate them e1ther to spec1f1c case*-'~;f55

/

He

¢
e
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e1ements “in the env1ronment or to elements conta1n1ng features.
(such as an1mateness) 1ntroduced-as oblngatory accompanjments
-a,to part1cu1ar‘cases (1968 ~32) | .
:_ Joan‘Tough draws s1m11ar connect1ons between grammar and mean1ng-
| Transformat1ona1 grammar "works" because 11ngu1st1c
}formulae have emerged because of ‘man's. 1nnate capab111t1es
.', f~ for- process1ng percept1ons and art]culat1ng sounds, both ot
) wh1ch prov1de constra1nts w1th1n wh1ch 1anguage must develop |
deep structure 1s not the under1y1ng mean1ng 1tse1f but {"
fthe framework through wh1ch mean1ngs can be organ1zed
dDeep structure would seem to refer to the capacaty of human
'.be1ngs to d1fferent1ate obJects from act1ons through wh1ch
:jtobJects are re]ated and to recogn1ze the tempora1 sequenc1ng
of events when the "actor"‘1n1t1ates act1on that consequent1;

,Vre1ates to é%e acted upon (1977 32)

'The two most 1mportant d1fferences here, from the transforma- ‘H'

":':t1ona1 grammar theory, are the 1nc1us1on of mean1ng in the d1scus-fv-

}f s1on of grammar, and the centrallty of pred1cate re]at1onsh1ps 1n .
- the format1on of Eng]1sh sentences | o ”

In another theoret1ca] paper d1scuss1ng grammar and mean1ng

d‘fKarm1loff Sm1th suggests that "the pendu]um seems to sw1ng back and

| -fiforth between syntax and semant1cs the way 1t has between nature o j'ilf

.:5'iﬁand nurture" (1978 3) : However, she a1so po1nts out that P1aget

-vfff'has argued that syntact1é§§emant1c progress s a]ways based upon fﬁ”}

',}general conceptuo structura] deve]opment A]] 1anguage users jt** o

"Hf;jjemploy phono]og1ca1, semant1c, syntact]c and pragmat1c procedures
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in producing and COmprehending'sentences, in finding and expreSSing]

meaning. Earafiiankatz and Fordor'(1963' 210) fe1t that much con-
“ %éted in the study of 1anguage by a search for
a’ 11ne betWe{ dynd semantlcs ‘

S?1s obv1ated] once we stop search1ng for a
:ec1de wh1ch markers are proper]y syntact1c and

c and ask 1nstead whether the 11ne between gram- -
:mati: :semant1c markers can be drawn in. terms: of the

v }‘functlons they perform '. ; . Grammat1ca1 markers R

forma] d1fferences on wh1ch the d1st1nct1on between

ed and 111 formed str1ngs of morphemes rests,‘and

McCaw]ey 1968) acknowledged Katf and Fodor s contr1but1on but

”,cr1t1c1zed the1r theOry as 1ncomp]ete as 1t does not con51der the

prob]em of words w1th more than one mean1ng There 1s, for examp]e,iv.f"'}

’t Ua d1fference 1n the meanlng of the word "sad L used to descr1be a .

. fand Fodor 5 theory McCaw]ey (196% 165) suggests two necessary

u*acomponents of a grammar ' a format1on ru]e component whlch spec1- fc‘:i°

'f»person or to descr1be a book and the two mean1ngs cannot be used
| 'i;gﬂ1nterchangeab1y The sentence,'"John 1s as sad as the book he read

e’gyesterday" is anomo]ous, but th1s fact cannot be- exp1a1ned by Katz :i f';of:v“»

E .*iifles the membersh1p of a c1ass of we]] formed semant1c representat1ons

3
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'”'most words have an add1t1ona1 k1nd of "appropr1ateness" stemm1ng

procedures

Us1ng the 1anguage thus depénds upon both syntact1c and semant1c

Studies*intoxérammarfand Meaning

Exper1menta1 studtes have been made 1nto the re1at1onsh1p

,'between semant1c mean1ng and the\"word c]asses of forma1 equ1va-

\

t1ca11/ i. e. adJect1ves qua11t1es, nouns substances and verbs- '

Aprocesses Among 16 3- 6 year o]d ch1]dren, Brown found that most
’ ch11dren who had been showna plcture to 111ustrate a nonsense count
_,:? or mass noun or a verb cou]d 1dent1fy an "equ1va1ent" p1cture, "
~1 e. 1f presented w1th a verb the ch11dren, an most cases, chose

a p1cture show1ng act1on In h1s d1scuss1on Brown ma1nta1ns that i/'

s thus a c]ue to mean1ng - VE, *;fn' .

Kean and Yamamoto (1965) worked w1th 67 oh11dren 1n k1nder- ”

.d_?of syntact1c c]ues to d1scover mean1ng They presented to‘the

: ch11dren s1x words wh1ch can funct1on as e1ther count nouns or

/ i

’1-:1itran51t1ve verbs (b]uff b]ur, Censor, garb pe1t and sp1ke), each f;~'*

sl‘t

'd;l'p-word was g1ven 1n a comp]ete sentence and the ch11dren were asked

v;fpalto guess the meanlng of the word Homogeneous (parad1gmat1c)

.43” ’

and a 'transformat1ona1 component' wh1ch cons1sts of ruTes corre]at-'

-1ng semant1c representat1ons w1th surface syntact1c representatlons "o

,'» ]ents," or parts of speechf' Brown (1957) hypothesqzed that natlve‘,'

'speakers of Eng]]sh are 1nc11ned to th1nk of parts of speech seman-‘""

l‘from the1r grammat1ca1 character and that part of speech membersh1p“:iv']311‘

;'garten and the 2nd and 4th qrades in another study probﬁng the use E:ilf:"”'
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responses, wh1ch 1ncreased in number w1th age were 1nterpreted
r‘as an 1nd1cat1on of syntact1c cu1ng “The authors fe]t the ch11dren
‘used syntact1c s1gnals to cue mean1ngs of new, unknown words and

- thus eff1c1ent1y expand the1r grammat1ca1 system

Johnson (1967) corre1ated resu]ts from Osgood s Semant1c

| }leferent1a1 and word pos1t1on in a. sentence WOrk1ng w1th 57

":1adu1ts, he asked them to rate the mean1ng of nonsense §y]1ab1es e

.1n sentences 11ke ‘the" fo]]ow1ng The NIG hurt the GAQ (h1gh and

"‘-v"1ow potency verbs were chosen) _ He found that nonsense sy]]ab1es

used in the Act1ve SubJect poswt1ons were: more act1ve and potent 3

‘,‘than those 1ﬁ the Actlve ObJECt pos1t1on, that those in the Pass1ve

\

_f‘ySubJect pos1t1on are more an1mate than those in the Pa551ve ObJS%t R

k:pos1t1on It appeared that the pos1t1on a word occup1ed 1n a- '

| “5_'sentence affected the rated mean1ng of ‘that word

e Us1ng a word assoc1at1on techn1que Erv1n Tr1pp (1961),.with"

| ‘180 ch11dren at the k1ndergarten grades 1, ? and 6 1evels, found

'i:that o]der ch11dren 1noreas1ngly gave responses 1n the same gram-v~.f~iff5

"mat1ca1 c]ass as the st1mu1us The young ch11d was more 11ke1y to “*5'4

'f;;:vrespond to a st1mu1us 11ke'"b1ack" w1th a word such as "cat" (_ :

o fSyntagmat1c response) but as. the ch11d learns more and more of these:v‘g:ffi”"

‘:;, .s\ B

‘dj“responses, they may conf11ct and 1nstead he w111 be 1nc11ned to

’Vf‘f'g1ve a parad1gmat1c response e g :"whwte " Pa]ermo and Jenk1ns

l

5?e?1(1963) and Brown and Berko (1961) have also conducted studies “éaggf;j[-iigsi*.;ivf

,;gword assoc1at1ons w1th s1m11ar resu]ts

Ang]1n (1970), 1n an 1ntr1gu1ng serles of stud1es w1th twenty
BR

frg57words (f1ve nouns, prepos1t1ons, verbs and ad3ect1ves) asked 40
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‘ ch11dren from grades 3/4 - 7/8 and 11712 and co]]ege to group the
words accord1ng to mean1ng He found that older ch1]dren and adults
tended to put words of the same part of speech together more often
'than did younger children. He a]so found that adults could remember
groups of parad1gmat1cal1y s1m1]ar words more eas1]y than children
were able to. Ang11n WOndered why ch11dren, who treat members of

) grammat1ca1 c]asses as equ1va1ents in their spontaneous speech
do'not do so in the testing s1tuat1on He reasoned that the
1mp11c1t know]edge and ab111ty to use such grammat1ca1 ru]es anpears
first in children's speech only much Tater can ch1]dren art1cu1ate
these ru]es and use them in a meta1?ﬂgu15t1c sense when they are

- asked to solve 11ngu1st1c "problems" or are asked to Judge'the
grammat1ca1ness of sentences | |

‘ F1na11y, in a comprehens1on test of relat10na1 statements taken
by 5 7 and 9 year o]d ch11dren, Hutten]ocher and Strauss (1968)
found that ch11dren used grammat1ca1 p051t1on as a c]ue to mean1ng
The ch11dren were requlred to p]ace one 1tem re1at1ve to a f1xed
second item. "It was easier to place the item that was. the gram-
mat1ca1 SUbJECt of the statement re]at1ve to the one that was the
'grammat]ca1 obJect rather than vice versa. Older ch11dren were A
genera]]y more prof1c1ent but still took Tonger to p]ace the toy _E
:wh1ch was named as object of the sentence The ‘author suggests
‘that "the exper1ment 1nd1cates that the extra 11ngu1§i1c 51tuat1on
 may determ1ne the 1ogtca1 actor and the’ Jog1ca1 actor must be the

'~grammat1ca1 subJect in order for the ch11dren to understahd 1968

!
|
1304). - . S ;

[
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A1l of the above stud1es 111ustrate some aspects of the rela- ’
~tionship between word mean1ng and the word's position ,in a sentence,
they all validate in some way the 1nterdependence of the syntact1c

and semant1c systems

Studies into Early WOrd Combinat fons
| Another approach to the quest1on of the relationship between
syntacttc and semantic processes is found in the ear]y work of
Lois B]oom (1971) In a refutatton of a spec1f1c aspect of the |
ch11d grammars of the 1960 s, Bloom asked "Why Pivot Frammars?"v
'sHer attack was on the d1str1but1ona] studies of Braine (1963);
Brown and Fraser (1963) and Ervin and Miller (1963) who had sug-.f
: gested that young ch11dren seemed to categortze words into two'
h classes p1vot and. open, funct1on and content; operators and non- :
operators, (A]] these classes were rough]y equ1va1ent )i Bloom
’stud1ed three children in-an attempt to’ propose rules of grammar
to aCcount for the inherent semant1c relations that underlle the
Juxtapos1t1on of words in. ear1y sentences
| Certa1n words often occur in ch11dren s speech apparent]y
‘h because of -the nature of thelr referent1a1 funct1on Descr1p-
t1on of such utterances as p1vota1 is on]y a superf1q1a1 des- :
| _ cr1pt1on of re1at1ve frequency of occurrence and syntact1c
,;p051t10n .. Ru1es that account for utterances1n terms of
the Juxtapos1t1on of p1vots and open words cannot account for
.d1fferences in semant1c 1nterpretat1on .f; . It was apparent

4

‘that the ch11dren n the study were ta1k1ng about the relations

el

S
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'}syntactic‘eategories and writes that these are general cognitive
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between actors dr agents, actfons or states or objects or

goals, and that the‘prder’ot‘constituents ref]ected the under-.

}ying order oﬁ.baSic Sehtence relations with remarkable con-

sistehcy, e.g. subjects ahdrverhs preceded objeets or goals.

(1971, 44-46) N |

| In a Tater study, B]oom L1ghtbown and Hood (1975) worhed with

four children using a methodology similar to Brown's (1973). With
no specific}system in mind, she tonsidered‘the chi]dren‘s utter-

ances and the context in which they were spoken. "From her corpora,

'B1oom estab]1shed what she labels semantic- syntact1c categor1es

act1on, 1ocat1ve action, 1ocat1ve state, notlce, state, 1ntent1on
The authors\conc]ude that “1t has become 1ncreas1ng1y clear in
linguistic thepry that semantics and syntaxlare‘mUtua11y,dependent.}
Jnd inSEparable in ahy‘theory'of grammar" (1973 28). They7continue-}'
"Semant1c comp]ex1ty cannot be separated from syntact1c comp]ex1ty,
both represent the 11ngu1st1c complex1ty that 1nf1uences the course
of deve]opment On the other hand one can look at cogn1t1ve com-
p]ex1ty apart from Tinguistic comp]ex1ty" (1973, 32).

-In his paper,;Seh]es1nger (1971) outlines similar semantic-

‘o

,.rather than 11n%u1st1c categor1es Bowerman (1978), with evidence

k3

from her own cross cu]tura] stud1es, supports Bloom S: pos1t10n that,

: the ear11est categor1es ch11dren seem to use are semant1c rather'
- than syntact1c Braine ref]ect1ng upon h1s rev1ew of current- theor1es_

.as we11 as his own study, conc1udes that "the f1rst product1ve struc-

tures are formu]ae of 11m1ted scope for realizing spec1f1c kinds of
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meaning . . . not broad rules of phrase or sentence compos1t1on
but much_narrower or semanttca11y (conceptua]]y) defined” (1976 4)
" Brown (1973)ncautions that "the first‘two @nd'three word utterf

ances of children . . . constitute only part of the totaT set of

possible word orders.” The de Villiers (1973), following Brownﬁs |
observat1on, suggest that the early w0rd orders correspond, in the
main, “to the semant1c relat1ons that an adu]t would Judge appropr1ate

from the_context. e. g agent -object, possessor possessed ,The

COnsensus of the most recent 1nvest1gat10ns 1nto\ear]y ch11d language

- is that the first word combinations owe more to semanttc‘processes :

thanISyntactic,'as'had been thought formerly. Brainelsggi:prether )
succintt1yi thatsﬂlitereture hasfoverestimeted the syntéctdc'ooﬁ-_
petence of very young children" (1976;'93):

The 15ter studies:are more‘concerned pith'seeing'how‘the‘
syntacttc7and semantic processes function within the'chi]d's~1tné
gu1st1c context , rather than w1th estab11sh1ng “pure" theor1es aﬁbut
one. part1cu1ar aspect of ]anguage deve]opment According to S1nc1a1r

de Zwart 1973) P1aget ma1nta1ns that the child. br1ngs not 1nnate -

- 11ngu1st1c structures but rather -innate COgn1t1ve funct1ons w1th
fvhim. L1ngu1st1c structures depend updn un1versa1 thought struc—-
tures, wh1ch in themse]ves are a necessary outcome of the equ111bra- | fﬁ""

“tion processes,_ Thus cogn1t1ve structures,_deve]oped through the -

operetions,of the sensory motor per1od\ can be used to exp1a1n bas1c f"

, 1anguage,structpres, for;examp1e;~order1ng spat1a11y and'temporally,

': cTasSifying actions and relating objeCts‘end actions to actions.‘
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" The way in which sensori motor schemes .are coordinated into
practical groups, become transformed into operations, would
determine the manner in which linguistic structures are acquired.

. , ' S v

(1969, 333)

ABranston-(1976) 1abe1s thls theory the "cogn1t1ve semant1c"

k'v1ew of language acqu1s1t1on and in non- P1aget1an terms states that -

: j”"Evtdence is accumulaf1ng that [shows] ear]y COHCGPtS [wh1Ch W’1]

'subsequent1y be symbo]1zed 1nto words] ~are based upon~ perceptua1

1nformat1on from the env1ronment and are part1cu1ar1y 1nf\uenced by

o

dynam1c, act1on or1entated perceptua] events.?‘ o

The outstand1ng character1st1c of ch11dren s first words,
4

lf accord1ng to Nelson (1974), is their ba51s in dynam1c or funct1ona1
. relations;. they a]most 1nvar1ab1y refer to things that move or
v'change in some way, that the ch11d can act upon Ne]son s work 1n},
‘ part1cu1ar supports F111more S content1on that pred1cate re]at1ons
u‘are of centra] 1mportance 1n the deve1opment of syntax For Ne1son,
Jverbs, wh1ch express the "funct1ona1 core" (1 e. the re]at1ons a

lconcept may enter) of an 1dea, are. most s1gn1f1cant

An obJect 1s f1rst 1dent1f1ed as hav1ng 1mportant func- ;' |

t1ona1 relat1ons, that these re]ate the obJect to se]f and

other peoﬁ]e through a set of acts and that perceptua1 ana]ys1s :

1s der19§t1ve of the funct1ona1 concept not a prlor1, essent1a1
to it. (1974,-284) | é,-”‘ |

The chtld 1s f1rst aware: of these re]at1ons 1n a. s1ng1e 1nstance,.

¢ -

' then in- others, other obJects may acqu1re status w1th1n the same

relat1onsh1p A]] concept acqu1s1t1on depends upon both the -

PR

4

o



"functional" and "attr1but1ve" processes; Nelson be11eves the
: "funct1ona1" (i.e. pred1cat1on) is pr1maryland-the bas1s for subf
sequent syntactic knbw1edge~astwe11 as concept deve]opment

Th1s is a very d1fferent p051t1on from the one taken by Werner

' and Kap]an (1963) -who proposed that ch11dren s f1rst ;uords" are
| rea]1y vocab]es wh1ch amount to nam1ng behav1or ‘"A name: becomes '
~a word only 1nsofar as 1t fu1f1115 a grammat1ca1 ‘and syntact1c
. function™ beyond 1ts ro]e as des1gnator of . someth1ng ""More amb1gu-
ously, Rommetve1t suggested that the early one word utterance has

' apparent]y ne1ther the status of a word or of a sentence, but con-

: st1tutes a matr1x out of which both semant1c and syntactlc struc-

. tures. emerge (1968 242)

McNe111 (1970a) agrees with Ne]son in pr1nc1p1e He v1ews the.~
' young ch11d as operat1ng w1th mean1ngs wh1ch are f1rst embod1ed 1n/

.'7grammat1ca1 re]atlonsh1ps, each word is. pa1red with severa] such

- mean1ngs Later ~the ch11d will beg1n to cons1der 1nd1v1dua1 words '

- and to e1aborate a system of referent1a1 and other syntagmat1c 'f]‘gf_‘n o

' gfeatures for each one. Th1s process,.a 11fe t1me deve]opment, con-vﬁ R

tinues as new,words at f1rst mean1ngless, are encountered in

*»fam111ar 11ngu1st1c and non 11ngu1st1c contexts 75,;w;~

| Th1s sect1on of the rev1ew hasssurveyed some of the more recent
hstud1es wh1ch have v1ewed semant1c and syntact1c deve1opment as’ 3 \\'
v ,?Joint rather than 1ndependent processes 1n@ghe growth of the ch11d s _\\f )

A

1anguage The notlon that ch11dren acqu1re ru1es that map conceptua1 \\\g;

| N \\
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| re]at1ons and categor1es 1nto syntactlc pos1t1ons in utterances,

- that syntact1c re1at1ons are f1rst conce1ved in the pre-linguistic
activity of the sensor1 motor perlod is'a rad1ca1 theoret1ca1 shift
: from Chomsky s 1dea of" 1nnate syntact1c structures It appears,

_moreover, that the sheer comp]ex1ty of the cogn1t1ve semant1c theory

is useful "in exp1a1n1ng why ch11dren s semantic deve]opment is so

Vsmuch s]ower than the1r acqu1s1t1on of a syntact1c theory wh1ch :

N

'i}enables them to comprehend and produce a. var1ety of sentences

, , L )
at such an ear]y age o : \\
- S ‘ Yoo

5, ;CONCLUSIONS'

In the vast co11ect1on of papers on. ch11dren S . 1anguage pub- :
'11shed dur1ng the past 80, years a few per51stent observat1ons about

'the nature of ear1y language are frequent1y ment1oned and more than .

a few recurr1ng quest1ons are cont1nuous1y ra1sed Th1s chapter o

'~;sw111 be conc]uded w1th a summary of these observatlons and quest1ons

| 3 Descr1pt1ve stud1es of 1nd1v1dua1 and of 1arge numbers of
 ’ch11dren genera]ly conc]ude that before a ch11d enters schoo] hlS ‘
‘pogrammar is approach1ng the adult speaker s He may use s1mp1er

‘construct1ons and fa11 to adhere to a11 the ru]es governwng 1nf1ec-'

o rt1ons, but h1s speech 1n nursery school revea]s most of the struc—

':1'tures of adu]t speech the same proport1on of parts of Speech

1Iphrasa1 and clausal mod1f1cat1on and few errors'(Menqu\ 1963 1971
McNe111 1966) , Ch11dren have 1earned the1r 1anguage in an aston-

_s1sh1ng1y short per1od
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"Researchers involved in longitudinal studies.consistentiy view
® .

. the ch11d's 1anguage deve1opment as\a gradua] process of d1ffer—

ent1at1on from the use of very 1mprec1se, g1oba1 utterances to more

t\contro]]ed and ref1ned structures (Leopo]d 1939 Carro11 1960)

Brown (1973) suggests that ch11dren pass from 1evels of 1ess to
greater comp]ex1ty, a progre551on wh1ch is a]so observed by Menyuk .

(1970) and Lee.and‘Canter (1974). Carr011 (1964) Browh (1970),

.McNe111 (1970) Ne]son (1974)‘maﬁntain tf%%i 51m11ar d1rection of

1ncreas1ng d1fferent1at1on is ev1dent in the ch11d S conceptua]‘

and semant1c deve]opment N o EERE
. ol AR .' K AR T ¢
R Longttud1na1 stud1es a]so r;veaT\a\fairly regU]ar-seqUence»of

'emerg1ng grammat1ca1 features The acqu1s1t1on of part1cu1ar sounds
in the 1anguage\(phonemes) of 1nf1ectlona1 and der1vat1ona] word »
_end1ngs (bound morphemes) and of characterlst1c sentence structures

’ appears to fo]]ow a rather 1nvar1ant sequence among ch11dren, even -

among those who speak d1fferent 1anguages (Menyuk 1963 1970

ﬁg Brown, 197 )

If adu]t 1anguage is v1ewed as the term1na1 goa] of deve10p_ :f.ff;

ment then most stud1es d1st1ngu1sh qu1te c]ear1y between growth

‘ ir’" syntax wh1ch is remarkably Sw1ft and growth 1n word mean1ngs,

}v’t\wh1ch 1s much s1ower (Ang11n, 1968 Brown, 1973 Bruner, 1978

”;=McNe111 1970) Growth in. word mean1ng appears to be much more

'iv1gorous than syntact1c maturat1on dur1ng the schoo] years (Ang11n
19683 Chomsky, 1968; Tetfe] and Lorge 1950 Gerstem, 1949)
From a cons1derat1on of the ava11ab1e data, however,_11ngu15ts e

_and psycho]og1sts have ra1sed quest1ons even more compe]ltng than v},'g;fQ E

‘ o



53 -

‘ ;anyuobservations they have made.,

| Chomsky s puzz]ement over how ch11dren learn to prOJect from
a f1n1te number of sentences they hear to the 1nf1ntte number they
| are able to- produce has been re1terated by every maJor 1nvest1gator
‘_(Cazden, 1965; Menyuk, 1970; MdNe11], 1970; Katz afd Fodor, 1963).

ﬂAny ”answer”_rema1ns hypothet1ca1

Psycho]og1sts like- Brown (1973) quest1on how ch11dren are ab]e

- to 1mprove stead1]y in the d1rect1on of the adu]t modeLm. Kesse1
(1970) wonders how ch11dren ach1eve th1s 1mpr0vement S0 qu1ck1v f"
'.'Are there cr1t1ca] years for the acqu1s1t1on of ]anguage?

| L1ngu1sts want to know.what it is ch11dren 1earn when they do '
| acqu1re the syntax of a 1anguage (Gr1ff1n, 1968) 'Chomsky (1959)

T}Carro11 (1966) McNe111 (1970) caut1on that an adequate grammar of

'adult ]anguage is necessary before researchers can accurate]y gudge 'vt

| what. the .child has accomp11shed ' Goodenough (19?8) and B1oom (1975)

‘ ma1nta1n however that an adu1t grammar is not a usefu1 t001 to

"fqexp1ore the ch11d s Ianguage. Is the ch1]d S ear]y language d1f— ‘

-5ferent 1n some profound, structura] sense (Brown, 1973 B]oom 1975)

h-“On the other hand researchers seem to concede that a va11d and

.exhaust1ve theory of semantics 1s an 1mposs1b111ty

Any rev1ew of the stud1es acrOSS ]anguage ab111t1es pose ques-v”i :
| 'H:§t1ons about the re]at1onsh1p between d1fferent aspects of 1anguage

: aﬂedevelopment McNe111 (1970) asks 1f there 1s a re]at1onsh1p be- L

J”_f,knowledge 1earn1ng of words and product1on of hlS f1r5t sentences

;o

<y

f‘]'tween syntact1c and semant1c 1nformat1on Ne]son (1970) 1nvest1—;;._l’i"

8 hiﬁl‘igates the re]atlonshtp between the ch11d s acqu151t10n of conceptuaT : fo7 :
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_ In 1968 Rommetve1t framed the following questlon in a rev1en of - _
current research Nhat is the re]at1onsh1p between the ch11d s ~§§5"
knowledge of word mean1ngs and his ability to produce and compre-
hend sentences? It was th1s 1ast quest1on wh1ch prompted the

=ﬂpresent study.
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s S v"Chapter I

[
7

_:THE DESIGN OF.THEVSTUDY -

" The purpose of thls chapter 1s to out11ne the nature of the

',samp1e used in th1s study, the type of 1nstruments se]ected and

’: des1gned for the research and the scor1ng procedures emp1oyed

- The chapter conc]udes w1th a br1ef summary of the stat1st1ca1 data

| ‘?vwh1ch was made ava11ab1e for ana]ys1s

rem L
-

»'1;,§P0PULATxonﬂANo SAMPLE'

v«' SubJects for the present study were se]ected from two pre-
'schoo1 programs 10cated 1n m1dd1e c]ass d1str1cts of Edmonton. w' )
‘f-Cr1ter1a for select1on 1nc1uded Eng11sh as the materna] 1anguage, .i'
}an age between 60 72 months, norma1 menta], soc1a1 and’ 1anguage
deve1opment as. estlmated by the teacher and a w1111ngness to :
part1c1pate 1n the stuuy These cr1ter1a were met by 11 boys and
14 g1rls who attended a fu]] t1me Day Care In order to 1ncrease
the samp1e s1ze an add1twona1 two boys. and three g1r1s were ob-:;‘;
ta1ned from a ha]f—t1me K1ndergarten program us1ng the same ,-; g
cr1ter1a for se1ect1on ;f'ﬁ"' " - Gl

'7t:Eé,fvTgSTjNéfANSySAhpLIneastTRuMEufsn';j‘r
fr o o Lo -

' Instruments and procedures were se]ected to samp]e flve aspectsr;;‘f“

of 1anguage sk111 word meanlng recogn1t1on word mean1ng def1n1- fih
t1on word order comprehens1on word order product1on and f1ve

se]ected features of a spontaneous language sample.

'»'c' P
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L}

- Word Mean1ng Recogn1t1on

| Form A of the Peabody P1cture VOcabuTary Test (PPVT) was~in-
’ d1v1dua11y admih1stered to ‘each Chl]d following. the procedure hut-
Tined in the manua] (Dunn,v1959) In brief, comprehens1on of . each
| 1tem 1s tested by present1ng a spoken word and four p1ctures, the
‘ ;T 3 ch1Td s task be1ng to point to the correct 111ustrat1on of the
g" test word Items are arranged accord1ng to d1ff1cu1ty and test1ng -
-g'ﬂ%;;. is d1scont1nued ‘when s1x errors occur w1th1n a sequence of e1ght
o consecut1ve words The average test1ng t1me per ch11d is 15 m1nutes

The Peabody Plcture VocabuTary Test is a fa1r1y weTT estabTIShed

vocabuTary recogn1t1on gest ‘most-: frequentTy used as a measure of

t

woTmh

verba] 1nte]11gence (Buros 1975).

Aﬁx' " WOrd Meanlng Definition

Each ch1Td was asked to prov1de an oraT def1n1t1on of the

| f1rst 50 words of Form A of the PPVT (see Appendlx,A),: The foTTow—T -

nfygf q1ng protoco] was used

I am go1ng to say a word and I woqu 11ke you to teTT me whatffﬁ
"1t means You may teTT me anyth1ng you T1ke about the word
Easy words were presented as»pract1ce 1tems and reTevant responseS‘

P were re1nforced unt11 the ch11d prov1ded adequate defTﬂTtTONS for

by the quest1on Is there anyth1ng eTse you can teTT me about that"'

word7 No comments were made by the 1nvest1gator to responses on-

the actuaT test

Y e
T

hw the practtce st1mu11 Lacon1c ch11dren were encouraged to respond L



A Deve]opment of WOrd Order Tests

A var1ety of approaches has been taken to. the prob]em of assess-

'v1ng a ch11d s syntact1c matur1ty The purposes for such assessmentsv
'aTso-vary Thus Berko! s study - of morphoTog1caT sk1TTs (1958)

" Brown's exhaust1ve stud1es (1973) and The Im1tat1on Comprehens1on-

.Product1on Test (ICP) deveToped by Fraser, BeTTug1 and Brown (1963) B

were de51gned to gather data to enabTe researchers to. descr1be

'-Tanguage deve]opment and to hypothes1ze about the ]earn1ng strate—_ a

g1es beh1nd that deveTopment Other measures such as “the North- |
Twestern Syntax Screen1ng Test (1969) (NSST)\were 1ntended to- be

sed as a screen1ng test onTy,_not a measure of generaT syntact1c

deveTopment The sentence comprehens1on test proposed by P1zzamnglo a

was or1g]na11y used in ItaTy to study the T1ngu1st1c ab1T1t1es of |
;apha51c pat1ents o
| ATT of the above measures 1nvoTve ch11dren ina h1gh1y struc- |

';v_tured task s1tuat1on wh1ch is- des1gned to eT1c1t responses from S

"Jug-them to p1ctor1a1 a\d)or spoken st1mu11 The NSST the ICP and the

"~yP1zzam1gT1o test for sentence comprehens1on were the tests most -

}-reTevant to the 1nstrument used 1n the present study

To probe the ch11d s comprehens1on of a g1ven sentence each

‘:tsented w1th e1ther two p1ctures (ICP P1zzam1gT1o) or four plcteres tiviflif'
| 51'(NSST) (two plctures here are decoys) He was asked to 1nd1cate

: wh1ch plcture represented the sentence wh1ch Was 51mu1taneously

tences, that 1s, two poss1b1e 1nterpretat1ons of the p1ctures, then

1'?fv of these tests empToys a 51m11ar procedure The subJect was pre- sf“”;fut,fﬂ L

ERR read to h1m._ In the NSST and the ICP the ch11d 1s read two sen-:;»;lfts'd



on]y one of the two sentences js répeated . to the ch11d and he is
asked to po1nt to the p1cture wh1ch corresponds to the 1atter sen-'
tence. One of the two p1ctures is correct]y descr1bed by the sen-

'tence the other corresponds to a sentence wh1ch is 1dent1ca1 to
: 4

,the f1rst except for a syntact1ca1 contrast A syntac!1c contrast S

' 1s created by the use’ of two utterances wh1ch are s1m11ar except

- for a change or reversa] of spec1f1c grammat1ca1 feature ;For
"lnstance to show the subJect ObJECt contrast one p1cture show1ng |
h a cat chas1ng a mouse and another show1ng a mouse chas1ng a cat
’J'wou1d be presented to the subJect He was asked to 1nd1cate wh1ch

3 p1cture corresponded to the sentence "The cat 1s chas1ng the mouse."

.\‘

The P1zzam1g]1o test measures on]y comprehen51on of spec1f1c |

grammatnca] construct1ons however both the NSST and the ICP also

‘ attempt to assess the subJect 5 express1ve syntact1c ab111ty. ;Tog;fu'

~do so, the ch11d tak1ng the NSST 1s asked to v1ew two p1ctures
wh1ch 111ustrate two syntact1c contrasts and to repeat two sen-

wftences wh?ch correspond to the p1ctures Ihe exam1ner then po1nts

o
-~

. -to one of the p1ctures and asks theosubJect to produce the appropr1-‘: S

. »

o ate sentence

Fraser et a] .y 1n study1ng the ch11dren s productlon of appro—i;'

'”L:;;pr1ate syntact1c forms,présented each subgect w1th two p1ctures and A,i:

)

”fi_'two correspond1ng sentences (wh1ch featured a grammatmcal contrast)

‘]‘}pwcture.: After repeat1ng these sentences, the exam1ner po1nted to

a

Nf':one p1cture at a t1me and asked thersubgect to name 1t In scor1ng

'fsthese responses, the 1nvest1gators were concerned only that the

"r'vThe ch11d was not told however wh1ch sentence went w1th a part1cu1ar H;fﬁvf~,’;"‘
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N

subject cou1d produce the part1cu1ar syntactic construction; mod1-“
fications in the rema1nder of" the sentence were 1gnored |

The test items for this study for the syntact1c comprehens1on
and product1on tasks were adapted ?rom the above measures. The

ICP, NSST and P1zzam1gl1o tests 1nc1ude items’ testlng a w1de range

| of syntact1c featunes (e.q. prepos1t1ons, pronouns, aff1rmat1ve/“

negative, phonet1c d1st1nct1ons, tense,.quest1ons,_mass nouns/count

.nOUns,'active voice/passive voice, direct/indirect object)
Two concerns arose regarding the actua1 1tems and the proce-
dures used in the above mentioned tests F1rst1y, many items

appeared to test the ch11d S comprehens1on of word referents as
!

‘much as his syntactic development, for examp]e, a) the mascu11ne/

e

feminine contrast in the Ptzzamig1io test: "The lad k1sses the -
boy vs. the girl; b) the prepos1t1ons used 1n an item in the NSST:
"The cat is behind-the desk/The cat is under the desk." Second]y,
in the express1ve port1ons of both the ICP and- the NSST, the ch11d
is asked to hear’ “two sentences before he is asked to repeat one
of the sentences in order to 1dent1fy a g1ven picture,. He is |
actua]]y 1m1tat1ng rather than producing a “sentence. |

In an attempt to deve]op a shOrt test which would focus more

narrow]y on one aspect ofsyntact1c maturity, nameJy, word order,

and wou]d p]ace greater emphas1s on the child's abitity to produce

: a new sentence rather than repeat one he had heard, the word order

a test was deve]oped for the present study The ch1]d was 1nvo]ved

in us1ng,1nformaﬁ&on conveyed ma1n]y by the d1fferent word order

in. two utterances, to comprehend and produce mean1ngfu1 sentences.

o I
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Word Order‘Comprehension and PrOduetion Tests

a : : \ 3 E
Word order tests were developed by the writer from studies by

© Fraser,-Bellugi and Brown (1963), the Northwestern Syntax Screening

" Test (1969) and the Test for Sentence Comprehension (Pizzamfglio,

1968). The fo]1ow1ng grammatical re]at1onsh1ps, which were thought

to perta1n specifically to -the word order of sentences, were exam-

»

1ne?. : o ‘ e
1. subject/object, active voice

-2, ',subject/object, active voice, inverted ‘word order

3. subject/object, passive voice o

4, subject/object, 'passive voice,.with modifieril

5. direct/indirect object |

6. subjeet/indirect objeet\in sentence which contains noun
clause as a direct object . ’

7. ‘direct object/object of modifying adverbial phrase

8. subject of main c]ause/subjeCt of dependent adverb c]ause _
<

9.‘A adJect1ve construct1on modifying subgect/ad3ect1ve con-

M

struction mod1fy1ng obJecf

’.

10.  reversal of\terms in obJect slot of two prepositional

phrases

. Two contrasts were used to test each relat1onsh1p except for Nd/ﬂé

\wh1ch 1nvo1ved on]y one item, for a total of 19 1tems The actual

stimulus sentences used are shown in Appendix B.
‘In order that the>subjects wouid not establish a response

pattern based upon a part1cu1ar group . of grammatical re]at1onsh1ps

',the 1nd1v1dua1 test 1tems were randomized. To minimize the order
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effect further, decoy items which jnvoTvedkother types of grammatical
reTationships (e.g. singojar/pluraT,'tense)~were interspersed among
the test items. | | | ‘

Word Order tomprehension~Test‘ ®

“The purpose of the comprehension test was"' to assess the child's
understand1ng of the sentences spoken by the examiner. The child
was required to po1nt to which one of two pictures presented to
| him corresponded to the sentence he was hearing. For instance, to
~present a subject—object contrast, one picture which showed a cat
chasing a mouse and another which depicted a'mOUSe chaSingda cat
would be presented to the SUbJeCt .Heenas asked to indicate which

Y

p1cture corresponded to the‘sentence "The cat 1s chas1ng the mouse.,"

4

The following protocoT was used: o
I ashgo1ng to show you two pictures and I want you to Tisten

to at I say. Then I d T1ke you to point to the p1cture

\ which shows what I sa1d

‘ Two'pairs of pictures‘with corresponding’sentences were pre-
sented as practice items and the chTTdren's appropriate responses
were re1nforced ¢

Word Order Product1on Test

“In the product1on test ‘the ch1Td was requ1red to descr1be pic-
_tures, in order to- demonstrate his ab1T1ty to produce the sgme syn-
tact1c structures which were exam1ned on the syntax comprehens1on
test Each test item 1nvoTved the presentat1on of T1ne draw1ngs
- one of wh1ch 1TTustrated a sentence spoken by the examiner., The |

cthd was asked to produce a sentence which ton what . was happening

/ -, *



in the second p1cture, i.e. the, one not descrlbed by the examiner,
This could most readily be- .done by reversing spec1f1c items
in the sentence which had been spoken by the examiner, For example,

the examiner explalned one drawing by saying, "The cat followed the

'dog." The second picture illustrated the opposite situation; it

could readily be described by "The dog follgwed the cat." The
following instructions were given during the test:

I am.going to show you‘two pictures. I am.goingkto tell you

about one of ‘the pictures and I want you to tell me about the )

other one,. Try to make your/sentence as much Tike.mine as you,
can, : . o

t . 3

Practice items were"presented to the children and releuant

:responses were- relnforced Unt11 the child produced sentences whlch

met ‘the m1n1ma1 requ1rements for a correct response (see Append1x C);'

- The LanguageVSamp]e '

W11son (1969) Rogers (1975) and Menyuk (1973) have shown that

}ch11dren s f1uency, vocabu]ary and syntact1c structures w111 vary

( .
across: 1anguage tasks. In order to obta]n fa1r1y representat1ve

samples of the ch11dren 3 spontaneous 1anguage product1on four

d1fferent st1mu11 were presented to each one 1nd1v1dua11y .The _

_ch11d was a]]owed to say as much or_as 11tt1e as; he w1shed The

.order in wh1ch each ch11d-comp1eted the four tasks was_varled.

1. The ch11d was asked the fo]]ow1ng questlon ' "It'you Werer
~ a teacher in a Day Care (or K1ndergarten), what wou]d

you do with the ch11dren?" To encourage a comp1ete

>
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°
.

. answer, the question was repeated if the'child ran down.

2. A film strip of Where the Wild Things Are by Maurice'

Sendak was shown to each child, A]] the ch11dren had
Pprev1ous1y been read the book of the same t1t1e The
fo]]ow1ng 1nstruct1ons were g]ven ~"I'have a short f11m
here and I' d 11ke you to te11 me what you see in each
p]cture.". If the ch11d mere1y 11sted ObJECtS wh1ch he
~saw, the 1nstruct1ons were expanded‘to, ”Te]] me what
i . is happen1ng in the plcture . | | _ 4
| v 3., tMercer\Meyer S bqok '"A Boy, A Dog ‘and A Frog" was shown '
t0‘each chi]d. He was’ to]d that, "This is a funny book -
because it has no wohds I'd like you to tell me the
fstory as you look at the p1ctures " None of the.ch11dren‘
was fam111ar w1th th1s book '
4, 5The ch11d was presented w1th a sma]] balanc1ng toy ,As}
| he and the exam1ner man1pu1ated the parts of the toy, |
“he was asked spec1f1c quest1ons 4 |
a) I d 11ke you to teT] me what th1s is,
‘.,fa;ff b) : How wou1d you p]ay W1th Jt? : , |
- C)‘.‘What happens 1f I take these two b]ocks away '.!~fﬁ
._ d),b what wou]d you do w1th the b]ocks I've takeﬁgaway?

je3.'»TESTING}PROCEDURES,

A]] test1ng was carr1ed out by the wrlter 1n a qu1et 1ocat1on

’1n the ch11d s school. Each of the ch11dren was 1nterv1ewed pri-

vate]y for 14 hours over the course of - three days The order Qf
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presentat1on of the different language tasks.was systematlcally _
uvar1ed to counterba]ance any poss1b1e order effect
“ A1l of the ch11dren S ora] responses were tape recorded. No

attempt was made to concea] the recorder from the ch11dren D)

3. SCORING OF TESTS.AND’LANGUAGE’SAMPLE
| M -

General Observations

A1l of the ch11dren were enthus1ast1c and respohs1ve in the
test1ng s1tuatvons ‘ As each ch11d Was seen on. three separate occa-
s1ons, none of the chlldren became tired dur1ng/the re]at1ve]y short
test1ng sess1ons (25 minutes)., The 1nd1v1dua] ]anguage tasks re-

qu1red approx1mate1y the fo110w1ng tlmes to comp]ete

:'WOPd meanwng recogn1t1on (PPVT) - “ - léeﬂH+HN\

~ Hord mean1ng def1n1t1on o ;’hi' : 20 m1nutes '

~ Word order comprehens1on.“ e 10 minuteS”v
.’:Nord order product1on e Je',d20‘minute%

‘ Language samp11ng 7:“ ‘} ‘, ‘ f '73; 30 m1nutes

'~JNone of the chlldren exper1enced any d1ff1cu1ty W1th the testlng

:procedures, nor were they d1stracted by the tape recorder.

u“

‘ Scor1ng Procedures

A]] the respgnses, 1nc1ud1ng those wh1ch were transcr1bed wereﬂry e

o scored by the researcher

;
E

word Mean1ng Recogn1t1on Scores

Scor1ng of the Peabody P1cture Vocabu]ary Test was stra1ght-r .

forward s1nce prec1se d1rect1ons are prov1ded by the manua]
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'Performance is measured in terms of a raw score whlch is ca]cu]ated
fby subtract1ng the tota] number of errors from the ce1]1ng f1gure
(i.e. the 1ast 1tem presented) ' : » ;

WOrd Mean1ng Def1n1t1on Test

The def1n1t1ons g1ven by each SUbJECt to the first 50 words of
‘the PPVT were categor1zed accord1ng to a scale deve]oped by Gerstetn
(1949) Gerste1n 1dent1f1ed three categor1es of: def1n1t1ons -
) descr1pt1ve _b) functwona], and c) categor1ca1. By the ftrst
: method, descr1pt1ve the subJect may recall, in concrete terms the
propert1es of the obJect or the act1on he has been asked to def1ne.

A fUnct1ona] def1n1t1on 1nvo]ves reca11 of the use or purpose of the

”referent Def1n1t1ons g1ven in. terms of class membersh1p are re-

| “,garded as categor1ca1 , f;';f

The fo]]ow1ng scor1ng pr1nc1p1es were used by the 1nvestTgator
Hu. 1. ' If more than one def1n1t1on were glven to any slngle word
”:,ithe "h1ghest" 1eve] of def1n1t1on was used.
: ;2?;t<Part1cu1ar1y troub]esome to c]ass1fy were def1n1t1ons
B _[offered for the ten part1c1p1es 1nc1uded 1n the Peabody
b11st e g. p1ck1ng, sew1ng If a concrete examp]e of any
‘};obJect wh1ch m1ght rece1ve the act1on of the verb were
\'”g1ven the. def1n1t1on was c]ass1f1ed as descr1pt1ve e g
‘v'-'"catchang--a f1sh " ReSponses based upon the ch11d s ’
imcons1deratlon of the part1c1p1e as a noun were usua]]y
j‘h,c1ass1f1ed as funct1ona], e. g -"a bu11d1ng is someth1ng
| that you 11ve in," Responses wh]Ch def1ned an act1on 1n;}fw

PR

~'terms of a. c]ass of acttons e. g sew1ng--mend1ng,
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stitching” were c]ass1f1ed as categor1ca1
4

. . Those def1n1t1ons wh1ch cou]d not be classified accord1ng

to Gerste1n S sca1e were considered errors,

In some instances, it.was posSible'to 1nfer'that the
ch11d had deve]oped some notion of the concept but he :
d1d not offer any ev1dence of the 11ngu1st1c ab111ty to-
express'h1s 1dea If he d1d possess such competence, he
b' failed to rea112e the need to be exp11c1t 1n express1ng ’
: h1s-thought to the examiner. For examp]e, when‘asked
about a'kangaroo ronevchde'reptied "Once we“went to

| Story]and Va]]ey Zoo’ and we saw one " Apparent]y, he

© was. ab]e to recogn1ze the referent for the word g1ven and'f

could re]ate it to a- part1cu1ar context However any
"commun1cat1on of the meanlng of the rep]y in these 51tu- S
at1ons depends heav11y upon the 11stener S awareness of |
llvthe ch11d's non 11ngu1st1c context and upon 1nferences

~he can make about the speaker s 1ntent1ons The ch11d S

| 'A5response a]one does not const1tute 2 c]ass1f1ab1e def1n1-’

. ;;‘t1on.. Hence thﬁs rep]y and ones s1m11ar to 1t were

"lxclass1f1ed as errors

- as an example the name of h1$ own teacher h1s response

If however, 1n def1n1ng the word "teacher," the ch11d named vf.i7"

'onps1f1ed as descr1pt1ve.‘ Jackson (1968) categor1zes th1s method ofv'”'“

| def1n1ng as denotat1ve ‘a type of descr1ptxon when the subgect o

Qig1ves "a spec1f1c concrete exemp]ar of the concept ""‘



67

4

Append1x D ]1Sts examp]es of the types of response g1ven by the
iSubJECtS for each word in the word def1n1t1on test '
| . In,order to obtatn a score, a.numer1ca1 welght1ng‘Was aSsigned
to;eachcategory.r This'ueidhttng reflects Gerstedn's assertion that
the three;methods;of yerbatiztng a defihition»Vary infcompjexity.
Thus, the categortca1 approach;,whichiis the most abstract, was -
Weighted three}.the_functional,.two and thevdescrtptive, onet Errors7t
were. rated 0 o | | |

Ustng these va]ues, 1t was p0551b1e to obta1n a tota] deftnt-

tion score.for,each subject “The score was computed as fo]tows

Definittdﬁﬁscore 3 x categor1ca1 def1n1t1ons |
+ 2 xfunctional definitions
S the number of descr1pt1ve def1n1t1ons '

WOrd Order Comprehens1on Test

Thts test reqU1red the cht]d to p01nt to one- of two p1ctures
-:h_i1n response to a sentence spoken h( the exam1ner Thus the score .

[3
3

was s1mp1y the number of p01nt1ng responses made to ptctures wh1ch

:“

,t;accurately 111ustrated the SPOken St‘mU1U5

WOrd Order Product1on Test

For thts test the ch1ld was asked to produce a sentence wh1ch

R lcorrect]y reversed semant1c 1tems 1n a partlcu]ar grammat1ca1 struc-e}*’“

:°1V;ﬁture which he had prev1ous]y heard in. a sentence. Responses were-

L scored correct 1f the subJect produced the requtred contrast A. f.”5~“

| 'tscore for each ch11d was determtned by totat]1ng the number of cor-

",'rect responses
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‘The‘criteriavfor;scoring each problem are shown in Appendix C;

a response was marked correct 1f 1t sat1sf1ed these cr1ter1a other-“»

wise, it was marPed incorrect., The foTTow1ng pr1nc1pTes were_fo]-

Towed in the scor1ng

1. ; The sentence had to be judged compTete to be scored that

is, conta1n a subJect and a complete pred1cate

2. ’ATTowances were made however for some. var1at1ons in the .

' _reSponses

a)

- Om1551ons--If parts of the sentence were om1tted but

the requ1red reversaT had been made the sentence -

“ - was scored "correct ! Th1s pr1nc1pTe did not hon
{'however, for those 1tems ‘which involved mod1fy1ng
-fconstruct1ons Here, the sentence was Judged in-
~correct 1f the mod1f1cat1on Were om1tted :
'.S1mp1e semantic subst1tut1ons of nouns or verb forms
‘was aTTowed Thus "The man 15 puTT1ng the dog"”‘
fwoqu be accepted for "The daddy puTTs the dog o
),;fS1mp1e morpho]og1caT errors were 1gnored e. g The "

'boy has drlnked

) The Language SampTe .

Samples of the subJects Tanguage obtalned dur1ng four d1fferent-

Tanguage tasks were f1rst anaTyzed aTong f1ve d1mens1ons. Theff?"

bas1s for th1s LeveT 1 anaTysns was ‘the procedure used by Loban 5'

(1963) 1n h1s descr1pt1ve ana1y51s of theATanguage of 338 schooT

ch11dren, from k1ndergarten to grade VI, Th1s procedure was chosen 5

to aTTow a generaT over&1ew of the(§%11dren s performance ‘on f]ve--itd{faf"ai
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‘fairly standard Janguage’measures-(Strick]éhd 1962; Hunt, 1970;

0'Donnell, 1967) The 1tems for ana]ys1s 1nc1uded
1. Total number of words 1n each samp1e across the four
| “1anguage tasks - |
.,Zt | Number of commun1cat1on un1ts Loban c1a551f1es a com-
mun1cat1on un1t as "a group. of words which- cannot be
further, d1v1ded w1thout the 1oss of the1r essent1a1
dmean1ng w | |
3. The average 1ength of commun1cat1on un1t
4. Subord1natlon 1ndex Loban dev1sed the fo]]ow1ng we1ghted
””1ndex for subord1nat1on
1 p01nt for each dependent c]ause ,:
2 po1nts for any dependent c1ause mod1fy1ng or w1th1nv
' another dependent c]ause o | .

2 po1nts for any dependent clause conta1n1nq a verba], 5

construct1on SUCh as an 1nf1n1t1ve, gerund or par-_-‘

S t1c1p1e

3 po1nts for any dependent c1ause w1th1n or. mod1fy1ngyitf

‘{.' g VL another dependent c]ause wh1ch, in: turn, 1s w1th1n.i:'2v-.

.or mod1f1es another dependent c]ause

7‘i5; Type token rat1o. The number of d1fferent words was comsii‘”

each subJect s speech

?

A frequency count of the 1nc1denceof the above se]ected features

was made for each subJect

puted OVer a. un1form1y se]ected samp]e of 100 words fromrzi!;'.’=
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‘TherDeve]opmental Sentence Score-

The Tanguage sample was a1so ana]yzed a]ong the deve]opmenta]
"scale of syntax acqu1s1t1on suggested by Lee and Canter (1974)
'Th1s approach was taken to assess the corre]atlon between Lee and

. Canter's 1nstrument wh1ch attempts to. assess language deve]opment
, and the more descr1pt1ve measures suggested by Loban The scor1ng

procedure for the DeveTopmenta] Sentence Score (DSS) wh1ch gives

we1ghted scores to the deve]opmenta] order of/pronouns, verbs,

f negat1ves, con3unct1ons, yes- -no. quest1ons and wh quest1ons, is

" outlined in Append1x E. o . o B u %

As Lee and‘Canter_suggest;;SO consecutive'sentences from-a-
larger sampTe were se]ected.for anaTysTs For each subJect, sen-

"tences were- used from responses to the story te1]1ng task flrst

vathe explanatwon of a toy second, and if nedessary, ‘the descrlpt1on :
‘of a film task. The cr1ter1a for Judg1ng a sentence deveToped by
_fLee and Canter were used by the present examlner

Scores were g1ven for each sentence in: each of e1ght dﬁass1-'

.;f1cat1ons of grammat1ca1 structure An add1t1ona1 sentence po1nt"

f*f i

";was added to the tota] sentence score 1f the ent1re senteﬁ

"‘{f‘;correct in. a]] respects Ind1v1dua1 scores for the 50 sentence o

“"}speech sampTe were- totaTTed and a mean{score per sentence was de- -

- @_ﬁstat1st1ca1 Treatment

The prev1ous analys1s y1e1ded the fo]]ow1ng 1nformat1on for

“-:'each subJect jttlf'T!‘"f:iii7f¥13};'”f"
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|

1. raw scores, PPVT, Word meaning recognition task

-,2. . derived‘scores, Word meaningfdefinition task N :
};3;r raw scores, word order comprehens1on score j
4, raw score, WOrd order product1on test o ;
_Gst 1nc1dences of se1ected features of the 1anguage sample
‘, 6.  derived scores, DevelApmental Sentence Scores '
AMeans and standard dev1at1ons were tabu]ated for each of the above
Avar1ab1es to prov1de an overview of the performances of the ch11dren ‘_ﬂj 2

Corre]at1ons among the Six var1ab1es were computed =T—tests-
. ) , ' S
were run to determ1ne the level of significance of each of the cor-

~relations. v
5. QP.IL'OT STUDY

L B

Three months pn]or to the data co]]ect1on a pilot. study was )

‘conducted by the researcher to test the procedures to be used in ..

: the word mean1ng and word order tests and to determ1ne the mostﬁ-"z"
}'jeffect1ve ways of e11c1t1ng a. Ianguage samp]e d

| | F1ve ch11dren aged 60 72 months, were se]ected from a Day

. Care centre, each was adm1n1stered the tests The chi]dren were!r, ‘.h i
h:also asked, 1nd1v1duab1y, to te11 the exam1ner about a ser1es offf

,fp1ctures, 111ustrat1ng fam111ar ch11dhood events, asked quest1ons

"}~

";:'fabout their fam111es and the day care and were asked how they wou1d

&

..fkigp]ay#y1th a 1arge beach ba11 wh1ch was shown to them

__he ch11dren exper1enced 11tt1e d1ff1cu1ty w1th the test1ng

"-":ffprocedures, the Drotoco]s rema1ned bas1ca11y unchanged However, yftfgﬂf"f5;3gf{*f

w'*:.the pilot study revea]ed that children were much more respon51ve 'AjL;: o



_vhof\the word order tests des1gned spec1f1ca11y for th1s study. Jh‘u_jfhvgf,;‘

R

oy r1pt1on of the p”Ot Study WaS 9‘Ve"° ":7 -

e

. to certa1n k1nds of stlmu11 in ‘the samp11ng situation. Chderen o

were re]uctant to d1scuss a picture which was in fu]] v1ew of both

the ch11d and the exam1ner Stm11ar1y, they were genera11y un-

1nterested in g1v1ng 1engthy rep11es “to querles about their every- “

/

day 11ves The chlldren d1d suggest ways of play1ng with ‘the ba]]
“'»however 1t was dec1ded 1n the ma1n study to cons1der a mgre com- :

plex toy P1ctures were: also used 1n the ma1n\study, but 1n the

4

form of a f11m str1p and a p1cture book w1thout words these proved o

:to be- much more usefu] st1mu11 for-the chl]dren s verbal express1on.,.2

The data co]]ected dur1ng the p11ot study a]so afforded ‘the

’hmsjter an opportun1ty ‘to become more fam111ar with the scor1ng pro-‘

~cedures wh1ch were used later. f " R o

6 *‘.,S_UMMARY'V‘v T

- Chapter III has presented a descr1ptlon of the samp]e of

hch11dren used 1n th1s study and of the 1nstruments and samp11ng ,_;,,Tf

: procedures used The 1atter 1nc1uded a t@port of the deve]opment

'“ﬂfsco\1ng procedures for the above measures werm?deta11ed and the

.'f;:su equent stat1q:}ca1 analys1s out11ned F1na11y, a br1ef des- ~}--7‘“f’5

T 4
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bl » ' \ :
Chapter IV |
(ANALYSTS OF THE DATA

This chapter presents the findings of thgs study which investi-
gated the re1at1onsh1p between the acquisition of word mean1ng and

0

.the deve]opment of contro] of word order w1th1n a sentence Ana]y?
“ses were carried out on the fo1]ow1ng var1ab1es re1ated_to word,
meaning: | |
a) ncrd definition score’
: b) wbrd recbgnttioh‘score
Rt c). tota] word mean1ng score, the sum of scores a) and b)
~ The Var]ab]es re]ated to syntact1c deve1opment 1nc1uded
a) word order’ comprehens1on score S .
: ;b), -word ‘order product1on score | | o ;
1 c)! stotal word order score, the sum of scores a) and b)
: Analyses were also carr1ed out on the following variables related
‘to the samp]es of’ the subJect s 1anguage

) the incidence of selected syntact1c features

' b) the Deve]gpmental Sentence Score

The' d1str1but1on bf scores and the interre]ationships amongst

o ‘scores w111 be d1scussed separate]y for the word mean1ng measures,

O - & -

" the word order measures, and the features of spontaneous 1anguage

\Follow1ng the analyses of results on 1nd1v1dua1 sect1ons of the

: L
,fstudy, re]at1onsh1ps between the two sets ‘of var1ab1es w11] be

examined.



74

1. SUMMARIES OF SCORES °

Word Meaning Test Scores

Table 1 presents the mean number ofgmesponses and standard

14

deviations in each of the four categories of word definitions.

SUMMARY OF SCORES FOR WORD MEANING MEASURES

'MEASURE - | X Range - S.D.
Word definitions o | o | ‘ .
Categorical o - 2.867 0-8 2,363
Functional - 12,033 4-19 4.309
Descriptive - ] 25.200  13-33 4,556
Error ‘ 1 9.900 - 2-22 5.256
i ! ] - - ' i
Word Definition Weighted Scores | 57,867 11.366
Word Recognition Scores * ©58.000 7,000
Total Word Meaning Scores | 115.867  15.383
; © TABLE 1

The maJor strategy for defining words used by the children iﬁ‘
th1s study Was Descr1pt1ve '25. 2, compared- with 12.03 us1ng
Funct1ona1 def1n1t1ons and 2, 87 Categor1ca1 (the']east used type)
and 9 9 in the Error category. o

The word mean1ng def1n1t1on wewghted score was computed»accord-'
‘ing to a formula descr1bed prev1ously The mean score on this _e

measure was 57. 867 S. n 11.366.
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within the Categor1es of responses on the def1n1t1on test the

'A the total word mean1ng score.

75

Tﬁe word meaning recoghition score was, in faﬁt, the subjeci's
raw score on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. The mean score
for this sample of children«was'58.000 (S.D. = 7.010). The norms
egtab]ished‘for the Peabody Test, Form A, ages 4-9 to 5-5 were
50.22 (S.D. = 8.17); ages 5-6 to 6-5, 55.37 (S5.D. = 7.52) (Dunn,
1959, 28). | | o

The total word meaning score as shown qﬁ fhe same tabie repre-

sents the sum of the subject's scores on the two above measures.
As the Eab]e‘indicates, the mean of the total scores was 115.867
with an S.D:bf 15.383. |

Tgble 2 shows the correlations found to exist among_ the scores.

@

we1ghted def1n1t1on score, the word mean1ng recogn1t1on score and

G

. INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG WORD MEANING MEASURES -

Word Def. | Word | Total Word |

Weighted | Recognition Meaning

- Score - Score | Score
Categorical | e 734 KX L2620 ] 652 xx
Functional ~  ~° 7 x | .66 | .696 xx
Descr1pt1ve S .18 | o3 - .071
Error o . - .865 xx - .356'x_ 1 - .802vxx 3
-wordiDefinition | SRR
Weighted Score . - 366 x .906 xx
Word Recdgnition Score - o ; ‘ | .72€‘xx

o v . | \

X p< .05
°xx p < .01 ~ TABLE 2
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It may be noted that the word meaning definition scores and the

total word meaning scores corre]ate pos1t1ve1y (p< 01) w1th the num-

bers of responses. in the categorlca1

and funct1ona1 categories, but

negat1ve1y with the number of responses in. the error category It

“was the descr1pt1ve category, however, wh1ch conta1ned the greatest

number of responses. | -

Y

The correlation between the scores on the word meaning recog-

nition test and the various types of

definition test were not significant

responses within the word

at the 0;05‘]eve1;

- The weighted word definition scores were found to be signifi-

cantTy related (p<0.05) to the word recogn1t1on scores

P

It would appear from the above analys1s that the ch11d S

' ab111ty to recogn1ze a greater number of words is 11nked to his:

skill 1n def1n1ng words, It is not suggested that mature def1n1-

‘ t1ons are dependent upon a 1arge rec09n1t1on voacbu]ary, but rather, '

more 11ke1y, that- both capac1t1es develop s1mu1taneous1y in the

: child. Genera11y, 1n th1s study, the express1ve and recept1ve‘

o vocabu]ar1es were found to be re]ated

Word Order'Test Scores

Means and standard dev1atlons on the word order tests are'

'l', presented in Tab]e 3



- subJects, was - 25 7, out of a poss1b1e max imum of 38.

X

u
[}

TABLE 3
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0 .
5 | p
SUMMARY OF SCORES ON THE WORD"ORDER MEASURES .~
MEASURE ¥ o VYRange  s.p.
Word Order Conprehension,TaSk 15{867;'f1b10-18‘a 11.648
Word Order Production.fash’ ] | 9.833k}'v _0-15' | 3.416
Total Nord.Order Scorg B "_25.757 10-33 ‘4.595

The mean score on the word order comprehens1on test was 15.8;

on the word‘brder product1on test 9 8 the max1mum poss1b1e score,‘

on each test be1ng 19 ‘\Jhe mean tota] score, averaged over: a]]

The fact that the comprehens1on scores are h1gher may support“p__

1963 MacCarthy, 1954; Menyuk 1964)

understand1ng the sentence g1ven to h1m

The scores.on the comprehens1on test c1uster around the mean/»‘

the theory that the ch11d s ab111ty to understand a syntaot1c con-’

'struct1on genera]]y precedes h1s ab1]1ty to produce 1t (Fraser et

k

| It shou]d a]so be noted,\\

]

.however ‘that on comprehens1on tests of th1s type the ch11d has a’

- 50% chance of be1ng correct even 1f he were qu1te 1ncapab1e of '

he is s1mp1y asked to -

po1nt at one»of two p1ctures (Ferna]d 1972)

© o

»(Yf=~15.8, S.D. = 1.6) much more than the scores on the product?on o
jvtes§;(7'= 9;8,‘SJD. =‘3.4); The h1gh praﬁbrt1onof‘near pérfect

: scores on the comprehens1on test reduced the poss1b1e variance and

for this reason the test appears to be 11m1ted in 1ts power to

BN
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~ . ®

';d1fferent1ate amongst the ch11dren s comprehens1on ab1]1t1es in the
'”Aupper range.. | '

Interre]at1onsh1ps Among word Order Test Scores

e

Correlat1ons wh1ch were computed between the word order com-~_ '”““f

e‘fprehens1on scores and the word order product1on scores. (Tab]e 4)

4

_~'were found to be s1gn1f1cant at the 0.01 TeveT Ferta1n1y, among, f,i R
. v 7 -t

the ch11dren in thTS samp]e respond1ng to the 1nstruments used
g

z'deveTopment of control of word order in comprehend1ng and 1n pro- b

' 'duc1ng sentences was found to be c]osely reTated

+

INTERRELATIONSHIPS AMONG wonn ORDER TASK SCORFS *5f‘§‘

-,,’ZwTWOrd Order Jhord Order .
| ‘Compre, | Product10n " TotaT o
- Task o Task WOrd Order.’|
Scor%§a?* Scores ;~" Scores o

,word Order Comprehens1on o ﬁﬁ«'Tv‘ifj.ff R P T
Task Scores 5'37":n“_- v;¢_1‘~,§?, S WB81Txxe [ 810 kX T

'i;word Order Product1on PR v-tlﬁfvl :,.. -‘_.'.:v“' e e e
Task Scorip v;_gfr»-';m e S 966 xx SR

”i}Character1st1c Features of the Samp]es of Ch11dren Lang_age »SI'a?fi':,'y*f
| The f1ve syntact1c features 1nvest1gated 1n the ch1Tdren 5 i
Tanguage sampTes 1ncTuded a) tota] words b) number of commun1ca-t;m ‘]?
. :t1on units c) mean Tength of commun1cat10n un1t d) type-token;' |

»'n'rat1o and e) subord1nat1on 1ndex

L e

The means and standard dev1at10ns for these features are pre-: °

'“sented 1n Tab]e 5
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SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR ANALYSIS OF = .
SELECTED FEATURES OF LANGUAGE SAMPLE .
. MiD THE DEVELOPMENTAL SENTENCE SCORES :
LANGUAGE FEATURE R ;‘X‘  Range  S.D.

Tota1‘Number?of word§-~* GO esr.632 3441077 - 205,739

Number of Communication Units | 109, 6679 ' 78-182 ¢ 21305 |

' Mean Length of Commun1cat1ons‘*ﬁ S L o
Un1t S e SR = , ;,6;203 4,8-9.8 o 1’1273‘1 .
Subord1nat1on Index -T’{Efe - JEELIO;bOO'~‘ 0-29 [l_ - *9;919 “
IYPe Token Rat1o b' '_‘_ ) ’};' '17;;'7,435»;' .295;55 ‘;"frv;dGB

Deve]opmenta] Sentence Scores 7, ©. 8.585 5.54-14.20 bh-g;OSIZ‘

Verba] output was measured 1n terms of the tota] number of

'TV;‘words each ch11d used 1n the four 1anguage tasks The mean numbervr

“ f of words produced was 687 6 (S D 205 739), samp]es actua11y

ranged from 344 to 1077 words.

The~tota1 number of commun1cat1on un1ts 'Aa group of words
_ftzwh1ch cannot be further d1v1ded w1thout 1oss of the1r essent1a1
d'emeanlng" (Loban, 1963), averaged 109 7-(s. 21 305),’the fewest

v

'produced was 74 the most 152 , :f. ,:?e"

“E;'. - The ]ongest mean 1ength of commun1cat1on un1ts for a subJectf:

L was 9, 8 the shortest a. 8 (X = 6. 2 5.0, = 1. 127) “These 1atter;l?

f1gures may be compared w1th those observed by Loban (1963) and

k”-QEO'Donnell et al.. (1967) who a]so ana]yzed samp]es of k1ndergarten .
L ch11dren s speech In Loban 3 samples, the average 1en9th Of the =

'.7{¢fcommunicat1on un1ts was 4.8 (S = 1. 33), in 0 Donne11 s, 7,07-v7f

K SR
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hbrds. The mean 1ength of utterance is genera11y regarded as a

robust tool" for measur1ng 1anguage deve]opment in young chleren

J7~(Fox, 1972 Brown, 1973).

0f course any comparlson of the resu1ts of d1fferent stud1es
may ref]ect d1fferent samp]1ng procedures as much as the var1ous
capab111t1es among the students A]though the Ypecific ta@ks in
hythe Loban, 0 Donne11 and the present study d1d vary sllght1y, each
" 1nvest1gat1on 1nvo1ved ch11dren an 1nteract1on w1th a s1ng1e adu]t.
Th1s part1cu1ar samp11ng s1tuat1;n may e11c1t the most mature gram-
mat1ca1 forms of wh1ch the ch11d 1s capab]e (Lee and Canter, 1974)
" the. results may not’ prov1de an accurate descr1pt10n of his verbaT.

‘,express1on 1n some other s1tuat1ons, suc as. i teractlons w1th h1s

-;«fpeers

The subordtnatlon 1ndex wh1ch was cal
fftpo1nts for s1mp]e dependent c]auses, verba]s and comp]ex dependent"exuj

'iic1auses had a mean of 10 wkﬁh a S D of 9 919 Such a range

: '?:ref]ects h1gh var1ab111ty, some. ch11dren used subord1nat1on much 5

more than others.,afsff h,wf.- fffjg :t-ha__i,‘:V Exfc;Jtt"”t
» The type token rat1o for the samp]e stud1ed averaged 436
’Kw1th a S D of 066 Such a narrow range of scores on the type

:tntoken rat1o may be re]ated to thq sampltng procedures Invo1v1ngflf

' iyoung ch11dren 1n spec1f1c 1anguage tasks w1th 1dent1ca1 materlals.j"7*:'

9

and st1mul1 does he]p to standardlze the 1anguage samp1e however,lp}

,“the spec1f1c1ty of the tasks and mater1als may have the d1sadvantage ;I\» e

"‘:of ser1ously restr1ct1ng the ch11d's range of expressed vocabulary

j

"He needs on]y ceﬂ%ain words to comp]ete the task and the nature of Vy
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_the 1anguage st1mu1us does not. encourage h1m to. expand h1s choice

l

. of words o "ﬂ

The mean on the Deve]opmenta] Sentence Score was 8. 585 w1th

"i:a §.D. of 2 051 The range was 5 54 to 14 20 Th]S score was
m”.s11ght1y be]ow the mean scores Lee and Canter ranked 16 the 50th
- .percent11e for ch11dren of thls age (5 0 to 5- 5 g, 04 5 6. to ' 5- 11

‘_38 %2). S

{1aInterre1at1onsh1ps Among SeTected Features .

Tab]e 6 presents the 1nterre]at1onsh1ps among the 1nc1dences .

-hof se1ected features across the 1anguage samp]es

N\
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| 'The"totaT number ot words a‘child spoke was closeTy correlated;
' (p<;01) to the number of commun1cat1on units he produced the mean
length Of'hls un1ts and the derived subord1nat1on 1ndex The sub- X
ord1nat1on 1ndex, itself correTated stgn1f1cant1y (p< 01) w1th the
fnumber and mean Tength of commun1cab1on un1ts produced

- It wou]d appear from these f1nd1ngs that the number of com-

-;mun1cat10n un1ts a ch11d produced has 11tt1e bear1ng on- the average )

11ength of those- un1ts.‘ It cou]d be that as ch11dren Tearn to
,hfembed one sentence w1th1n another by us1ng verba]s and subord1nate ;
ﬂ(';ctauses (suberd1nat1on 1ndex) that the1r utterances w111 become .

T]onger and fewer 1n number.‘ The fact that the tOtaT number of
T B

zwords correlates h1gh1y w1th the mean 1ength of the un1ts wou]d
4

support th?s pattern of deve]opment That 1s, as ch11dren develop,}V

;‘ E»they may producesmore and more compTex ]anguage The actua] number o

i Gof commun1cat1on un1ts, as a resu]t nay, 1n fact decrease Loban_jf

}Af‘(1963) noted a s1m11ar resu]t in h1s ]ong1tud1na1 study of ch1]dren 3
?.;'language ;LANH' .. i AVY _ - N g i | “_ VN o |
. It may also be noted that the ch11d s type token rat1o was not

Wi;fs1gn1ﬁgcant1y re]ated to any’ other measure of h1s Tanguage in con-

"E’t1nuous d1scourse.v ,?;,.:ﬁ;‘j,'?l‘* =

T 2 INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG NORD MEANING SCORES
- : * WORD ORDER TEST SCORES, - ~

- SELECTED FEATURES OF -THE LANGUAGE SAMPLE
"j_ AND THE DEVELOPMENTAL SENTENCE SCORES

P

"T"ffCorreTat1ons Between Nord Mean1ng Scores ‘and Nord Orde} Scores

f‘};fjmean1ng scores and the word order test scores =

Tab]e 7 presents the correTatlons found between the word



"7'f’word/order and word meanlng scores.. No s1gn1f1cant corre]atlons

e

: /'4 dey -

) 84
CORRELATIONS BETWEEN WORD MEANING TEST SCORES e
AND. WORD ORDFR TEST SCORES ‘ S
B : Total Word
g - - .| 'Word Order . Word Order - Order
R ® L - ’ Compreh. . Production - Score
2 Word Recognition Score C e sk anx
Word Defi-njtion Score - | “'."282; : 567 xx 518 xx |
Total word Meanfng}Score3 [ ;333 L W617 xx 570 xx |
X p<.,05 . o
LoXxoop<iOl TAB,LE?xr

,(p< 05) re]ated to the word recogn1t1on scores., However there is

a corre]atlon at a h1gher 1eve1 of . s1gn1f1cance to be found: between~

4

‘word def1n1t1on scores. Pos1t1ve corre]atlons of h1gh magn1tude

q .

iwwere found between the word order comprehens1on scores and any of

*m_the word mean1ng scores The most 1mportant observat1on of these

L

The'scores on: the word order product1on test are s1gn1f1cant1y:

- the two express1ve measures, the word order product1on test and the

""‘f'(p< 01) a]so occur between the tota] scores, that 1s, the compos1te»,f_f<

,'i,w f1gures 1s that the word order product1on scores corre]ate stgn1f1-f }j";7f

’ ?fd;and w1th the Deve]opmental Sentence Score (Table 8)

B syntact;c features of the 1anguage samp]e wh1ch had been tabu]ated S

"'f_{?'cant1y w1th a11 the word mean1ng scores, word order comprehenSIOn

EDE-TR A

a'

- ,;efgCorre1at1ons Between the WOrd Heannng Scores and the e
'v-ff,'Incidence of Se]ected Features 1n the Language Samp]e ,gl'@?’ :

Scores on the word meaning measures were corre]ated wlth the jﬁfﬂ-j4
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The scores on the word def1n1t10n task’score are corre]ated ’“e':::tg”'
s1gn1f1cant1y (p<0 050 w1th the ta111es for three of the syntacttc . H
~v features of the" 1anguage sample tota] words, number-of commun1ca- )
t1on un1ts and mean 1ength of commun1cat1on un1t There are no J
s1gn1f1cant correlathens between the word*rec0gn1t1on scores and
o any of the se]ected features measured The tota] word mean1ng score ";ea'
.f\, is’ re]ated (p< 05) to the tota1 words and the number of commun1ca-"' l

G
I}

| It may a]so be noted that the Deve1opment31 Sentence Score hs

very s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to both the word mean1ng def1n1t1on ﬁ‘?tf:]V :t E;Q,ff

ﬂﬂ score and the total word mean1ng score

PR

The re1atlonsh1p between the Deve]opmental Sentence Score and

r

features of the 1anguage samples 1s shown in Table 9 The scores ;5ji.fh

of the DSS were found to corre1ate very s1gn1f1cant1y (p</01) withdﬂ“

’fEffall features selected from thée1anguage sample, eXCept type—token ff

.-;

’i_g:rat1o and even here the correlat1on was s1gn1f1cant at the 05 1eve1

rv.ff . CORRELATIONS BETNEEN DEVELOPW NTAL SENTENFE SCORE
AND INCIDENCE OF SELECTED FEATURE OF THE LAN@UAGE SAMPLE

s

TotaI words o A }441£Xu¥;;f__j“;5 R
._j~ Number of Commun1cat1on Unlts'_ E'~EEEF“E: 542 xx”i

Mean Length of Commun1cat1on Un1t'E'ffdng' 657 xxfk

Subordinat1on Index :/J;E*Eiﬁféfi:bi;f;;PEE‘ 702 xxﬁ[ﬁtv“'

- < los P e R SRR e L
xx POl U TABLES et e L T e

L V,;g..




7he\9evelopmenta1 Sentence Score procedure des1gned as a’ _
:'c11n1ca1 1nstrument was pred1cated on the not1on of the pred1ctab1ef
“’emergence of part1cu1ar features 1n ‘the” 1anguage of norma] ch11dren--
A-It 15 worth notvng that, 1n th]s study, the ch11dren s scores on

;_~th1s measure were c0rre1ated so s1gn1f1cant1y w1th other measures
~

'}developed by researchers who were 1nterested pr1mar11y 1n descr1p-

'ft1ve ana]yses ‘.v‘“_“.f o . j g f}‘

o Corre]at1ons Between word Order Task Scores N s T
. and Incidence of Selected Features of the Langu*ge Samp]e S Vi
N and the Deve]opmenta] Sentence Scor : '

N

Corre]at1ons between the word order task - scores and\the occur-; B

rence of part1cu1ar features 1n the 1anguage samp]e were tabu]ated
L4 p

f' and are presented in Tab]e 10

7



88

S < »
. 7 - Y .
p . 0l 379VL- 10° > d - xx
R - : Sk G0 >d . x

X 86p° : .A'wﬂo. £82° . . X [9gt X pLe” - X [2y® "S8J400S . d3puQ
.o 7 8 . S TN SR 4 ‘P40M " Le30] -
. X 8vp” 000°* gees oL gger LLPES X 68¢° S8403§ yse]
) ‘ SRR -/ L uoL3onNpouy
. SN ) . 3P40 pUOM-
X 96e 850" ©o6ge” 9ge” e2e” X gop ' 58.409¢ yse)
) . o S o R o uoLsusysudwo)
AN v S ~ TJ9paQ paoM
2 ] \\0 - . . . . .. v
) 94023 ) opﬁmm :meH ;,Axuv:H T ppc: . ' sqaLup . SPUOM Pmuoh.,
: ‘8ouajuUas - : ma%ﬁ - uorjeulpuaogng. :orumuﬁcsesou uoL3 eI LUNWWOY -
- Lejuswdo]aAs( . oA $0 30 uaquny . M
O \ ~4abua uesyy | R S .

-

S - 27dWYS I9VIOWYT FHL 40 SIUALYZS 3104735 40 JONIATONT oz<
SRR L S008I ¥3040 QYOM NITMLI SNOILY134403



The tota] number of words, uh1ch 1n 1tse1f 1s s1gn1f1cant1y

;\\s\ corre]ated w1th the meah Tength of commun1cat1on un1ts, a]so cor-s

B reTated w1th a]T the word order measurements at the 0 05 TeveT of
’ s1gn1f1cance The actua] number of commun]cat1on un1ts and the mean T;
' Tength of commun1cat1on un1ts were'correlate on]y w1th the tota] -
1'uord order score No other s1gn1f1cant corrzTat ons were noted ?}d,;5‘
ibetween the word order scores and the se]ected features noted 1n

0 "

"»ﬁ the Tanguage samp]e The Deve]opmenta] Sentence Score however

'r.was seen to corre]ate pos1t1ve1y w1th aTT measures of word order
o contro] As reported abOVe the DSS aTso corre]ated s1gn1f1cant1y

| {w1th the seTected fqatures of the Tanguage samp]e (see Tab]e 9)
J\ﬂtuﬁ“ In summary, the three word order mEasures were’cons1stent1y

u;re]ated (p<0 05) to on]y one measure of the Tanguage samp]e--tota]

‘:Zwords spoken

T

TabTe 11 presents a summary of the s1gn1f1cant reTat1onsh1ps p-JT
.found among the data ‘ | |

»

v
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o

: : : v e
A genera] re1at1onsh1p between syntact1c and semant1c growth

""can be noted Th1s re]at1onsh1p 1s most ev1dent 1n the hlgh cor-

’ relat1on (p< 01) between the tota1 word mean1ng score and the tota]lfsbh

S word order score The tota1 word order score 1s also corr ted . ‘

1'[fffw1th the word mean1ng def1n1t1on score (p< 01) and the word mean1ngf

ffrecogn1t1on score (p< 05) The tota] word mean1ng score 1s cor- ;:{f.'
il e e
fjre]ated w1th the word order product1on score '“;g" e ook

However such a g1oba1 re1at1onsh1p may not be true for a11

| 'f ~the components of syntact1c and semant1c growth wh1ch were con- df_hd;5

‘?‘~;s1dered For examp]e the word order comprehen51on scores are not o

| ijre]ated to any of the word mean1ng scores S1m11ar1y, the word

A S

:;”mean1ng recogn1t1on scores are 1ess s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated than

T vthe def1n1t1on scores to the word order scores f‘ 5'“_‘.}f_: g?;f:' -

Tota1 test scores ofthe chr]dren s contro1 of word order were "”}

: ea‘re1ated (p< 05) to some features of the1r 1anguage 1n connected "‘“}f;

' :_.d1scoyrse the tota] word count the number of commun1cat10n un1tsdf,d

-hand the mean 1ength of utterance Con51dered 1nd1v1dua11y, the l o

Qo .word order comprehens1on and product1on scores were: re]ated on1y tof7’

'r;‘the tota] word count (p< 05)
; The tota] word mean1ng test scores were a]so re]ated (p< 05)

\“;'to some features of the 1anguage samp1es the tota] word count and‘;;

P 7»the number of commun1cat1on un1ts However, the word def1n1t1on G

,'scores, themse]ves, were re]ated (p<. 05) to the tota] word count
J,the number of commun1cat1on un1ts and the mean 1ength of utterance
rThe word mean1ng Eﬁcogn1t1on score was not re1ated to any of the :n;.e.”

"7‘featuresof'the language samp]e




»

’ .v. .

g score,%the totaT number of words 1n a_,amp]e the”number of commdn1-.;qu<
.Fﬂaﬁt}

\‘t was. Tess s1gn1f1cant1y reTated (p< 05) to the word mean-~;h;”“:

"'Fﬂ rat10 It was a]so reTated (p< 05) to aTT measures of word meannng

"TfunreTated to any other var1ab1e except the word mean1ng def1n1t1on

'.d»_to any‘word order scores or to any of the features of the sampTes

"SCOPVf

0"."

The Developmental Sentence Score was sﬁgn1f1cant]y (p< 01} re-..iw"f

Tated to the word mean1ng def1n1t1on score, the totaT word mean1ng

VR .)/
c1?1on un1ts the mean Tength of utterancef and the subord1nat1on

f

1ndex»

1ng def1n1 1on scores and aTT the word order scores

The tot 1 word count was s1gn1f1cantly reTated (p</9&ﬂ to

and word order except the word mean1ng recogn1t1on score.HQ}:,ff;'b

The word mean1ng recogn1t1on score was un1que 1n that ]t was

p< 05) and the totaT word mean1ng sqgre, 1t was not reTated

‘:7ipAmong the Tatter the type token rat]o was reTated onTy to the

w"f-DeveTopmentaT Sentence Score (p< 05)

aTT other features of the Tanguage sampTe except the typeJtoken (,,;-fflﬁ*s

n1f1cant reTat10nsh1ps were noted

A -_smiﬁfm“v‘ .

Th1s chapter has presented the results of the»ana]ys1s of the L

reTat1ons among the var1ous measures were g]ven and the most s1g- .

data for this %tudy lnto selected aspects of ch11d ]anguage Cor /)-,":,s



Chapter V

K-

SUMMARY CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIUNS

"

The a1m of th1s 1nvest1gat1on was to determune the nature

;'i’;ﬁ}'of the re]at1onshtpebetween ch11dren 5 semant1c and syntact1c

:';[:t}deve1opment

T

f\;:f}ftftf}n;.u..\v\

Th1rty f1ve-year o]d boys and gtrgs part1c1pated 1n the s
[‘}m - A

f{,;study. Each was. tested on measures of word mean1ngerecogn1t1on B

'f;and def1n1t1on and word order contro] 1n both comprehens1on and

: ﬁvfftproduct1on tasks A ]anguage samp]t was a]so e11c1ted from each

't'ti}ch11d

~

Each of the tests wasdscored and the 1anguage samp]e was

kX ana1yzed for the 1nc1dences of f1ve selected features A” )”"*' -

"t“f:‘Deve1opmenta1 Sentence Score was a]so determ1ned for each

1anguage samp1e

Means and standard dev1at1ons were tabulated for each of

A

'the above varwab]es, correlat1ons were computed and t tests :3~‘755

' ﬁrrun—to—determane-the s1gn1f1cance of each corre1at10n
& In the fo110w1ng sect1ons, ‘a summary of the f1nd1ngs of the
N'stat1st1ca1 ana1ys1s 1s presented together w1th a d1scuss1on :

Ce

' ﬁ',and the 1mp11cat1ons of these f1nd1ngs

There was a genera11y pos1t1ve re]at1onshrp between

semant1c and syntact1c growth ThéY '}»word mean1ng score was

\

'h1gh1y corre]ated (p{,Ol) w1th ‘the tota1 word order score



) PR
N .

, '2 There were many more s:gn1f1cant corre]at1ons between

express1ve Tanguage scores and other var1ab1es measured than

'V between recept1ve Tanguage scores and other measures.a The word

DA gorder comprehens1on scores were not reTated to any of the word t"},
mean1ng:§core§, the word meanlng recogn1t10n score 1s reTated

s \
onTy to the word order product1on Score‘ T ,_!

';*lf‘B ' ControT of word order was reTated (p< 05) to certa1n l';';f

V

features of thetTanguage sampTe the totaT word count the ‘:'Tfﬁft
,:1,?% number of commun1cat1on un1ts and the mean Tength of utterance 12?““

The 1nd1v1dua1 word order comprehens1on and product1on scores N

were reTated (p< 05) pnTy to the tota] word count e

i’;;ed-f«?f'ék The totaT word mean1ng scores were reTated to the S??’v
Thi'f:totaT number of words end of commun1cat10n un1ts produced 1n v L
“E\;*T;the sampTes (p< 05) The word order def1n1t1on scores were ;
i'if:;?TTiJEaTso reTated to the tota] number of words and un1ts, and to the‘uﬁ”;"
T"ffimean Tength of utterance (p< 05) The word meanwng comprehens1on:th;
“«;;scores were unreTated €B any of the sampTe features ‘ ) o

"'-;{sgﬁ The DeVeTopmentaT Sentence Score and the ‘total word

v'aT ;tf;]count emerged as good summary scores. Both were reTated'to aTT

t‘cej:other scores except tne word mean1ng recogn1t1on score the ’
vdfitotal number of words 1n a sampTe was aTso unre]ated to. the typ8-5hfib
T:T‘ttoken rat1o e e :’_ ”. | “ | | -
B 'S. The word mean1ng recogn1t1on score and the type token ’?tf;?
’ratlo were aTmost compTeteTy unreTated to other aspects of |

’5f;]anguage measured The former was reTated onTy to other word

r;ﬂ_mean1ng scores, and the type token rat1o onTy to the DéveTopmentaT

f?:Sentence Score..';fj;f l'i



"fﬂcomp]ete reTat1onsh1p between the ch11dren s understand1n9 Of

”:jcuss1on .

“".?atﬁThe Test Scores ‘T;}f“e;;;ix,*'“‘

ftfa1] between the scores on correspond1ng port1ons of the word

LR R

u"ffmean1ng tests, that 1s, between the word mean1/g recogn1t1on and

”:fhdef1n1t1on tests A poss1bTe expTanat1on of th1s d1fference

S Y
iv.;each test The st1mu1us for both word order tests was a ser1es,

ffﬂfs1m11ar, but not 1dent1ca1, of p1ctures and spoken swmpTe sen--

. 95 o

-2 :D“ISCUSS"IOAN 'iOF THE FINDINGS .~

Ty e e :<i SRR v~}ﬁ*;f

The f1nd1ngs prov1de an answer to the centraT research ;,5f;h

, VTZtences Some of the resuTts of corre]at1ons between certa1n fff;f

‘._,q “» E

R A

It can be noted among the actuaT test scores that there

.-

o ~;tband product1on port1ons of the word order tests, but nonE‘at M ft

.

“X

‘”f-¢1n fact, Measur1ng a s1ngTe deve]opment controT of word order, ;;,u}'
i,whereas the word mean1ng tests assess two ‘more. dlsparate ab111— ii.f

"H"fft1es the conceptua] knowTedgeﬂef a referent and the conCEPtuaT

| foor the d1fference may be the var1at1on 1n the st1mu11 used 1n

/

” ’;faa group of p1ctures and a spoken word for ;ge word meanlng

| 5ffquest1on under1y1ng th1s study there was a generaT but 1n-.,fﬁ~'“

“t“;word mean1ng and the1r ab1T1ty to comprehend and produce sen-;,-'f-

"'dﬁcomponengs gf the study, however warrant e]aborat1on and d1s- o

”*31n11s a h1gh correTat1on between the scores on the comprehens1on'{}7~‘»

‘ff1s that the word order comprehens1on and product1on tests are,;y‘Fu"

i

'Tiand verba] sk11]s requ1red to g1ve a def1n1t1on Another reason 3{ 3

‘,'tences._ The st1mu1us for the word mean1ng recoqn1t10n test was Qi;ff



o B I A :
'{*:Jdef1n1tlbn test on]y a spoken word was gtven. Presumably,,gbg,i
'd;these d1fferent st1mu11 for the word'mean1ng tests made s1gev~ S
_;:;;n1f1cant1y d]fferent psycho]og1ca1 and 11ngu1st1c demands upon '_;a;
'*ftnfthe ch11dren g]};a;pjﬂf,};;v;;}ff{;ﬁf%tgﬁ.”ﬁ>‘V7 | y

More d1ff1cu1t to 1nterpret 1s the 1ack of agreement be- S ;5 ‘

;f;tween the word order and word mean1ng comprehens1on scores._fThé’;fni

'3-:5j:pr1nc1pa1 reason may 11e 1n the 11m1ted power of the word order

"fj;comprehens1on tes

' to have d1scr1m1nated sens1t1ve1y enough amongfan

'Tlff;the SubJeCtS capab1 1t1es Another reservat1on about thé‘word

,,.mtbfitorder comprehen51on test 1nvo1ves the forced ch01ce p;ocedure

”;1Zﬁawh1ch a]]ows the cn11d regard]ess of h1s ab111ty, a f1fty per

cent chance of success on each 1tem | ‘f*[5jjﬁf.
On the other hand the ch11dren 5 1anguage productvon on Af:}7v’
booe 4 :

h::rlbOth the word order and the word mean1ng tEStS was very 579"7f1'4;'f.h

cant] ,related Thts agreement however may ref]ect a re]at1on-‘alff

A

};Fshwp‘among var1ab1es other than the contro] of word order and

";f\the ab111ty to compose def1n1t1ons Important var1ab1es bes1des S

1e”?;11ngu1st1c competence 1nf1uence 1anguagé performance e g- the

‘“chh11d S persona11ty,vsoc1ab111ty and mot1vat1on : Presumab]y, v:h"v'ff

-1f7?these factors were fa1r1y constant dur1ng both tests, and the"§>

"r;:may aCCOUHt more S1gn1f1cant1y than the var1ab1es be1ng mea-~ o

'Fj;duct1on scores

‘ ‘v,:jsured for the h1gh degree of congruence between the test pro- o

' The resu]ts of many of the corre]at1ons drawn between

87

'?“fi} compod%nts of\the word order ahd word meanlng tests wou]d‘sug-'ff;fri'

7f'gest that other psycho]og1ca1 and 11ngu1st1c vartab1es may have

};'i;:iikcp;:idfiitf;. [;uthf'itifyct ;s;)i;:jaff



oA,

T .

/
7

strong]y 1nf1uenced the f1nd1ngs, or that the tests themse]ves
» BE
were unab]e to measure accurately the var1ab1es under study

o

“"“ QThe Language SaAple :
: af;\

there 1s a strong re]at1onsh1p Ln part1cu1ar, 1t wou]d appear

from these result% that f]uency (totaﬁ words) and comp1ex1ty ( ‘_i”

é

measured by the subprd1nat1on/1ndex and the Deve]opmenta] ;fjffsﬁffl

Sentence Score) are very s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated
Converse1y, the type/token rat1o, a vocabu]ary measure

was not corre]ated w1th any syntactlc measure of the samp1e

p \ s

/

As 1dent1ca1 stlmu]v were used fot a11 ch11dren, the var1ety ijfgf:;,

'?fff vocabulary used was restr1cted, 1n 1arge part by the actua]

/ .

tasks and materlals presented to the ch11dren :~It wou]d be 1n-‘t'”'

g o

accurate to assume therefore that express1ve vocabu1ary 1s

tota]]y unre]ated to syntact1c matur1ty, more 11ke]y, the type-f:QAA

S/ :
token rat1b was too feeb1e an 1nstrument to tap the semant1c

7 v

compe\ence of the ch11dren

Among the syntact1c measures taken of the 1anguage¢!ym1elﬁl

"“; Th1s resu]t was undoubted]y a funct1on of the samp]]ng s1tuat10nﬂ:”'

RV

/ o - : s - o I_’J.A

Corre1at1ons Betw&en Test Scores and Samp]e Features g*l» SRR

/ The word order test scores were on]y marg1na11y related to

/
/-

the syntact1c meaSures taken of the ]anguage samp]es Th15’ah-h~»l"

\

certa1n va11d1ty of the word order tests or to the var1ab1e
response of the ch11dren to the structured test1ng procedures if

and to the more casua] samp11ng s1tuat1on."' ;u;f'f

N SR

m”;/rather surpr1s1ng d1screpancy may be attn1butab1e to’ the un- By

.l



“’“"fff\\v*DeveTopmentaT Sentence Score, except the subord1nat10n 1ndex fi;;ggv“

oo RO e

"_,-“ . .A v' " RS : } . :

Of much more 51gn1f1cance were the reﬁatfonsh1ps between '}Ct:i
the word mean1ng scores and the featuresoof the Tanguage samp]e

‘ I
: The word mean1ng recogn1t1on scores were unre]ated to any syn- o

.

tact1c measure of connected d1scourse, 1nc1ud1ng the Dewe]opmenta]

Sentence Score The absence of any s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1p

TY»J'(}\ ‘ ‘;
e 1nd1cates that there was T1tt1e, 1f any, reTat1onsh1p between’

the ch11dren s recept1ve vocabuTar1es and the1r observabTe T1n- -

guast1ctperformances _”{m,‘t;j -;,131_pf]f"'”

8 The word mean1ng def1n1t1on score, however was re]ated to f;-'-=

Al the syntact1c features of the Tanguage sampT\;5 1nc1ud1ng thefife‘ :

1Fﬂf'Ev1dent1y, the ch11d S ab111ty to use the def1n1t1ona1;form to
{':;encode h1s knowTedge about obJects and act1v1t1es was c]osely i
vfre]ated to a demonstrat1on of h1s syntacttc sk1TTs Th1s 1s TTJL

perhaps the most 1nterest1ng of the resuTts of the correﬁet1ons

found among the scores
. : S .&--’-.-::v:;;

i 3 METHODOLOGIFAL CONSIDE&ATIONS

The d1ff1cu1t1es 1nherent 1n 1soTat1ng, def1n1ng and test1ngr '

i Z}Tid1screte aspects of Tanguage competence became gTar1ng dur1ng
iif;:“the course of thTS study A d1scuss1on of the resu]ts ra1ses o
i ';ef?ser10us method51091ca] quest10nS about the t€§t1ng and samp]1ng
-z,_;:‘:p,.ocedm,es isedy D e '_ o
o f;;' Nhen a éﬁth 1s asked to respohd to a p1cture as a
; T,

”f’Ti'portrayabTe correTate of a syntact1c structure, Tt is: extreme]y

7;'1’prob1emat1c to separate the Ttngu1st1c from the non 11ngu1st1c :"‘

,:v\;._



'fQ:sdemands of the task It was 1mposs1b1e to determ1he w1th cer-
v‘.‘ta1nty to what degree he 1s draw1ng upon hss know]edge of word
'.i‘order to g1ve h1s answer.s For examp]e to 1]1ustrate the sen-_ -

“'.#tence; FThe boy w1th the ba]] ca]]ed to the. g1r1 g the fo]]ow1ng

*;p1cture was shown j,”» o ‘y;_ » ,f B ; o e 7;“_A,§ tahvﬂf 3

’dﬁffThe word "ca11ed" is represented by the boy s open mouth and
. two . stra1ght rad1at1ng ]1nes.} To comprehend the sentence the is;;wfts

. : ;iyf:Ch1]d needed to be able tQ 1nterpret th1s c]ue wh1ch 1s rea11y;u_»~f

’h'a convent1on of pr1nt Perhaps, he wou]d cons1der 1t more

5- N ‘.k

,_.]1ke1yethat the g1r1 would be ca111ng ”Throw ]tn and wou]d ;;-¢~,,.“_ug

d”ﬁ."respond to th1s pred1ct1on more 1mmed1ate1y than to the word

A,,"



) des1gned.for.the present.study.
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Lo , L ‘ o : o :

: order 1n ‘the spoken sentence

‘22§“ It may be 1mpract1ca1, 1f not. 1mposs1b1e to attempt

1

v}to theor1ze about the d1st1nct1on between "ﬁemantics" and "syn-.

L

l”;tax ". The s1mp1e reversa] of subJect and obJect w1th1n a sen—‘,'

’ ‘_.tence appears to be a syntact1c change on the other hand 1t

cou]d also be cons1dered (espec1a¢ wzth a p1cture cue) to be. .

- a matter of semant1cs, for’ the child must determ1ne wh1ch word’a—&'

then is the agent (@r actor) and wh1ch the acted upon Cer- _.f

;ta1n1y, know]edge of the. referent1a] propert1es of the actua1 .
':;wordseusedj%n the sentence is needed to enab1e h1m to make such

@ . s o . ~’, ‘ . : q- .
~distinctions./ - . ‘°.‘ﬁ Lo o "’-‘? FRER

) 3. In’ ssessments of ch11dren s 1anguage expressvon 1t

fmay be 1nva11d to don%&der only the semant1c and syntact1c

features of the 1anguage Pragmat1c and contextua] var1ab1es, | x

as . we]l as under1y1ng 11nguwst1c competenog; obv1ous1y 1nf]ance S

e

1anguage performance and should be taken 1nto account

_ The maJor f1nd1ng of this study was a genera] but 1ncon—
V -
s1stent re]at1onsh1p,betweenthech11d s understand1ng of word

L mean1ng and h1s ab111ty to produce and comprehend sentences.

.

These resu]ts, however, must be cons1dered with reservat1ons

- about the basic assumpt1on of the study, that syntact1c and

I

- semant1c growth can be v1ewed d1screte1y, and w1t’ even more -

t
severe reservat1ons about: the ;@11d1ty of the instruments.
t ,



o tence structure. e

~or 11terary, exper1ences in the c1assroom
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4 IMPLICATIONS:

s The purpose of th1s study was to exp]ore the nature of

- ch11dren s language rather than to out11ne or prove part1cu1ar B

‘ ‘i;teachtng strateg1es for 1anguage deve]opment Nonethe]ess, gz

-e:some tentat1ve 1mp11cat1ons for teachers may be found 1n theh
\f.vresu'lts - | . o -_'\ _' . ‘
S The fact that f1uency was S0 ctose]y re1ated to‘measures
h':.of word mean1ng and syntact1c comp]ex1ty wdh]d suggest that

'"gf1anguage express1on,_1tse1f, 1n both ora1 and wr1tten modes,

‘»vi»fac111tates the deve1opment of both vocabu]ary and mature sen-idﬂ

The resu1ts support the bas1c n ioh,that'semantic‘and~;
AW : ’

syntactvc deve]opment-1s close]y as" Presumab]y, the

ciatedh

vfmost effect1ve 1nstruct1ona1 p]ans
~4

and grammar," but 1ntegrate non- 11ngu1st1c exper1ences, espe-

‘;c1a1]y va]uab]e in expandlng word mean1ngs w1th ‘the 11ngu1st1c

The d1screpanc1es between the resu]ts ofvthe tgsts and |

the measures taken of the 1anguage samp1e convey a caut1onary

note to teachers aga1nst the exc1us1ve use of tests to eva]uate

.'ch11dren s 1an?uage Even brlef per1od1c samp]es cou]d prov1de

' .va1uab1e 1nformat1on about the students' 1anguage growth

. e

B

|

K

ot'separate "vocabulary" ?

 teg
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5. 'IMPLICAiIONs FOR.FUTURE‘REgEARCH R

" Further research is needed to deve]op r1cher and more.
ahsens1t1ve lnstruments to tap he var1ous aspects of. 1anguage
'competence F]ever ways are ne ded to probe the component sk1115
of 1anguage users _ - | ' T;/ T 'eiﬁk :lﬂg?"iié'
Long1tud1na1 stud1es wh1ch 1nvest1gate the correlat1ons
“:among the varlab]es at d1fferent ages wou]d be he]pful 1n deteny
m1n1ng the nature of the progress1ve stages of development
| Q;{/l Comprehens1ve language eva]uat1ons wh1ch 100k at ch11dren E o
_Tanguage sk1lls 1n a var1ety of s1tuat1ons, w1th d1fferent |
5'aud1ences may prov1de 1ns1ght 1nto a]] the 11ngu1st1c and non—{
'-;”f]1ngu1st1c var1ab1es 1nvo1ved 1n 1anguage use | | ‘ | |
| The strong pos1t1ve re?at1onsh1p between the abf]]ty to
‘gidef1ne words and syntact1c contro], and the equa11y 1ns1stent t -
| ”.l;fnegat1ve corre]at1on between word recogn1tlon and syntact1c

'control, warrant further 1nvest1gatwon
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 ?°:f*‘1_"'-i:- - Append1x A

WOrds Used for wo d Mean1ng Def1n1t1on Test

car - .-." 1 ,"_"'_'i B téachek;?';

oW ' building -
 baby T i'{‘--é;var?dwf o
Cgir »"f;f71'_ 'y“f;fiu' '15»}kang§roo
bl e accident e

, : fb1ock B o' nest " ; Jf

| clown o _caboose '

' key - R 'éhv.'élbpe” PR

o can o ot T  'p1ck1ng

,rchiCken "i ;"‘_fll;vf'j_'-f,” ‘badge

. “i;b1Cang i :'5Zr.:'{fv . {:J '[51190991953‘5*"

:-‘ .d1gg1ng \ﬁ_ _ ?. - ; §?_‘”7,j.~'~qUeen' i
’° {fsk1rt : ?'l':iiTM v 1-;], . ;:']coach
' catch1ng _- “1.i;gf?ff i€{ ‘w;7wh1p

'Qif'drum ‘q: i¥'£- Vf fﬁw:  ,netg’

"T“ffy1n9 ol T gte

- fence ' i‘fft5f<’-7’*ﬁ?fk.l ;[V*JLf-tWiSt*'fiﬁ~1¢;r-}.'ré-'

‘  ‘batfiA :7;'51  3":'f;fi?g'f ~f sSh1n1n9f”"5"”“ﬁ'Nt 1"ﬁ“ |

T;.bush'1ﬁ1"”{3.[”' '-7,qu,'9;{,f _fyawn1ng-r*v'.

llt.ﬂpdurihg g ;;f‘{ *,[fj 7;‘,:tumb1e

w1ener ' _}gf.fa- o capsule R A



. Appendix B

»

SRV

"'CohthaStﬁTested

.,,subJect/obJect actiVe .
;v01ce e T

‘subJect/obJect actjve

voice, 1nverted word .

;\order
.,’SUbJect/obJect s1mp1é”;[-x;
'.pass1ve S
ffsubJect/obJect, paséive;'v;
'*;v01ce mod1f1ed R

. ~direct/indirect object. .

L”Treversa1 of terms as_a‘~""
‘fjsubgect/1nd1rect obJect
- .-in.sentence which
';lconta1ns noun c]ause

U as direct: obJect

o 10. ,

W‘reversa1 of terms as
. direct object and j
‘object. of- mod1fy1ng
»_iadverb1a1 phrase '

. ,adverb1a1 mod1f1cat1on L.;

i adjective nedifisrs

‘prepos1t1ona1 phrdSES--biﬁw

- .reversal of terms in:

‘the ¢ bJec slots of 'ﬁ-h

| ’.,two phrases '

N

. §z}*f:‘

' .stimu1us Sentences for Cdmprehension’TeSt iR

o">

tItemS”Useél.

._The boy fo]]ows the dog
‘The ba]] h1ts the boy

JPUShTHQ the g1r1 was the boy. |
Hugglng the ch11d was the woman.¢_:15

-'The car was pu?]ed by the>tractor
: The traIn was hlt by the truck

“;The boy on’ the b1cyc1e is
",»fo11owed by the car. 0

- The: boy is- awakened by the ch11d
g ,1n bed . .

”_The g1r1 shows her mother her
- friend.. -
'1_The man g1ves the dog a monkey

* The boy te]ls the g1r1 wh1ch . };fiﬁ;g .
- flower-to pick; e L
“The- g1r1 tells. the boy what to L
i*’pa1nt SRR L

5ﬂThe boy br1ngs the cat to the'a»:
- mouse. : e
‘The mother takes the cat from i ’

the . baby

.when the boy ca11ed h1s mother' L
' came,’ g; S LT ';;f,fh

-'The soldter w1th the gun stoppedv‘ﬂ’f‘
¢ the robber, . - s

fuThe boy ‘is eating the cook1es
;;wh1ch are on the table ‘

'7From the tree; the dog goes to
~the house, = = L =
. From the: car, the man. " .
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T Append1x . - B ;
?iiamples from Ch11dren s Def1n1t1ons
“.:Degcfthtive'deftnttidhﬁ:tv :
oW M00-00 B e ‘Lw‘;‘_;fﬁ : ;
. e lives dinta baen. 7a,gf{l'
o '~f he J]gg1es h1s be11 FRRERTE.

l'

S sew1ng sew1ng the shlrt 7f“ﬁ;,v,;ﬂ‘b_ RTINS 3
e need1e e yi_'7f_” LT

RUNSSEN Funct1ona1 def1n1t10n5 ;fﬁfﬁﬁfl'

L eow ftshe g1ves Witk o T TR T
'4»,1;-¢j‘wz“w T cow means m]lk and some farmer "."~i‘lifgt .,}wqt;w.u~

_ ; ;1 that s whén you sei- sometplng cause there s a ho]e 7Lf;7f.{;
LR RS that S mak1ng“c1othes S i T T

[
.
e
3
(.Q
I

Qf;uﬁfftoﬁlf”e--1t S an an1ma1 that g1ves us’m11k .
R - it's an animal and it géts: miltk from grass andﬁ ’
:squeezes the m11k“out‘and the m11k comes 1nto'

-rFSeW1ng -*mend1ng SO E
L ‘,- you st1tch‘!_c*"'
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@t e, .

Append1x E.

,'Developmental Sentence Scor1ng .

Score fo.}t ; v.Indef1n1te Pronouns or Noun Hod1f1ers
J B th1s, that -

2 da?_’L“';' “no, some more, a11 10t($),fone(s),°twoi(etc,),;- o

_other(s), anotherv”

i.y-_3}“i-;:;".f':; someth1ng, somebody, someone
R o S nOth‘”Q’ nobody, no one none f

m”ns, ﬂ,ff‘°3y] | any, anyth1ng, anybody, anyonE, every, eVéfYQhé; :

B ,everyth1ng, everybody o _,,?

'[hﬂqﬁdma.éinhybi both few many, each, severa1, most Teast,'much,;"

next f1rst 1ast, second (etc )

Persona] Pronouns S

}lmjg}‘e;f,_ 1st and an person I me my, m1ne you your( )‘

Th1rd person he h1m h1s, she her hers R

4 these

:ixtve pronouns myse]f yourse]f h1mse1f
:‘e1f,_1tse1f themselves

;ﬂpronouns who wh1ch‘ whose whom that what
BW many, - how much : Lk .

.1 know ‘who came..

- That' s what I Sald

\ word + 1nf1n1t1ve
'.I know what to do

“whatever:

'°,7?§>1~"afr__.l ‘Each has h1s omn.

' Take whatever you_}1ke;h.7”fﬁ

pronouns ,W us, our(s), they, them the1r S

(h1s) own, one onese]f wh1chever whoever, T L



126

Score.. -_.. Main Verbs . e,_e;fi e”‘:: '_b» ; /
1 ,.Uninf]eCted'verba"'.
: o T see- you. o

Copu1a,f1s or . sa:f_ A ST T Ly b
It s red A EERER RIS E T \

He is com1ng.v=.,a
o p,3f‘ﬂ~'fvt.-5 s and -ed CoEn T e
N  Irregu]ar past e e L
- ate, saw G ;'v SR

T .‘_‘h-~'1s + verb 4 1ng *‘n; L ‘.;x'f. T ﬂ |
. . - . R e ) e i L
I

b-'Copula am are was, were
I am good. ~ You' ‘re good

’Aux111ary am, are, was, were e

L was 901ng We w ere go1ng S e ’|v-1f'1

B vcan, w111 may" + verb e ;f B R R
et el e maz'go PRI _gye», T AT RPN SR TN
S ;0b11gatory do + verb L R '

‘.--Emphat1c do + verb _‘*'_ W e N e
‘ng;fﬁﬁ;fa;n:.*~cou1d wou]d, shou]d or mlght + verb:}aa.
G Tt o might o comey, could be,”f.' R

vJ”;;0b11gatory does, d1d +. verb
; :szmphat1c does, d1d + verb
"fiG;g f;'fa;q;fe_mUSt, sha]] + yerb |
S must COme SR

.h“fthave + verb +en:
’af_have (! ve) got jlj,;fffgf,];ej%€j};f.f'f?; S T N
‘?; I ve got 1t S s S T

'“5{*ﬂ7§v~emjf“;fhgfePass1ve any tense

:f{i;B?Jf' | -, have been + verb + 1ng
e \ " had been + verb ¥ ing

'f'moda] + have + verb +en:
nf“ max have eaten a" :




127

- Score

B moda1 +be + verb + 1ng
could be p]ay1ng

T a

B Other auxiTiary comb1nat1ons
shou1d have been sleeping

'"SeCondary Véfbs7v,_ f_ ‘-J(’

1 " Five early- develop1ng 1nf1n1t1va1 comp]ements :
R I wanna see (want .to §ee). .
I'm gonna see {going to see) _ R
" I've gotta see (got to see).. g S
.Lemme [ [to] 'see (let me [to] see =‘;%f;_* L
Let s [to]. Q]&X (1et [us- to] Qlax) ‘ R

o é” BRI Noncomp1ement1ng 1n€ﬁn1t1Ves

~I-stopped to play.
I'm afra1d to . 1ook

13 [T L Part1c1p]e present or. past

‘1:see a boy running,
I found the toy broken

o4 e T CEarly” 1nf1n1t1va1 comp]ements w1th d1ffer1ng
) i : subgects in kerne]s ' R I
- I-want you to come
Let him [to] see,
PR X

Later 1nf1n1t1va1 comp]ements

-1 had to go. - T ‘told him to- go :
- I tr1ed to ‘90.. ST asked you't g

:’514 0b11gatory de]etlons ;jfﬁ»?;._¢ ¢, : x;t}=f]3fl;jﬁ-ff$:f7?

"Make-it [to]" go. -
oo I better [to] g
';**&;fInf1n1t1ve with wh- word
+ . I-know what to get
I know how g do 1t

:fsff;S;Qj[f:ff5jﬁJ,LPass1ve 1nf1n1t1va1 comp]ement
D _I"have to-get dressed
I want to be pulled

I 1ike’ f1sh1ng e S

*vf:if‘ffliffu'?3ffktf1rgf{;i- He started 1augh1ng ;*s”'i”
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‘lAny uncontracted negat1ves, other than #1 or 5

"‘ahd_

or, except, only

“‘where, when, while, why, how, whether (or notfJ
~for, till, until, since, before, after, unless,"
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o Negati&e -

it, th1s, that + coputa or aux111ary 1s, s;+¢not:

4 It's pot mine,

—_—

‘This s not a dog. : S
That is not mov1ng ' a

can't, don t

‘ 1sn t, won t

Any copu]a negat1ve or aux111ary negat1ve contrac- '

~ tions, other than #1, 2, 3, or 5:

They aren't here.,
I cou]dn n't go.

Any pronoun aux111ary contract1on + not other ‘.:
:.than #1-or 5; \ \ . '

You're - not gb1ng
He's . not here,
“I'm not sure.,

R

1 can not go. E
I should not go.

'Negatives with have: Uncontracted negat1ve
I have not eaten: At ”'hﬁgs;

Auxiliary’ have- negat1ve contract1on o L 4'“'
- I hadn't eaten it, c ‘ .

' Pronoun-aux111ary have contract10n

I've not’ eaten it.

Confunit i—ehs

but ) S

because -

s0, and,so, S0 that, if

[

f’?

.r;

\

as, as + adjective + as, as if, 1ike than, than:
I know where you are. TN
'1 see why you Want it.
Don't come t111 I call,
Go before he sees you.



Score

ObTigatofy delet1ons:(seore 6):

I can run faster than you [can run]‘

. T am as big-as-a man [is bigl.

. Optional de]et1ons (score 0):

She was hungry, that's ﬂﬂx [she ate it].

Wh- words + 1nf1n1t1ve
-1 know :how to do it,
I' know where to go..

' Interrogat1ve Reversa]s a

~ Reversal of modal:

Reversal of copu]a.:aﬁ ‘
Is it red? .. -

Isn't it red?

Is he coming?
Isn't he com1ng?

| ‘Ob]]gatory do does d1d
. Do thez(un? g

Does it bite?
Didn't it hurt?

Can you play?
Non t they come? -

Shall - Shall I sit down7

', vTag quest1on

It is. . fun, isn' t 1t?
n,

It isn'g fu 1s it?
He has ggﬁ

gasn t he?
He hasn' 't gon has he7 '

3

Reversa1 of aux111ary have:

-Has he seen you? o

Here thex‘there5 o

’”Reversa] of aux111ary be

‘therefore, however,,wheneyet, wherever, etc.

1
!

Reversal wit] any two aux1liar1es

Has he be€n eating?
Can he be s]eep1ng?
CouTdn" t he have gone?

. Reversal with thkee auxiliaries:
Could he ‘have been going?

wou1dn't he -have been s1eep1ng7

129



- 130

Score L WH-Questiohé‘ 
s B B . ‘who, what, what + noun: ‘

~ What do you want?
Who is there.
What is coming? -
what book are you: read1ng? L

2 : where how many, how much what . .. do, what
' . for: . , .
Where is he? o
HOW~manx;doTyou want?
‘How much do you want? -
HWhat are you doing?
what is a hammer for?

3 R . -',when, how, how + adJectyve
-Mhen shall T come?.
‘How do'you do it? -

How.big is. it?’"
4 . '->‘"why, what 1f how come, hoyhaboug +g§erUnd:‘ o
IR " Why are you cry1ng? ‘ T
What if T won't do'it?-

_ How come he is cry1ng7 S
How about com1ng with me?

-5 e whose wh1ch wh1ch +.noun:
A whose car 1s that?.

S S - Hhich do you want? _
I Wh1ch book do you want7



