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Abstract 

The classroom lànguage ability of Lower Class and 

Middle Class kindergarten children was evaluated at the 

beginning and end of the school year using various gram­

matical and communication tasks. Results indicated that 

grammatical and. communication abilities are independent 

factors in the kindergarten child's classroom language. 

On grammatical tests, MC and LC children displayed the 

same understanding of classroom structures. Although LC 

children had more difficulty spontaneously producing these 

forms they were catching up with their MC peers by the end 

of the year. The results of the communication tasks showed 

that LC speech contains as many implicit features as MC 

speech, but fewerexplicit features. Over the year, LC and 

MC children's speech became more effective, not because of 

a decrease in implicit features, but because of an increase 

in.explicit features. Both groups of children, especially 

the LC, seem to require additional training in communication 



abilities. The LC children's poorer performance on these 

tests suggests that LC children have problems on communi­

cation tasks not because they do not understand the material 

to be pr~sented, but because they do not know the behavior 

that is appropriate to convey this knowledge. 
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. INTRODUCTION 

Lower class (LC) children do not perform so well in 

school as do middle class (MC) children. One explanation 

for this apparent discrepancy is that linguistic diffi­

culties may be initially responsible for educational 

problems and LC children have not had the language train­

ing necessary for success in school. This explanation is 

based on the premise that linguistic difficulties do occur 

and that they do not disappear as a result of normal school­

ing. The purpose of this thesis is to examine the language 

used by a sample of white MC and LC children in Montreal 

to compare how their language changes during the first year 

of school. 

Although researchers agree that the LC child does have 

a "language problem" they disagree about the nature of this 

problem. Two prominent, but conflicting, explanations have 

been suggested by so-called deficiency (or deprivation) 

theorists, on the one hand, and by difference theorists on 

the other. This cont~versy may be resolved by a socio­

linguistic approach to the study of language. 

Advocates of the deficiency hypothesis (e.g o , M. Deutsch, 

1967; J. McV. Hunt, 1964) suggest that the LC child's lan­

guage is not so weli developed as the MC child's. Because 

his language is not so complex and therefore, in some way, 

not adequate, he does poorly in school. 

·i 



The difference theorists (e.g., Baratz, 1970; Stewart, 

1970) maintain that the disparity between LC and MC speech 

is due to dia1ect differences which do not ref1ect under-
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1ying language abi1ities. They argue that the LC chi1d 

speaks a comp1ex and subt1e form of Eng1ish that May not be 

used or understood by his MC teacher who speaks a standard 

form of English. These discrepancies often result in a lack 

of mutual understanding between the LC child and his teacher. 

Because of this communication gap, the child does poorly in 

school. 

The "socio1inguistic approach" to the study of c1ass 

differences in speech represents a potentia1 solution to 

the difference-deficit controversy. Socio1inguistics (e.g., 

Hymes, 1967; Labov, 1970a & b) be1ieve that language deve1op-

ment must be eva1uated in the context of the communicative 

demands of the chi1d's speech community. They suggest that 

the LC child does not react to the communicative demands of 

the c1assroom in the same way as the MC chi1d, and thus 

their use of language in the c1assroom differs. 

Deficiencv Hypothesis 

Many studies have shown that the MC child consistent1y 

performs better than the LC chi1d on measures of standard 

phono10gy, syntax and vocabu1ary. The deficiency theorists 

be1ieve these studies show that the LC chi1d is 1inguistica11y 

retarded. 
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Differences begin to appear at very ear1y ages. Irwin 
(1948a & b) co1lected phonologica1 data from infants who 
x-anged in age from one to thirty months. He found that MC 
children produced a greater variety and frequency of pho­
nemes th an did LC chi1dren. The differences became sig-
nificant by the age of 18 months. In another study, Wachs, 
Uzgiri~ and Hunt (1971) compared a group of LC and MC 

infants on the basis of their vocal imitations and their 
ability to relate words to objects. During an observation 
period, MC infants, aged 15, 18 and 22 months, uttered more 
words than their LC agemate •• , They also produced more 
words in reference to objects in the environment than the 
LC infants. C. Deutsch (1964) hypothesized that poor 
auditory discrimination skills might exp1ain the high in­
cidence of reading retardation among LC children. Fort y 
pairs of words were read to LC black chi1dren with reading 
prob1ems and to a similar group without reading problems. 
Thirty of the pairs differed in initial or final sounds 
and 10 were similar. The chi1d had to say whether the 
sounds were the sarne or different. The prediction that 
weak readers had poorer auditory discrimination than good 
readers was confirmed. In a simi1ar experiment, it was 
found that first grade MC children performed better on an 
auditory discrimination task than their LC agemates (re­
ported in M. Deutsch, 1967). On the basis of these studies 
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the deficiency theorists claim that MC chi1dren not only 

produce more phonemes at younger ages, but that they are 

also superior at recognizing and using these sounds at later 

ages. 

Many studies have been done to compare the vocabulary 

development of LC and MC children. Lesser, Fifer and Clark 

(1965) for example examined the pattern of mental abilities 

among Chinese, Jewish, Negro and Puerto Rican first grade 

children from LC and MC homes. They measured verbal abi1ity 

with a vocabu1ary test. Even though the four groups showed 

different 1evels of ability on this test, the LC pupils 

from eachethnic group performed consistently poorer than 

their MC counterparts. John and Go1dstein (1964) found 

that LC chi1dren had more difficulty naming action words 

such as tying than content words such as ~~ Wight, 

Glonziger and Keeve (1970) asked LC and MC five-year-01ds 

to name a variety of vegetables. They found that MC 

children could name more than LC chi1dren a1though they did 

not differ in the range of vegetables which they actually 

had ·eaten. The data suggest to these theorists that the 

LC child does poorly on vocabulary tests, not because he 

has had less experience with the referents to be named, but 

because he has had less experience attaching labels to his 

nonlinguistic experiences. 

Other studies have been done to compare the grammatical 

abilities of MC and LC children. Loban (1963) found that 
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LC children used fewer structural variations than MC 

children when speaking and writing. This was particularly 

marked for subordination (e.g., MC children used more ad­

verbial dependent clauses). Several investigators have 

found that LC children do not imitate, comprehend or produce 

so wide a variety of syntactic structures as MC children 

(Nurss & Day, 1971; Osser, Wang & Zaid, 1969). The results 

of these studies have led deficiency theorists to infer 

that the LC child does not operate at the same level of 

grammatical complexity as the MC child. Thus, they view 

his language as retarded. 

The deficiency theorists believe that the LC child can-

not adequately express or understand many subtle and ab­

stract thoughts because of the limitations of his language, 

He does poorly in school because his poor language reduces 

his capacity for logical thought. 

According to the deficiency theorists, a proper environ­

ment is extremely important for language development. To 

acquire language a child must have a proper model to "imitate lt 

and he must receive reinforcement or feedback for his ut-

terances. These beliefs have been greatly influenced by the 

classical learning theorists (cf. Mowrer, 1960; Skinner, 

1957). Furthermore the deficiency theorists believe that 

the child's language acquisition will be greatly influenced 

by the quality and quantity of stimulation and experience 

in his early environment. This belief ia based on-two kinds 
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of evidence (reviewed by J. McV. Hunt, 196i): (1) sensory 

deprivation in early life affects the learning ability of 

animaIs in later life, and (2) children raised in orphanages 

or other institutions who have limited opportunity to inter­

act with adults and a minimum of stimulus variety seem 

retarded in many ways. The deficit theorists, attempting 

to explain why the Le child has poor language, draw a 

parallel between the circumstances of animal deprivation and 

orphanage studies. 

AlI deprivation theorists agree that the stimulation 

which the LC child receives from his environment is, in some 

way, inadequate. Some (Aus~, 1965; M. Deutsch, 1967) feel 

that the range of stimuli in the LC home is minimal, repeti­

tious and unorganized. They view the quality of the en­

vironment as corresponding to the quality of the language 

that is developed in it. Therefore the Le child's language 

will be unorganized and restricted. 

Other deficiency theorists (C. Deutsch, 1964J J. McV. 

Hunt, 1964) feel that the Le child's environment has exces­

sive stimulation. They describe the LC home as noisy and 

overcrowded. Because so many people live in so small a 

space, there is a constant variety of confusing activities 

which usually occur to the accompaniment of a radio or TV 

blaring in the background. In her experiment (described on 

page 3), C. Deutsch hypothesized that the Le child who had 

become habituated to the constant noise in his environment 

'-
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would have po or auditory discrimination and develop poor 
language. The recent study by Wachs, Uzgiris and Hunt 
(1971) lends support to her hypothesis. They found that the 
intensity of stimulation (e.g., noisiness of the home) and 

. the variety of change in circumstances to w.hioh the infant 
was exposed (e.g., the number of times the mother and child 
went outside the neighborhood) were negatively correlated 
with his verbal ability. LC chi1dren were more often found 
in home circumstances where such conditions prevailed. 
These authors suggest that the Le chi1d may suffer from an 
excess rather than a deprivation of stimulation. Thus, it 
may be that the Le chi1d lives in a apeech-filled environ­
ment; but he cannot take advantage of the 1ittle directed 
toward him because he has 1earned to tune it out. 

The deprivation theorists aIso be1ieve that the LC 
child's language is poor because parent-child interactions 
are inadequate (Jensen, 1967). This hypothesis ia based 
upon very litt1e data. Rather, the hypothesis is based on 
the notions that there is no father figure present in many 
Le homes and that the LC working mother is less involved 
in raising her children than the typica1 MC mother. Many 
argue that the Le mother does not spend so much time talking 
and reading to her chi1d with the resu1t that he is behind 
in language acquisition (cf. Jensen, 1967). They also BUg­
gest that she uses syntactica11y and semantica11y impoverished 
speech when she does talk to him (cf. M. Deutsch, 1967). 
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Thus, the chi1d 1acks a good mode1 from whom he can 1earn 

standard speech. 

John and Go1dstein (1964) suggest that the chi1d 1earns 

how 1inguistic labels can be app1ied to different situations 

through speaking with an adu1t who uses these labels. The 

LC chi1d May not have the opportunity to engage in these 

kinds of interactions. The resu1ts of the study by Wach~, 

Uzgiris and Hunt (1971) offer empirica1 support for this 

hypothesis. They found that MC chi1dren had more oppor-

tunity to hear vocal signa1s for specifie objects and actions 

from their parents than LC chi1dren, and that this cor­

re1ated positive1y with language deve1opment. 

In another study, Mi1ner (1951) examined the re1ation­

ship between reading readiness in first grade chi1dren and 

patterns of parent-chi1d interaction. Two groups of chi1dren 

were studied: one high in reading readiness, and the other 

low in reading readiness. She found that a11 chi1dren in 

the high group except one were from the MC and that a11 

chi1dren in the low group except one were from the Le. The 

chi1dren who wer( high in reading readiness and MC came 

from a verba11y enriched environment where there were more 

books, where the chi1dren were read to more often by their 

parents, and where they spoke to their parents more often 

at mea1 time than did the chi1dren who were low on reading 

readiness and LC. 
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The resu1ts of a study by Irwin (1960) suggest that 

if Le mothers were to ta1k to their chi1dren more, then the 

chi1dren might be more advanced in language. He persuaded 

a group of LC mothers to read to their chi1dren for 20 

minutes a day from the age of 12 months unti1 30 months. 

He found that these children increased in both the kinds 

and the frequency of speech sounds used. 

These studies seem to suggest that the LC childts 

limited opportunity for verbal interaction with an adult 

results in a retardation of his ability to comprehend and 

use language. One last study by Hess and Shipman (1968) 

specifica1ly points out differences in MC and LC mothers t 

language which affect the 1inguistic and cognitive develop­

ment of their chi1dren. They interviewed LC and MC 

mothers of preschoo1 chi1dren in their homes to obtain a 

samp1e of the mother's speech. The speech samp1es were 

ana1yzed on a number of 1inguistic parameters. The MC 

mother's use of abstract language was high1y re1ated to her 

chi1d t s cognitive performance. Using multiple and partial 

correlation techniques, Hess and Shipman found that language 

abstractness was a much more powerful predictor of the 

chi1d t s cognitive performance than either motherts IQ, 

chi1d t s IQ or social status. On the basis of these data, 

Hess and Shipman suggested that there is an abstraction 

factor in the MC mother's language which has far-reaching 
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effects on her child's intellectual development. This 

finding supports the notion that the LC child is expoaed 

to a less sophisticated model of speech than the MC child. 

These mothers were then asked to teach their children 

some simple tasks (e.g., a sorting task, and etch-a-sketch), 

and the children were retested by an examiner to determine 

how well they had been taught. MC mothers were more success­

ful teachers than LC mothers. Hess and Shipman suggest that 

the language used to teach the child had a great influence 

on how well he learned the task. The successful MC mothers 

verbally oriented their children toward the task, verbally 

organized the concepts to be taught, used specifie language, 

demanded a higher ratio of verbal to physical feedback, and 

verbally communicated praise and expectations to their 

children. The LC mothers, in general, did not use these 

strategies. They used coercion to get their child's atten­

tion and stressed performance of the nonverbal a~pects of 

the.situation. These mothers used a minimal amount of ver­

balization when teaching. Because the concepts to be 

taught were poorly organized, the child could not success­

fully imitate the task. This led to frustration and to 

attempts to avoid the task. Hess and Shipman's work not 

only supports the deficiency theorists' contentions that 

the LC mother does not adequately promote the cognitive and 

linguistic growth of her child, but it specifically points 
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out instances of how the LC mother fai1s to meet 1inguis­

tica11y the needs of her chi1d. 

Even though the deficiency theorists be1ieve that the 

Le chi1d has a deficient language which results from his 

Inadequate environment, they be1ieve that he can be he1ped. 

They have proposed a number of specifica11y designed edu­

cational programs to provide a verba11y enriched environment 

for the child. Even though programs differ in their specific 

details, a11 are based on the common assumption that the 

child can overcome the debi1itating circumstances of his 

home environment. A chi1d, p1aced in such a program at an 

ear1y enough age, shou1d achieve the same 1eve1 of language 

development as his MC agemate by the time he reaches school. 

One program Which has received much attention is that 

deve10ped by Bereiter and Englemann (1966). They claim 

that the LC chi1d's speech is so underdeve10ped that it does 

not consist of distinct words, but of who1e phrases and 

sentences that function as giant words. Because he uses 

the se "giant words" the chi1d fails to learn that sentences 

can be taken apart and recombined. From their observations 

of Le speech, Bereiter and Eng1emann conc1uded that the Le 

chi1d must be taught the fo11owing basic language ski11s 

before he will be able to communicate in a 10gica1 fashionz 

the use of articles, p~epositions, conjunctions, short verbs 

(be, have, do) negatives, plura1s, tenses and indefinite 
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pronouns. These are taught by a form of patterned drill 

similar to that used by second language teachers, and the 

children are actively forced to learn these basic language 

skills. Bereiter and Bnglemann imply that the child who 

learns the logic of Bnglish grammar will not only be able 

to communicate properly, but will also be able to think 

logically. The success of these programs remains to be 

determined. 

Difference Hypothesis 

A group of linguists (commonly referred to as difference 

theorists) have openly questioned the assumptions underlying 

the deprivation hypothesis. Their criticisms and suggestions 

for the understanding of social class differences in speech 

have been greatly influenced by Many of the assumptions 

that linguists currently make about language in general. 

Linguists regard language as an innate behavior that 

will develop natural1y in aIl children who are exposed to 

even a small amount of language (cf. Chomsky, 1965; Lennen­

berg, 1967). They contend that there are no primitive or 

deficient languages and that aIl languages share the same 

underlying univers al principles (Greenberg, 1963J Labov, 

1971). Furthermore they have demonstrated that a speaker's 

overt language, his performance, is not always commensurate 

with his internaI capacity to use or understand language, 

his competence (Chomsky, 1965). 

'-
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These 1inguistic princip1es ho1d important implications 

for the study of social class differences in language. First, 

one cannot conclude that the Le chi1d has been 1inguistica11y 

deprived since he has been exposed to some language. Second, 

one cannot exp1ain the Le chi1d's linguistic problems by the 

fact that he has been exposed to a'deficient language for 

he has note Third, any language differences found between 

Le and Me children may be attributab1e to differences in 

performance rather than in competence. 

Difference theorists (cf. Baratz, 1970} Labov, 1970a) 

who have studied Le black chi1dren t s language argue that 

these chi1dren speak one of the many nonstandard forma of 

Eng1ish which differs structura1ly from the so-called stan­

dard forme These'investigations have been restricted to 

the study of Le black speech and have not included studies 

of Le white speech. The difference theorists a1so attack 

the deficiency theorists for their general ignorance of 

linguistic princip1es. 

Difference theorists have tried to demonstrate empiri­

ca11y that the ghetto chi1d's language conforms to a set of 

phonologica1 and syntactic rules different from those of 

Standard American English (SAB). In one study, Baratz 

(1969) asked third and fifth-grade white Me and black Le 

chi1dren to repeat sentences spoken in standard Bnglish 

(e.g., l asked Tom if he wanted to go to the picture that 
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was playing at the Howard) and in Negro Nonstandard English 

(NNE) (e.g., I aks Tom do he wanna go to the picture that 

be playin at the Howard). White children made fewer mis­

takes repeating the SAE sen~ces while black children made 

fewer mistakes repeating NNE sentences. However, the black 

children did not simply fail to repeat the standard sentences 

nor did they produc~ a jumble of wordsJ quite to the contrary 

they "translated" many structural features of the standard 

sentences into NNE. For example} in response to the sen­

tence "I asked Tom if he wanted to go to the picture that 

was playing at the Howard," 97% of the black children res­

ponded with nI aks Tom do he wanna go to the picture at the 

Howard. 1I Similarly, the white MC children consistently 

translated the nonstandard sentences into SAE. 

This study suggests that LC children do use a different 

set of well-organized phonological and syntactic rules than 

MC children. If LC children's language was really deficient, 

they would be expected to have had as much difficulty re­

peating correctly the NNE sentences as the MC children. 

Furthermore, one would have expected random linguistic 

patterns to appear when the black children attempted to 

repeat the standard sentences. 

Baratz and Povich (1967) analyzed speech samples of 

black Head Stal .. t children. They found that these children 

operated at a sophisticated grammatical level comparable 
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to the MC children when their own language was evaluated 

within the context of NNE rules. Thus, certain difference 

theorists have shown that the LC child uses a form of 

English as highly structured as the MC child's. In fact, 

Entwistle (1970) has argued that the ghetto child would 

certainly be judged as more advanced than the MC child if 

one were to assess linguistic ability in two codes (SAE 

and NNE). 

After examining the assumptions underlying the deficit 

hypothesis, the difference theorists have reaohed two con­

clusions: first, that the deficit theorists have misin­

terpreted the results of studies showing class differences 

on measures of standard speech} and second, that deficit 

theorists have no basis for concluding that stimulation in 

the LC environment is inadequate for linguistic develop­

ment. 

The difference theorists criticize the deficit theorists' 

belief that there is only one correct way to speak a lan­

guage and that any deviation from the standard represents 

a deviation from logical thought. The belief that there 

is only one proper form of a language has led the deficiency 

theorists to compare the LC child's language to the norms 

of the standard dialect rather than to the norms of his own 

dialecte The difference theorists argue that looking at 

cla.~ differences within such a framework can lead to un-
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warranted conclusions. For example, on the basis of a 

sound discrimination task, described previously, C. Deutsch 

concluded that LC children had poor auditory discrimination. 

Many of them judged pairs to be alike when, in fact, accor­

ding to standard phonological distinctions they were dif­

ferent. Baratz (1970) criticized this interpretation by 

arguing that the phonological rules used by NNE speakers 

differ from those used by SAE speakers in ways which could 

bias Deusch's results. Many distinctions made in SAE (e.g., 

men-mend) are not made in NNE. Thus, a nonstandard speaker 

might well perceive as similar Many standard minimal pairs, 

just as a native speaker of English might perceive no dif-

ference between the French words "thé" and "tes". The 

results of Deutschts study may merely show that NNE 

speakers who are not so famUiar with the phonology of SAE 

do not differentiate these contrasts out of contexte 

Linguiats complain that those who believe that the LC 

child has an inadequate language do not understand the 

basic principles of the language that the child is using. 

Bereiter, a vocal spokesman for the deficiency theorists has 

maintained that the LC child is so underdeveloped that he 

is almost nonverbal. For example, after observing that LC 

children say "They mine," he concluded that the LC child 

cannot produce logical expressions. However, linguists have 

found that copula deletion follows very structured rules in 

1 
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NNE. Thus "They mine" is not an i110gica1 expression but 

one which the chi1d has constructed according to the rules 

of his grammar (see L"abov, " 1970a, for a more detai1ed cri­

ticism). 

The difference theorists a1so be1ieve that LC chi1dren f s 

performance on vocabulary tests reflects the fact that 

typica11y used items are oriented toward MC culture. Their 

po or performance does not ref1ect an inabi1ity to attach 

labels to non1inguistic referents (cf. Moore~ 1971). 

The difference theorists a1so maintain that there is 

no basis to the c1aim that the LC chi1d comes from a de­

prived environment. Rather, they believe that both the LC 

home and the culture itse1f are verba11y stimulating 

(Labov, 1970a). Furthermore, they reject the c1aim that 

the LC mother does not adequate1y promote the 1inguistic 

deve10pment of her chi1d (Baratz & Baratz, 1970). 

Deutsch is criticized for her be1ief that the LC 

chi1d lives in a "noisy" environment. As Schultz and 

Aurbach point out (1971), what is noise to the MC investi­

gator may, in faot, be a very meaningful stimulus to the 

LC chi1d. A1so, the chi1d who presumab1y is continua11y 

exposed to a TV set or a radio is exposed to language. 

The deficiency theorists t be1ief that the LC mother 

does not use language efficient1y when teaching her chi1d 

new tasks or provide her chi1d with adequate 1inguistic 

j 
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feedback has been criticized by the difference theorists on 

four grounds. 

1. Investigators have only examined the kinds of 

behavior used by MC, but not by LC mothers. This does 

not Mean that the LC mother is inadequatej but merely 

that she acts differently toward her children than the 

MC mother. 

2. Recent evidence (Brown, Cazden & Bellugi, 1969) in­

dicates that parents in general do not frequently cor­

rect grammatical mistakes made by their children. 

Instead, they correct statements which are inconsistent 

with reality (e.g., No, that's not a truck that's a 

car). Thus, the LC mother May not provide her child 

with "appropriate" 1inguistic feedback; but th en neither 

does the MC mother. 

3. The difference theorists (Schultz & Aurbach, 1971) 

question whether verbal communication is the MoSt 

efficient means for the chi1d to learn and be taught 

certain skil1s. It May be that the behavior which 

Hess and Shipman interpreted as inefficient teaching 

was the LC mothers' attempt to foster independence and 

abi1ity to cope with prob1ems. 

4. Stewart (1964) has observed Many cases in which 

second and third generation Washington, D.C. fami1ies 

have parents who speak a form of SAE whi1e their 

1 
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children speak a form much closer to that spoken by 

recent southerT.limmigrants. This implies that the 

child learns certain aspects about speech from others 

than his parents. 

The difference theorists generally feel that the com­

pensatory educational programs which assumed that the LC 

chi1d had a language deficit and that he came from an in-

. adequate environment have fai1ed (cf. Cicirelli et al., 

1969). The deficiency theorists attribute such failures to 

the fact that intervention did not begin early enough 

(Caldwell, 1967) or to the possibi1ity that the partici­

pating chi1dren were genetically inferior (Jensen, 1969). 

The difference theorists feel that such programs have 

failed because the LC child does not ~ a language deficit 

and ~ ~ come from an inadequate environment. There­

fore he does not benefit from these programs any more than 

would a MC child. 

The difference theorists agree that the LC child has 

problems in school which are due to language. However, 

while the deficiency theorists advocate changing the child 

to fit the demands of the system, the difference theorists 

would change the system to fit the needs of the child. They 

argue that the school must acknowledge the different pat­

te~ns of language and behavior which the LC child brings to 

the classroom. The majority of these children do not have 
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learning deficits; but they are unfamiliar with the language 

used in the school room. New ski1ls and patterns of behavior 

must be taught to the LC chi1d within a fami1iar context 

(i.e., his language and his culture). A prime goal of the 

educationa1 system shou1d be to produce a bicultura1 and 

bidia1ectal chi1d. 

The difference theorists' main contribution to the un­

derstanding of LC and MC 1inguistic differences has been to 

force other experimenters to consider the possibi1ity that 

the LC chi1d's dia1ect is not structura11y inferior to tb~ 

standard form and that the child's language capacity must 

be eva1uated with reference to his own dialect (cf. Nurss 

& Day, 1971J Osser, Wang & Zaid, 1969). 

Socio1inguistic Approach 

So far the deficit-difference controversy has focused 

on attempts to exp1ain the grammatical and phono10gica1 dif­

ference between LC and MC speech. Socio1inguists '.(e.g., 

Hymes, 1967) be1ieve that language acquisition a1so invo1ves 

1earning how to use language. Hymes (1967) has ca11ed this 

know1edge "communicative competence". The chi1d must 1earn 

such things as when to speak, when to remain si1ent, which 

variety of language to use, what topic to speak about and 

to whom he shou1d speak. 

The sociolinguists be1ieve that language differences 

may reflect individua1's or group's diverse reactions to 
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situational variables. Thus, the LC child in addition to 

speaking a different dialect than the MC child may also re­

act differently to certain situational variables. Socio­

linguists have attempted to explain social class perfor­

mance differences within this broader framework. They 

believe that language should only be studied within the 

context of the situation in which it was g~nerated and not 

as an isolated behavior. 

The theory of Basil Bernstein (1970) represents an 

early attempt to study languages in relation to th~ con­

textual demands of different situations. Bernstein has 

combined psychological, linguistic and sociological prin­

ciples to describe differences between LC and MC speakers. 

He distinguishes two fundamental types of linguistic codes: 

one elaborate, the other restricted. Bach code serves a 

different function. Restricted codes arise and are used 

when aIl members of a group share an extensive set of ex­

periences, expectations and beliefs. The main aim of this 

kind of group is to promote group solidarity and to reduce 

the individuality of its members. The function of language 

in this situation is to increase communal bonds by mini­

mizing the individual expression of experiences and to 

express authority and control. Language is redundant for 

the explicit expression of intentions and beliefs for these 

are commonly held by aIl members of the group. As a result 
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lexical and syntactic diversity is min~al and the meanings 

that are conveyed by a restricted code are ~plicit, par­

ticularistic and concrete. 

Elaborate codes arise when the culture stresses the 

importance of the individual over the group and when the 

intentions of the speaker cannot be taken for granted by 

other group members. In such a situation, there is a wide 

diversity of experienc~s and intentions. The elaborate 

code allows speakers to make explicit their intentions, 

experiences and beliefs so that they May be shared by other 

members of the group. As a result, the elaborate code is 

an extremely flexible form of speech which has availab1e a 

high degree of syntactic and lexical options. It can be 

used to convey meanings that are abstract, universa1istic 

and exp1icit. 

Bernstein (1970) cites an examp1e which might clarify 

some of the distinctions he makes between an elaborate and 

restricted code. He.describes an experiment done by 

Hawkins (1969) who gave five-year old children a series of 

pictures which portrayed a sequence of events and asked 

them to tell the story represented by these pictures. The 

first story typifies the speech of an elaborate code user} 

the second, a restricted code user. 

1. Three boys are p1aying football and one boy kicks 

the ba11 and it goes through the window--the ba11 

breaks the window--~nd the boys are 100king for it-­

and a man comes out and shouts at them because they've 

· . 1 
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broken the window--so they run away and then that 

lady looks out of her window and she tells the boys 

off. 

2. Theytre playing football and he kicks it and it goes 

through there--it breaks the window and they're looking 

for it and he comes out and shouts at them because 

they've broken it--so they run away and then she looks 

out and she tells them off. 

In the first story, a listener would not have to see 

the pictures to understand what the child was talking aboutJ 

the narrative is context-free. In the second _tory, this 

is not true. One would have to be familiar with the context 

to understand what the child was talking about. In the 

first case, the child does not take the experiences of the 

listener for granted. The second chi1d, however, assumes, 

perhaps erroneously, that the listener shares the same ex­

periences as himself; and thus makes his meanings implicit. 

Bernstein believes that these codes represent idealized 

forms of speech that LC and MC speakers actually use. He 

believes that the LC speaker has access to a restricted code 

because he only interacts in situations which emphasize 

group solidarity. MC speakers, on the other hand, have 

acceSB to both codes because they move from situations of 

high group solidarity to situations of individual solidarity. 

Bernstein explicitly states that he does ~ wish to 

Lnply that LC children are linguist.ically retarded (1970). 

.1 
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He believes that they do not differ in the understanding of 

the rule systems of the language, but that the Le child and 

the MC child use language for different purposes because 

of differing demands from their respective social organi­

zations. Because the MC child interacts in situations which 

encourage diversity, he has acceas to a more flexible form 

of language. 

Although Bernstein's theory represents a "sociolinguistic" 

approach to the study of class differences in language, some 

researchers have criticized his belief that the Le child 

has access only to a restricted code (cf. Houston, 1970). 

Bernstein's conclusions may indeed be overgeneralizations 

since the source of his original data was relatively limited. 

His original theory was based on observations of Le and Me 

adolescent speech. The testing situation was al ways the 

same: the subjects were asked to talk about a specific 

topic under the guidance of an authority figure (an experi­

menter). The sociolinguists feel that such traditional 

experimental methods are inadequate for assessing linguistic 

abilities. They believe that an individual's linguistic 

performance does not represent his linguistic capacity, but 

rather a complex interaction of the characteristics of that 

specifie testing situation and the social meaning that 

these have for the speaker. Thus, they believe that generali­

zations about an individual's linguistic abilities (either 

.1 
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grammatical or communicative) cannot be made across al1 

situations, but must be 1imited to the context in which the 

observations were made. A fair estimate of the individua1's 

capabi1ities can on1y be made after he has been observed in 

a variety of situations performing a wide number of 1inguis­

tic tasks. 

Unfortunate1y, most conclusions about the nature of 

Le language have been based upon observations made in ~ 

structured situation in which the examiner asks the subject 

a series of questions or asks him to perform one 1inguistic 

task. Labov (1970a) provides an examp1e of the kind of 

conclusions that cou1d resu1t from 100king at language in 

on1y one situation. A black boy wa1ked into a room where 

an interviewer asked him to ta1k spontaneous1y about 

"fighting". He did note In the ensuing dialogue, the 

examiner asked the boy many questions about fighting. In 

response, the boy answered monosy11abica1ly. If the boy's 

verbal performance was taken to be a valid measure of his 

competence, one wou1d conc1ude that he was essentially non­

verbal, with a 1imited vocabu1ary and an inflexible sentence 

structure. Labov argues that such a ghetto chi1d perceives 

such situations as threatening. He says as little as 

possible so that nothing can be held against him. This 

same boy was 1ater observed in a 1ess threatening situation 

with a friend present. A11 three participants were sitting 

on the floor eating potato chips. The experimenter used 

.. i 
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taboo words in his questions. The ensuing behavior was 

very different from that observed in the more structured 

situation. The boy now competed with the ~thers to ta1k 

and used diverse grammatical structures to express his 

thoughts. From observations in this latter situation one 

might conclude that the subject demonstrated great control 

over language and that he communicated effective1y. 

A simi1ar conclusion was reached by Houston (1969) who 

co11ected speech samp1es from a group of LC black e1ementary 

school chi1dren in a number of different situations. She 

conc1uded that these chi1dren had two distinct speech 

registers. They used a nonschoo1 register with friands, 

parents, and other trusted people in an informa1 situation, 

and a schoo1 register with teachers and other adults in a 

forma1 setting. In the forma1 setting, the chi1dren's 

utterances were short, their rate of speech was slower, 

their pitch and stress different and the content was 1imited 

and not expressive of their emotions and feelings. In the 

nonschoo1 setting, these chi1dren constant1y engaged in 

creative verbal interaction. Houston conc1uded that most 

assumptions about the rigidity or inferiority of LC 

language have been based on observations of the schoo1 

register. 

Looking at speech in more than one context has a1so 

added information to the study of dialect usage. Labov 

,-
1 



(1970b) has found that dia1ectica1 features will vary 
across situations. He found that NNE speakers will use 
some forms of standard Eng1ish in certain situations but 
not in others. 
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Studies such as Labov's and Houston's show that the 
LC child's linguistic abi1ities are similar to the MC 
child's. Differences in performance in similar situations 
can be accounted for by differences in reactions to situa­
tiona1 variables. 

In a recent article, Cole and Bruner (1971) have re­
viewed the research on social class differences and have 
concluded,"While it is very proper to criticize the logic 
of assuming poor performance imp1ies lack of competence, 
the contention that poor performance is of no relevance to 
a theory of cultural differences in cognitive development 
a1so seems an oversimplification" (P. 871). The fact is 
that LC children do perform poorly in school, and this 
fai1ure is associated with linguistic difficulties. Al­
though the LC child may have the same basic linguistic 
abilities as the MC child, he does not appear to apply 
these skills in as wide a variety of situations Which de­
mand appropriate language for successful adaptation. For 
the LC child to be suocessful in the c1assroom he must 
learn how to apply the skills that he has in his repertoire. 
As Cole and Bruner suggest, the LC child may be too involved 

>-1 
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in his ghetto culture to learn the appropriate uses of 

language outside his culture. 
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A recent study by Philips (1970) supports this notion. 

She found that Indian children in Oregon were almost silent 

in the classroom even though they talked a lot outside the 

classroom. She suggested that the Indians didn't speak in 

the classroom because of differences between Indian culture 

and school culture. On the reservation, roles and skiIls 

are typically learned by passive observation. When the 

child thinks he has mastered a skill, he tries it out 

privately so that no one eise will know if he fails. 

Learning conditions in the classroom, however, are usually 

not based on these principles. A child is often asked to 

display his skills publicly while he is still acquiring 

them. If he fails, his errors are made known to a11. Thus 

the child remains silent in the c1assroom because he is 

not familiar with the conditions in which it is appropriate 

to speak (e.g., communicating to the teacher in front of a 

group about facts with which he is unfami1iar). Le 

children, in general, may have language difficulties in 

the classroom because they do not know what the communi­

cative demands are and because they do not know how to 

behave appropriately to meet these demands. 

The difference theorists and the socio1inguists have 

shown how dialect and situational variables mayinfluence 

'-
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language in the classroom. However, to date, there has 

been no formal attempt to characterize the classroom lan­

guage of the Le child atong the dimensions of use .!!!!! 

grammar. Such a study might help us understand the original 

problem of the Le child'a fai1ure in school. Several pos­

sibi1ities must be considered and tested. Differences in 

phono10gy and syntax May influence the teacher's reactions 

to the child. If a chi1d uses a nonpreatigious dia1ect he 

May be treated in a way which is conducive to failure 

(Tucker, 1969; Williams, 1970). Dialect differences May 

also hamper the chi·ld' s attempts to read or write the 

standard form of his language. It might be that the child 

does not know how to meet the communicative demanda of the 

school. He May not know when to speak or to remain silent. 

He May not know what topics are appropriate in the class­

room. He May not know what variety of language (standard. 

vs. nonstandard; elaborate vs. restricted code) to use and 

so fail to communicate with the teacher. The teacher might 

conclude that the child does not know the information when 

aIl he lacks is the appropriate meane for conveying it. 

The development of satisfactory compensatory programs 

requires a knowledge of those aspects of language necessary 

for educational succese which the Le child does not exhibit 

in the c1assroom. The present study is a step toward this 

goal. It involves a comparison of certain receptive and 

,-
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productive language skills of white Le and MC Montreal 

kindergarten children. It has been designed to determine 

what differences exist in grammar, vocabulary and class­

room language usage and to assess how these abilities change 

over the first year of formai schooling. 

'-
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METHOD 

In the classroom, speech is the primary means of coemuni­

cation between teacher and student. To be educationally 

successful, a child must learn what the communicative de­

mands of the classroom are and how to behave appropriately 

to meet these demands. Typically this means that he must 

become fami1iar with the syntactic and phonologie al rules 

of standard English. He must also learn the proper be­

haviora1patterns for language usage (e.g.; w.hen to speak; 

what to talk about, what code to use and to whom one should 

speak). In kindergarten, the child is given some oppor­

tunity to.develop these abilities. 

In this study, the child's understanding and usage of 

several grammatical and communication abilities was examined. 

Measures of the chi1d's understanding and usage of the 

grAmmatical rules of standard English were obtained from a 

number of tasks which will subsequently be described in 

greater detai1. 

1. The chi1d's comprehension of specifie grammatical 

rules was tested by means of an object manipulation 

test (devised by Bel1ugi, 1969). 

2. His produotion of specific grammatical forma 

was tested with a modified version of the Michigan 

Oral Language Production Test (1969). 

3. His know1edge of one specifie grammatical con­

struction, the Wh-question, was tested by means of a 

'-
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procedure devised by Be11ugi (1967). 

4. A further indication of his production of stan­

dard grammatical ru1es was provided by a syntactic 

ana1ysis of a story which the chi1d had heard and 

reto1d. 

5. In addition, he was given an imitation test to 

assess his understanding of certain grammatical 

structures. This test was origina11y used by 

Fraser, Be11ugi and Brown (1963) to examine the 

hypothesis that a chi1d cou1d imitate a certain 

sentence before he cou1d comprehend or spontaneous1y 

produce it. Menyuk (1963) who used an imitation 

test with young chi1dren, conc1uded that their 

success in repeating these sentences depended on 

their understanding of the structure of the sen­

tences. 

For 2111 the grammatical tests, an error was defined as a 

deviation from the standard form. 

The fo11owing tasks were used to measure the chi1d's 

~ of language for effective communication. These are 

called communication tests and will be described 1ater in 

greater detail. 

1. The child's ability to use language for descrip­

tive purposes was tested by having him describe a 

series of abstract designs. This technique vas used 

~I 



by Krauss and Rotter (1968), and later by Heider 

(1968)~' to measure communication abilities in 

children. 
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2. The child's ability to use language for narration 

was tested by having him retell a specific story that 

had just been read to him. 

3. The childls knowledge of certain words was 

tested by having him name pictures of familiar ob­

j ects encountered in his environment. The stimuli 

were previously used by Templin to test sound 

discrimination (1967). 

4. To further measure vocabulary, the child was 

asked to name objects that fell in certain cate­

gories. 

Not all aspects of classroom language were examined in this 

study (e.g., phonology). It should be clearly understood 

that when we talk about the child's knowledge of class­

room language, we are referring only to those abilities 

which were tested. Classroom language, of course, repre­

sents a complex array of skills; but we believe that we 

have tapped some of the important ones. 

Subiects 

Twenty children were selected from a school in a LC 

area and twenty ohildren were selected from a school in a 

MC area. All subjects were white and came from English­

speaking homes. None had been to school previously. There 
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were 10 boys and 10 girls in each group. The mean age of 

.the LC and MC chi1dren upon entering scho01 was 5 years 

5 months. 

The chi1dren were se1ected on the basis of their 

father's occupation which served as an index of social 

c1ass. The fathers' occupations were obtained from the 

schoo1 and verified through the census bureau at City Hall. 

A1l fathers were employed and their occupations were rated 

on the B1ishen Scale (1958). The mean rating for the MC 

group on this 7 point scale was 2.3. The mean rating for 

the LC group was 6.1. 

A1l chi1dren (except one in the LC group) came from 

homes where the mother and father lived together. All 

children a1so had equal opportunity for appropriate medi­

cal care. They came to schoo1 we1l-fed and proper1y 

dressed. None of them suffered from visible emotiona1, 

physica1 or speech problems. This information was ob­

tained from the teachers, school nurses and principals. 

Schoo1s 

Because it was impossible to find one schoo1 which 

satisfied al1 criteria for subject selection we se1ected 

two different schoo1s within the same schoo1 board. It 

was hoped that the nchools wou1d have similar program goals 

and curricu1a. 

,-
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The structure of the kindergarten classes was the 

same. In each school, there were two different classes: 

one that met in the morning for two and a ha1f hours, and 

a second that met in the afternoon for two hours. Ralf 
. . 

way through the year, the schedules were reversed so that 

pupils who had attended the morning class now came in the 

afternoon for two hours and vice versa. 

In the MC sohool, 6 children were in one class, 14 

in the second. In the LC school, 9 were in one class, Il 

in the second. 

Teachers 

There were two teachers in each school. Both were 

present for the morning ~ afternoon classes. The four 

teachers were told that the language deve10pment of their 

pupils was being examined and they were extreme1y coopera-

tive. No mention was made of social class. 

Tests 

In the following section the'construction, adminis­

tration and method for scoring each test is described. 

Imitation Test. .The purpose of this test was to 

determine the child's ability to understand various stan-

dard grammatical structures such as contraction or nega­

tion. Thirty-four sentences were constructed. Bach sen-

tence contained seven words and represented a different 

·.i 



grammatical construction (see Appendix 1). These gram-

matica1 constructions had previous1y been used by Menyuk 

(1963) and by Osser, Wang and Zaid (1969). 

The chi1d was to1d by the experimenter (§), "1 am 

going to say something and l want you to say what l say. 

Remember l want you to say exact1y what l say." The 

chi1d was given two practice sentences (Appendix 1), and 

then each of the 34 sentences was read to him. After each 

sentence, he repeated as best he cou1d, the sentence that 

he had just heard. The sentences were al ways presented in 

the sarne order. 

Scoring. A sentence was considered correct if the chi1d re-

tained both the original grammatical structure and the meaning 

of the sentence. Thus, if the chi1d substituted articles, made 

de1etions or contractions or p1ura1ized the who1e sentence in 

a grammatica11y acceptable way, it was considered correct. 

Every error a chi1d made within each sentence was 

c1assified as a transformationa1, phrase structure or a 

morpho1ogica1 error. Transformationa1 errors occurred 

when the chi1d fai1ed to use the correct transformationa1 

ru1e required for successfu1 repetition of the sentence. 

For examp1e, when repeating the sentence "Sit down on the 

new chair," the chi1d May respond "You sit down on the 

chair" fai1ing to note the de1etion of vou with an impera-

t·ive. Phrase structure errors occurred when the chi1d made 

'-
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errors at the phrase grammar level of the sentence. For 

example, he might substitute, add or omit prepositions or 

articles (e.g., a dogs). He could omit or add a noun 

phrase or a verb phrase (e.g., is flying a kite), or he 

might use the wrong auxiliary (e.g., I was been to the 

store). Morphological errors occurred when the child used 

standard English inflections incorrectly (e.g., pluralizing 

a noun--childrens; failing to add the correct ending to 

the third person singular--he go; giving the wrong past 

participle for an irregular verb--he seed). 

The number of errors of each kind in each incorrect 

sentence was counted and summed across the 34 sentences. 

Vocabulary Test. The purpose of this test was to 

determine how weIl the children could supply labels for 

objects that are commonly referred to in the classroom. 

Eighty-nine stimuli were used (see Appendix 2). 

The child was shown a picture of each object drawn on 

an 8" x 10" cardo He was asked to name the objecte If he 

gave the correct name, he was shown the next picture and 

asked to name it. If the child said he didn't know the 

name or if he gave the wrong name, ! would define the word. 

For example, ! gave the following clue for the picture of 

a piece of pie: "Sometimes we eat this for desert. It's 

called lemon ••• or apple "If the child still couid not 

give the correct name, ~ told him and continued to the next 



picture. All children were shown the 89 pictures in the 

same order. 
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Scoring. The number of incorrectly named pictures was 

counted. A synonym was considered correct (see Appendix 2 

for acceptable synonyms). In no case did any child give a 

superordinate name for the object (e.g., "color" for the 

picture red). 

Naming. The purpose of this task was to obtain another 

measure of the child's knowledge of common words. The 

naming task, interspersed throughout the vocabulary test, 

first appeared after item number two (see Appendix 2). The 

child was shown the picture of blocks and was asked to name 

it. After he had named the picture or had been supplied 

with the correct answer, §. said, "Now l want you to name as 

Many things that ~ ~ wi th as you can. ft The child was 

stopped after 30 seconds, and §. continued with the next 

item of the vocabulary test until the next naming task 

occurred. The naming procedure was then repeated. 

Nine categories were used for the naming task: toys, 

parts of the body, colors, furniture, things to ride, things 

to wear, things to eat with, animals and deserts. These 

naming tasks occurred after the first vocabulary word that 

could be subsumed under that category. For example, in the 

vocabulary test, block was the first picture of "things to 

play with" that the child saw. 

Scoring. The following scoring procedure was used for each 

of the nine naming tasks. 
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1. The total number of items named within the thirty 

second time limit was counted. 

2. The number of repetitions was counted. For example 

in naming colors, the following might occur: black, 

red, orange, blackJ or, black ••• black. In both in­

stances, the second "black" was counted as a repeti­

tion. 

3. The number of inappropriate responses made within 

each category was counted. For example, when naming 

furniture the child might give the name 'beiling'~. 

This would be scored as an inappropriate response. 

4. A final score called Appropriate Names was com­

puted for each category by subtracting the number of 

repetitions and inappropriate responses from the total 

number of items named. The number of Appropriate 

Names was summed across the nine different categories. 

Obiect Manipulation Test. The purpose of this task 

was to see how weIl the child could comprehend a variety 

of commonly used standard structures. Sixteen different 

grammatical constructions were tested: active voice, 

singular and plural nouns, possessives, negative and af­

firmative statements, negative and affirmative questions, 

subject-verb agreement, negative statements with contractions, 

negative affix, reflexive verbs~ comparatives, passives, con­

junctions, double comparatives, reflexive vs. reciprocal 
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verbs, imperatives and if conjunctions. Comprehension was 

measured by the child's ability to manipulate objects in 

response to a commando The child had to comprehend the 

grammatical construction used in the command to understand 

how to manipulate the objects correctly. Objects for each 

problem were placed on the table before the child. ! made 

sure that the child could identify all objects to be used 

in the commando For example, on the active voice subtest 

the child was shown a dog and a cat, and was asked to name 

both objects. ! said, "Show me: the dog is chasing the 

cat." No cues to ordering of the action were given by the 

placement of the objects or by the way the child was asked 

to identify the objects. 

Most items were taken from the "Grammatical Comprehen­

sion Test" (Bellugi, 1969). Each grammatical construction 

formed a separate unit of the test (Appendix 3). Depending 

on the subtest, there were from two to eight different com­

mands. Every child received all subtests in the same order. 

Eight subtests were given on one day, the remaining eight 

were given on the following day. 

Scoring. A score on a subtest was simply the number of in­

correct items. 

Abstract Design Test. The purpose of this test was to 

determine how well a child could describe a series of un­

familiar abstract designs to a listener. 
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Two practice sets of six cartoon objects, two practice 

abstract designs, and two sets of 12 abstract designs com­

prised the stimuli (Appendix 4). Four copies of each de­

sign were individually pasted onto the sides of 3-inch 

square wooden blocks. The blocks had holes drilled in 

them so that they could be stacked on wooden pegs. Three 

of the abstract designs were taken from those used by 

Krauss and Kùtter (1968) while the remainder were taken 

from those used in a study by Samuels, Reynolds and Lambert 

(1969). 

The child was seated at a table next toli and given six 

blocks stacked on a peg. The child was told that this was 

his stack of blocks. li then said "You see how my stack is 

just like your stack. The bottom picture on you~s is the 

same as the bottom picture on mine." ! pointed to each 

picture showing the similarity between the child's stack 

and her stack. Then she said, "Now look at what Itm 

going to do. l'm going to mess up aIl my blocks." li took 

the blocks off the peg and scattered them onto the table. 

Then she said "But now l want to put the blocks together 

to look like you~s again. l'm going to tell you how you 

can help me. l'm going to turn my back so that l can't 

see your blocks and you can't see mine." li turned her back 

to the child so that the blocks were hidden from the child's 

view. Then she continued, "Now the way you can help me is 
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by telling me w~at you aee on your blocks. Then Ifll be 

able to find it on my blocks. So tell me about the bottom 

block ••• O.K., now tell me about the one on top of that one." 

She kept peeking to make sure that the child was describing 

each block separately and in order. When the child had 

named all six blocks, ! said "Now letta see if our two 

poles look alike." The child was shown !ts blocks which 

were always rearranged in the correct order. This was the 

practice trial and the pictures used werez boy, fish, hand, 

chair, car and doge To insure that the responses on the 

practice trial did not bias his later responses, the child 

was then shown two different abstract figures one at a 

time and asked to tell about them. These blocks were not 

stacked. E added to each response, "Yes, and we can also 

say that it looks like a star, or it can be three circles 

or a potato chip with some circles linked together." These 

responses were added to explain to the child that he could 

give more than one name to each figure} and also that the 

figure could be described metaphorically, geometrically. 

or both. This was the end of the practice trials. 

For the abstract figures trials, the child was given 

a stack of six blocks. Each had a different abstract 

figure. ! had an identical stack which she showed to the 

child. She then turned her back, took the blocks off her 
.. 

peg and scattered them on the table, and again explained 
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that her b10cks were a11 messed up; but if they were put 

together proper1y they would resemb1e the chi1d t s. ! 

started by te11ing the child, "Tell me about your bottom 

b10ck." There was never any prob1em in getting the child 

to describe his b10ck. After each of his responses, ! 

said "Why do you think it looks like that? Cou1d you tell 

me more about it?" This inquiry continued unti1 the chi1d 

said that was a11 he cou1d do. ! wou1d then pick up one 

of her b10cks and say to the chi1d, without 1etting him see 

which one she had se1ected, "1 think l have the right one." 

After he had described the six b10cks, ! showed her arrange_ 

ment to the chi1d. This arrangement was a1ways in the 

correct order. The task was repeated w.ith another six ab­

stract designs. Bach chi1d received the same set of ab­

stract designs in the same order. 

Scoring. For each abstract design, every chi1d gave at 

1east one description. In addition he may a1so have given 

other descriptions as we11 as some exp1anations for these 

descriptions. -l'he scoring procedure consisted of two parts: 

(1) the ana1ysis of the descriptions and, (2) the ana1ysis 

of the exp1anations. 

1. Description Ana1ysis. The chi1d's descriptions were 

ana1yzed with regard to f1uency, amount of information 

conveyed and c1arity and exp1icitness. Some of the 

classifications used in this section were modifications 

of those used by Heider (1968). 

.. 1 
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a. Fluency. Fluency was measured by the number of 

different images that the child gave for each design. 

An image is defined as a piece of information about 

the figure. For examp1e, "There's a circ1e and another 

circ1e" and nit looks 1ike a man c1imbing the stairs" 

are images. If a chi1d gave the same image twice for 

one design it was counted on1y once. 

b. Amount of Information. Bach image was then examined 

for the amount of information it conveyed. We were 

on1y interested in those images which gave no infor­

mation. These were called "Poor Responses" (e.g., 

some 1inesJ a designJ it goes in and out up and around 

and down). These responses provided no information. 

They could be readily app1ied to any of the designs 

of the set. 

c. Clarity and Explicitness of Images. The clarity 

and exp1icitness of the descriptions was assessed in 

two ways: (1) by an elaboration index which measured 

the frequency with which the chi1d used certain feature.s 

of speech to make his images easier to understand and (2) 

by an ambiguity index which measured the frequency of 

occurrence of certain features of speech that made his 

images more difficu1t to understand. 

i. Elaboration Index. An e1aboration index was 

computed for each chi1d by counting the number of 

times he used any of the following strategies in 

, -
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his descriptions: 

--qualification (e.g., If it had another line it 

would be a cane); 

--adjective (e.g., It looks like a skinny man); 

--direction (e.g., On top there's a triangle); 

--phrase or clause (e.g., It looks like a man 

climbing the stairs). 

ii. Ambiguity Index. An ambiguity index was 

computed for each child by counting the number 

of times he used the following strategies in his 

descriptions: 

--The child used words such as "thing" "here" 

"that" (e.g., There's a cat over here); 

--The child didn't know the name of the object 

he was describing (e.g., It looks like, you 

know, a thing that a man puts his book on); 

--The child used the same image to describe more 

than one design in the set of six abstract 

designs; 

--The child used other vague terms to elaborate 

his responses (e.g., It's a carriage that 

goes around up and down). 

2. Explanation Analysis. The explanations were analyzed 

for fluency and amount of information conveyed. 

a. Fluency. Explanations could occur either in 

response to the question "What makes you think it 



looks like that?" or they could naturally follow a 

response (e.g., It looks like a carriage because it 

has wheels). The numbe;,;· of explanations that each 

child gave was counted. 

b. Amount of Information. The child could convey 
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varying amounts of information to the listener about 

the image by means of his explanation. The following 

three measures represent varying amounts of informa­

tion that were expressed in the explanations: 

i. Egocentric Explanations. This explanation 

provided the listener vith no information (~.g., 

It looks like a carriage because it has to be 

one). 

ii. One Concept Explanation. This explanation 

provided the listener with information about one 

dimension of the image. The child might explain 

an image by ita inferred parts (e.g., A carriage 

becauae it has a wheel and a handle), or he might 

refer to the shape of the design (e.g., Itt s a 

carriage because there's a square and a triangle). 

But he would only use one of these strategies. 

iii. Multiple Concept Explanations. The child 

would refer to two or more dimensions of the 

image to explain his responses. In the explana-
" 

tion, nIt looks like a carriage because the 

'-
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circ1e at the bottom looks 1ike a whee1," the 

chi1d is using three different strategies to 

exp1ain his image: shape, direction and part of 

the inferred objecte This type of exp1anation 

was thought to convey most information of a11. 

Each exp1anation was c1assified into one of these 

three categories. 

Scoring procedure. After li had refined the scoring method, 

she taught it to another scorer. The two evaluated the 

protoco1s independent1y, and whenever there was a discre­

pancy, the problems were discussed and reso1ved. 

Production Test. Many of these test items were taken 

from the Michigan Oral Language Production Test (1969). 

The chi1d was shown a series of four pictures: three were 

part of the Michigan Oral Language Production Test, the 

fourth was unre1ated (Appendix 5). The chi1d was asked a 

number of questions about each picture. The questions were 

structured so that the answers cou1d provide information 

about the chi1d's abi1ity to produce the fo11owing gramma­

tical structures: comparative, double negative, plural 

nouns, possessives, subject-verb agreement, past tense, 

past particip1e of irregu1ar verbs, negative contraction, 

questions, imperatives, and the verbs be, ~ and do. For 

example, to test the chi1d's know1edge of the possessives 

he was shown a picture in which a man is holding a fishing 

,-
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rode He was asked" "Whose fishing rod is this? This is 

the ••• " If the child did not reply" the question was re­

peated. The child's knowledge of each construction was 

tested several times throughout the test (Appendix 6). 

There were 15 questions for the first picture" 10 questions 

for the second picture" Il for the third and Il for the 

fourth. AlI children were shown the pictures and asked the 

questions in the same order. 

Scoring. The number of incorrect responses for each con­

struction was counted. A total production score was obtained 

by summing aIl incorrect items on the test. 

Wh-Questions. The purpose of this task was to investi­

gate intensively the child's gras~ of one grammatical con­

struction: the Wh-question transformation. 

The child was shown a doll and told to ask it 14 

specifie questions. These were introduced by li who said 

ttAsk the doll ••• " (Appendix 7). Every child asked the doll 

the 14 questions in the same order. The questions were 

taken from a test by Bellugi (1967). 

Scoring. The number of questions that were incorrectly asked 

was counted. A question could be incorrectly asked for one 

or more of the following reasons: 

a. No inversion (e.g., When you will do it 1.) j 

b. Auxiliary or modal substitution (e.g., When would 

[vs. will] you do it?); 

J 
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c. Wrong use of auxiliary; wrong use of auxiliary 

(e.g. , What have you want?) ; Double auxiliary 

(e.g., What have you will want?) ; No auxiliary 

(e.g. , What you want?) ; 

d. Use of got with the do transformation (e.g., How 

did you got it?); 

e. Repeating the command rather than asking the 

question (e.g., Ask the doll what she wants); 

f. Use of the wrong pronoun (e.g., What does she 

vs. you want? ) ; 

g. Other. 

The number of each type of error made within each incorrect 

sentence was counted and summed over the 14 sentences. 

Story Telling. This technique, originally devised by 

John and Berney (undated) served two purposes in this study: 

(1) it provided a sample of speech suitable for grammatical 

error analysis, and (2) it provided data about the child's 

ability to narrate logically and explicitly a sequence of 

events that had just been read to him. 

The story selected for this study, "Sylvester and the 

Magic Pebble" by William Steig (1969) had just arrived in 

Canada at the time of testing. None of the children had 

previously read it. At the time of retesting, aIl four 

teachers were asked if they had seen this book or heard 

about it from the children. None of them had. The 

children had also indicated that their parents had not bought 

'-
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them this book; thus it seemed highly likely that they had 

only been read the story twice: once during the pretest 

period and once during the post test periode 

The text of the story was rewritten to make it shorter 

and easier for the children to understand (Appendix 8). 

However, the pictures were left untouched and the text 

followed the pictures very weil. 

li read the story to each child. Immediately after the 

story was read, she gave the child the book and told him to 

retell the story as best he could, using the pictures as a 

guide. After this"the only comment made by li was "Turn the 

page" or once the page was ttirned, "What happened here?" 

The child's retelling of the story was tape recorded and 

later transcribed. 

Scoring. The stories were transcribed from the tapes. 

Pauses in the narrative were noted and false starts were 

ignored. The protocols were examined for: grammatical 

errors and explicitness and clarity with which the child 

retold the story. 

1. Grammatical Analysis. All grammatical errors were 

counted and classified as either transformational, 

phrase structure or morphological errors. The kinds of 

errors represented by each category was previously des­

cribed for the imitation scoring. 

2. Explicitness and Clarity of the Narrative. The ex­

plicitness and clarity with which the story was retold 

~.I 
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was measured by how much of the story the child retold 

and how explicit he made his references. 

a. Amount of Story Retold. This was assessed by 

measuring fluency and narrative detail. The 

following were used to measure fluency. 

i. Grammatical units. The number of gram­

matical units that the child used to retell 

the story was counted. A unit was defined 

as a group of words preceded and followed by 

a pause that expressed a complete thought. 

This measure was originally devised by 

L~ban (1963). A unit May vary in length and 

in complexity. Each of the following exem­

plifies one unit: 

--The donkey was scared because he saw a 

lion. 

--He was scared. 

--No. 

ii. Coniunctions. Since clauses (subordinate 

and coordinate) were included in grammatical 

units and not counted separately the number of 

conjunctions used by each child within a gram­

matical unit was counted. This was thought to 

give an additional measure of fluency as it 

could account for the length of the grammatical 



unit. A chi1d who used conjunctions wou1d 

have longer grammatical units and thus more 

output than a chi1d who did note 
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iii. Nominal Groups. The number of nominal 

groups that the chi1d used in his narrative 

was counted. The nominal group is a feature 

of Ha11iday's nSca1e and Category Granunarn 

(1969). The nominal group usua11y acts as a 

subject or complement within a clause. It is 

made up of three parts, on1y one of which is 

relevant to this study, the head. The head 

is an ob1igatory part of the nominal group 

and consists of either a noun or a pronoun. 

The fo11owing exemp1ify heads within nominal 

groups: 

--It started to raine 

--The donkey with the stone in his hand 

--They asked the dogs and cats and mice. 

In this study, if a subject was de1eted before 

a verb, this de1etion was a1so counted as a 

nominal group (e.g., "The donkey saw the lion 

and was scared. n Here there are three nominal 

groups: donkey, lion and "de1eted hen). 

The number of nominal groups was used as 

an additiona1 measure of f1uency because it 



53 

was thought to be more sensitive to gramma-

tical complexity than the measure of "gram-

matical units." Grammatical complexity May 

be an important factor in determining how much 

of the story is retold. For example, the 

statements: "Because he saw the lion, he got 

scared and turned into a rock" and "He turned 

into a rock" each contains one grammatical unit. 

However, it is clear that in terms of fluency, 

the first statement contains more output and 

is grammatically more complexe This difference 

is accounted for by using nominal groups as a 

measure of fluency. In the first statement 

there are five nominal groups; in the second 

there are only two. 

iVe Narrative details. The following were 

used to measure narrative details: 

--A list of the 48 Most relevant details in 

the original story was prepared (Appendix 

10). The number of these details retold by 

each child was counted. 

--The number of irrelevant details that the 

child told was also counted. An irrelevant 

detail is either: a detail that is not 

important to the meaning of the story; a 

,-
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detail that repeats one previously mentioned; 

a detail that expresses a thought that is 

inconsistent with the meaning of the story. 

b. Referential clarity. The degree to which the 

child made his references explicit anddear to the 

listener was measured by examining pronoun usage. 

i. The number of Pronouns. The number of pronouns 

used as heads in nominal groups was counted. 

ii. Pronoun Reference. The pronouns were examined 

to determine whether the child had previously men­

tioned the noun to which the pronoun referred, and if 

he used a referent how clear the connection was. As 

a result a pronoun could fall into one of the follow­

ing three categories: 

--The pronoun is clearly referenced. Usually the 

noun is used immediately preceding the transition 

from noun to pronoun (e.g., "The donkey was scared 

and he wanted to go home."). 

--The pronoun does not refer to any previously used 

noun. Hawkins calls these exophoric pronouns (1969). 

--The pronoun has a noun referent but it is unclear 

for either of two reasons: the child has used two 

nouns in the previous sentence and then switches to 

two pronouns which are the same gender or number 

(e.g., The donkey saw the lion. He was scared. 

He walked away); or the noun to which the pronoun 

'-
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refers appears several ideas back in the 

story. Between the noun reference and 

pronoun other nominal groups have appeared. 

The total nurnber of exophoric and unclear pro­

nouns was counted for each child. These are 

called ambiquous pronouns. 

iii. Wrorig Pronouns. The nurnber of wrong 

pronouns was counted. These kinds of errors 

included nurnber and gender changes (e.g., The 

donkey went outside. She found a stone.). 

Scoring Procedure. li taught this scoring system to an in­

dependent observer. Both independently scored the protocols 

and later compared their results. Discrepancies were dis­

cussed and resolved. 

Testing Procedure 

There were three lits: myself and two female assistants. 

AlI had previously tested children. One of the assistants 

and myself did aIl the pretesting. The other assistant and 

myself did the post testing. 

Before the formaI testing began, the two pretest !'s 

visited each of the four classes for three days to become 

familiar with the children. We were introduced as "Two ladies 

who are going to play sorne games with you." The tirne was 

spent playing and talking with the children, observing in-

,-



struction that occurred, and helping the teachers if they 

needed assistance. We hoped that when the more formaI 

testing began, the children would feel at ease. The pre­

test began at the end of October, and lasted four weeks. 
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The post test began at the beginning of June and lasted three 

weeks. 

Pretest. We were assigned two separate quiet rooms in 

each school that were not used by any one else during the 

testing session. AlI 40 children were tested individually. 

Each was given the complete battery of tests. Some of the 

tests were administered to aIl children by the principal in­

vestigator: Vocabulary,' Naming, Abstract Designs, Production 
and Wh-Questions. Others were given by the assistant ~: 

Sentence Imitation, Object Manipulation, and Story Telling. 
Each child received the tests in the following order: 

Imitation, Vocabulary, Naming, Object Manipulation, Abstract 

Designs, Production, Wh-Questions and Story Telling. AlI 

children were given one test before the next test was begun. 
Each child was seen for approximately 15 to 20 minutes every 
other day for a total of approximately two hours. AlI 

children appeared to enjoy the testing sessions. There were 
never any problems in getting them to cooperate. 

Test Interval. During the six month interval between the 
pre and post testing, the principal investigator visited each 
of the four classes three times to maintain contact with the 
children and to talk to the teachers about any problems that 



57 

might have arisen. The first testing assistant was replaced 

by the third li for the post test. She visited the classes 

once before the post test began. The children remembered 

the "two ladies who had played gameslt and did not mention 

that the original assistant had been replaced. 

Post Test. The procedure was identical to that for the 

pretest. 

.. i 



58 

RESULTS 

This research was designed to provide data relevant 

to three genera1 prob1ems: (1) the re1ationship ~etween 

grammatical and communication abi1ities; (2) the effects 

associated with social c1ass upon schoo1 language when 

language abi1ities are tested in various contexts using a 

number of different measuresJ and (3) the effectsassociated 

with a year's schoo1ing on these measured language abi1ities. 

Two types of statistica1 analyses were performed on the 

data: factor ana1ysis and ana1ysis of variance. 

Factor Ana1ysis 

A factor ana1ysis was performed on the data to provide 

a convenient framework for organizing a large number of 

dependent variables into meaningfu1 units and to indicate 

the nature of the re1ationship that May exist between gram­

matical and communication abi1ities. This kind of infor­

mation might shed further 1ight on the socio1inguists' 

contention that language invo1ves the acquisition of com­

munication abi1ities as we11 as grammatical abi1ities. 

Post test scores for 26 variables were se1ected for 

a factor ana1ysis (Biomedical Computer Programs, 1970). 

These variables were: 

1. Object Manipulation Test Errors 

2. Production Test Errors 

3. Wh-Question Test Errors 

4. Abstract Designs Test Images 
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5. Abstract Designs Test Poor Images 

6. Abstract Designs Test Elaboration Index 

7. Abstract Designs Test Ambiguity Index 

8. Abstract Designs Test Egocentric Explanations 

9. Abstract Designs Test Multiple Concept Explanations 

10. Imitation Test Transformational Errors 

11. Imitation Test Phrase Structure Errors 

12. Imitation Test Morphologica1 Errors 

13. Imitation Test Total Errors 

14. Story Rete11ing Nominal Groups 

15. Story Rete11ing Pronouns 

16. Story Rete11ing Ambiguous Pronouns 

17. Story Rete11ing Wrong Pronouns 

18. Story Rete11ing Relevant Details 

19. Story Rete11ing Irre1evant Details 

20. Story Rete11ing Grammatical Units 

21. Story Rete11ing Conjunctions 

22. Story Rete11ing Transformationa1 Errors 

23. Story Retel1ing Phrase Structure Errors 

24. Story Retel1ing Morpho1ogica1 Errors 

25. Story Retel1ing Total Grammatical Errors 

26. Naming Test Appropriate Names. 

Because the number of variables used in a factor ana1ysis 

shou1d be somewhat 1ess than the sample size, we selected 

those 26 variables which we fe1t to be the most inclusive. 
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The variables described in the Method section but not in­

cluded in the factor analysis will be discussed in the next 

section when relevant. 

Results of the Factor Analysis 

Six factors were obtained from the factor analysis. 

These six factors accounted for 66% of the total variance. 

Only those scales with a loading greater than .55 are con­

sidered in the interpretation which follows (Appendix 10 

shows the factor loadings). The six factors have been given 

the following interpretations. 

Factor I (18% of the variance) is interpreted as 

"Productive Knowledge of Classroom Grammar." 

Factor II (16% of the variance) seems best described 

as "Speech Output." The "Story Retelling Relevant Details" 

test was ignored for purposes of interpretation even'though 

it loaded on this factor since it was discrepant with the 

other tests that loaded on this factor. 

Factor III (12% of the variance) is interpreted as 

"Elaborated and Ambiguous Speech." 

Factor IV (7% of the variance) is interpreted as 

"Egocentric Info l'mat ion ." 

Factor V (7% of the variance) is interpreted as "Gram­

matical Comprehension of Classroom English." 

Factor VI (7% of the variance) is interpreted as "Com­

munication of Relevant Content." 

The results of the factor analysis suggest strongly that 

several dimensions are needed to describe classroom language 

ability, in particular that the mastery of classroom language 

depends on a knowledge of grammatical as weIl as communication 

abilities. 
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Analyses of Variance 

To determine the effects associated with social class 

and schooling upon the various measures, separate 2 x 2 

analyses of variance, with repeated measures, were performed 

on all the dependent variables, unless otherwise stated. 

The independent variables were social class (MC vs. LC), 

and time of testing (pre vs. post). 

Because of the large number of dependent variables, the 

results of these analyses will be discussed in three dif­

ferent sections. 

(1) The results for one selected variable from each of 

the six factors will be discussed in detail to examine the 

effects associated with social class and schooling on that 

measure in particular and the factor in general. Bach 

variable was selected on the basis of its loading and con­

sistency with the definition given to that factor. 

(2) The results for the other variables which loaded on 

each of the six factors will be discussed briefly to provide 

further information about the effects associated with 

social class and schooling upon the children's language 

abilities. 

(3) The results for the variables which did not load ap­

preciably on any of the six factors will be discussed. 

The results for the variables not included in the 

factor analysis will be discussed when relevant. 

· i 
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1. Effects associated with Social C1ass and Schoo1ing on 

Language Abi1ities. 

Factor I: Productive Know1edge of C1assroom Grammar--Story 

Tel1ing Grammatical Errors 

Because this score represented the sum of morpho10gica1, 

phrase structure and transformationa1 errors, the data were 

ana1yzed using a 3 x 2 x 2 ana1ysis of variance. The in­

dependent variables were type of error, social c1ass and 

time of testing. Table 1 presents the means for the various 

types of errors made by the MC and LC chi1dren on the pre 

and post tests. 

MC Pre 

LC Pre 

MC Post 

LC Post 

Table 1 

Story Tel1ing Grammatical Errors 

Transformational 

1.75 

1.90 

2.70 

2.80 

Phrase Structure 

1.70 

3.05 

1.70 

2.75 

Morpho10gical Total 

2.10 5.55 

3.65 8.60 

1.20 

2.85 

5.60 

8.40 

MC chi1dren made significant1y fewer errors overa11 

than did LC chi1dren (f = 7.94, f< .01, df = 1,38). There 

was no significant improvement over the year, nor was there 

a significant effect for type of error. There were, however, 

two significant interactions [time of texting x type of error 

(f = 5.28, f< .01, df = 2,76) and social c1ass x type of 

.1 
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error (f = 3.73, e< .05, <!f = 2,76)]. An inspection of 

Figure 1 shows that the number of transformational errors 

increased from the pre to the post test, while the number 

of morphological errors decreased and the number of phrase 

structure errors remained constant. Figure 2 shows that 

LC children made more morphological and phrase structure 

errors than MC children, although both groups made an 

equal number of transformational errors. 

Most of the phrase structure errors which were made 

involved an incorrect use of the auxiliary or an incorrect 

use of prepositions. There was a clear trend for LC 

children to make more of these types of errors. Seventy­

five percent of the prepositional errors were due to the 

substitution of a wrong preposition for a correct one 

(e.g., He put the food in the rock). Most of the morpho­

logical errors resulted from the incorrect usage of ir­

regular verbs (e.g., He seed). There was a tendency for 

the number of these types of errors to decrease from pre 

to post tests and for LC children to make more of these 

errors than MC children. 

Even though there was no significant main effect 

associated with schooling, one might conclude that over the 

year there was an increase in the children's knowledge of 

productive classroom grammar on the basis of the following 

evidence. First, the number of errors made in relation 

to the amount of speech output decreased over the year 
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(i.e., the number of errors remained constant while speech 

output increased ~ee Table 3J); and second the increase 

in transformational errors on the post test probably in­

flated the final score, as morphological errors decreased 

while phrase structure errors remained constant. Further­

more, transformational errors did not load on this factor 

and should not be represented in the total score of gram­

matical errors. Only the sum of morphological and phrase 

structure errors should be considered as a valid measure 

of Productive Knowledge of Classroom Grammar. Table 2 

shows the mean number of morphological and phrase structure 

errors made in relation to the amount of speech output 

calculated by using the number of nominal groups produced 

by MC and LC subjects on pre and post tests. 

Table 2 

Story Retelling Grammatical Errors 

in Relation to Output 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

.06 

.04 

1& 

.11 

.08 

When output is considered, MC children still made sig­

nificantly fewer errors than LC children (f = 17.99, e< .01, 

~ = 1,38); however, there was a significant decrease in 

the number of errors made relative to speech output for 

.1 
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both groups from pre to post test (f 6.99, e< .05, 2! 
1,38 ). 

MC children demonstrated a better productive knowledge 

of the morphological and phrase structure rules of class-

room English, but both groups seemed to improve in this 

ability over the course of the year when their errors were 

examined in relation to their total output. 

Factor II: Speech Output--Story Retelling Nominal Groups 

Table 3 shows the mean number of nominal groups pro-

duced by MC and LC children on the pre and post tests. 

Table 3 

Nominal Groups 

Pretest 60.50 

Post test 73.70 

56.30 

62.30 

MC children produced more nominal groups than did LC 

children. (f 5.17, p< .05, df = 1,38). Pupils generally - -
produced more nominal groups at the end of the year than 

at the beginning (f = 15.25, ~ .01, Q! = 1,38). There 

was no significant interaction. This test, sensitive to 

grammatical complexity, May be a good measure of output. 

_ .. 1 
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Factor III: Elaborated and Ambiguous Speech--Abstract 

Designs Test Images 

Table 4 presents the mean number of different images 

produced by MC and LC children on the pre and post tests. 

Table 4 

Images on Abstract Designs Test 

Pretest 

Post test 

20.80 

28.65 

19.00 

20.90 

Although the analysis revealed that MC children produced 

significantly more responses than the LC children (f = 7.74, 

~ .01, df = 1,38) and that there was an increase in the 

number of responses from the pre to post tests (~ = 14.81, 

p< .01, df = 1,38), the significant interaction, shown in - -
Figure 3 indicated that the MC children had increased their 

response production more rapidly by the end of the year 

than had the LC children (f = 5.90, e< .05, df = 1,38). 

After each response the child was asked by ! "Why do 

you think it looks like that? Could you tell me more 

about it 7" This gave the child an additional opportunity 

to produce another image. An analysis of variance of the 

number of these questions asked by ! revealed no signifi­

cant main effects and no interaction (Appendix Il shows 

these means). Both the MC and LC children were asked the 

.1 
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same number of questions by ~ and there was no increase for 

the post test. Therefore, one cannot explain the MC 

child's ability to give more images by the fact that ~ 

asked him more questions than the LC child. Nor can one 

explain the increase in the number of responses given by 

both groups by the fact that the children were asked more 

questions on the post test by~. Neither of these conten­

tions is correct. 

Thus, MC children apparently elaborate on the des­

cription of one design by giving more verbal images for it 

than LC children. Even though both groups gave more images 

on the post test, the LC children have not acquired this 

ability at the same rate as their MC agemates. 

Factor IV: Egocentric Information--Abstract Designs Test 

Egocentric Explanations 

Both the total number and the percent age of egocentric 

explanations were considered. Although there were no signi­

ficant class differences for the total number of explanations 

given (see Appendix 12 for the means), there was an increase 

in the number given over the year (f = 14.73, ~ .01, 

df = 1,38). Therefore the percentage of egocentric explana­

tions was computed to hold constant the number of explanations 

and to see whether egocentric explanations increased as 

explanations in general increased. Table 5 presents the 

means for the number of egocentric explanations produced by 

the children. 



Table 5 

Egocen"cric Explanations (Raw Score) 

Pretest 

Post test 

2.40 

4.10 

4.35 

5.05 

LC children gave more egocentric explanations than MC 
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children (f = 7.17, P< .05, df = 1,38). - - There was no sig-

nificant time of testing effect nor was there a significant 

interaction. 

A similar pattern occurs when the percent age of ego­

centric explanations are considered. Table 6 shows the 

me ans for the percent age of egocentric explanations pro-

duced. 

Table 6 

Percent age of Egocentric Explanations 

Pretest 

Post test 

.26 

.35 

.47 

.45 

LC children gave significantly more egocentric explanations 

in relation to the total number of explanations than the MC 

children (f = 5.83, e< .05, df = 1,38). Again, there was 

no significant change in the percent age of egocentric ex-

planations from the pre to post tests, and there was no 

significant interaction. 
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A1though LC chi1dren produced more egocentric exp1ana­

tions than MC chi1dren, the number was quite large for 

both groups of chi1dren. 

Factor V: Comprehension of C1assroom Eng1ish--Imitation 

Test Errors 

The total number of grammatical errors represents the 

sum of the transformationa1, phrase structure and morpho­

logica1 errors made on the Imitation Test. Table 7 shows 

the me ans for the various types of errors made. 

Table 7 

Imitation Errors 

Transformationa1 Phrase Structure Morpho1ogical Total 

MC Pretest 3.80 

LC Pretest 3.85 

MC Post test 3.20 

LC Post test 3.45 

1.50 

2.75 

1.20 

1.60 

.~ 

.90 

.15 

.60 

5.60 

7.50 

4.55 

5.65 

The data were an1ayzed using a 3 x 2 x 2 ana1ysis of 

variance. The independent variables were type of error, 

social c1ass and time of testing. Fewer errors were made 

on the post test than on the pretest (~ = 5.11, ~ .05, 

df = 1,38). There was a significant effect for type of 

error (E = 48.48, ~ .01, df = 1,38) with transformationa1 

errors occurring more frequent1y fo11owed by phrase structure 



errors and then by morpho10gica1 errors. There were no 

significant social c1ass or interaction effects. 

70 

It is particu1ar1y interesting that there were no sig­

nificant c1ass differences on this measure of grammatical 

comprehension of c1assroom Eng1ish, a1though both groups 

did improve during the course of the year. 

Factor VI: Communication of Relevant Content--Re1evant 

Details Reto1d in Story Te11ing 

Table 8 shows the mean number of relevant detai1s 

reto1d. 

Pretest 

Post test 

Table 8 

Relevant Details 

MC 

27.05 

30.10 

LC 

23.55 

26.60 

MC chi1dren reto1d more relevant detai1s than LC chi1dren 

(~ = 10.27, ~ .01, df = 1,38). A1though both groups re-

1ated more relevant detai1s on the post test than on the 

pretest (E = 16.52, ~ .01, df = 1,38), there was no 

significant interaction. Thus, MC chi1dren communicated 

more relevant content than LC chi1dren a1though ~ 

groups improved over the year. 

In summary, whi1e there were no social c1ass dif­

ferences found for comprehension of c1assroom Eng1ish, MC 
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children demonstrated a better productive knowledge of gr~­

matica1 ru1es of classroom English, spoke more, used more 

elaborate and less egocentric speech and included more 

relevant content in their narratives than did the LC 

chi1dren. By the end of the year, however, both groups had 

improved significantly in their grammatical comprehension 

of classroom structures, and in their productive knowledge 

of these structures. Both groups spoke more, added more 

relevant content to their speech and used more e1aborations. 

There was no decrease, however, in the amount of egocentric 

information given over the year. 

2. Further Effects Associated with Social Class and 

Schooling on Language Abilities. 

To lend further support to the above conclusions, the 

analyses of other comp1ementary variables which had high 

factor 10adings will now be discussed. 

Factor 1: Productive Know1edge of C1assroom GrAmmar 

Production Tests. Table 9 shows the mean number of 

errors made on the Production Test. 

Table 9 

Production Test Errors 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

10.95 

6.90 

LC 

17.05 

10.60 
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MC chi1dren made significant1y fewer errors than the LC 

chi1dren (f = 13.50, ~ .01, df = 1,38), but both groups 

made significant1y fewer errors on the post test than on 

the pre test (f = 80.90, f< .01, df = 1,38). There was 

a1so a significant interaction (~ = 4.23, ~ .05, df = 1,38) 

which indicated that the LC group performed more simi1ar1y 

to the MC group at the end of the year than at the beginning 

(see Figure 4). 

Table 10 summarizes the significance 1eve1s for social 

c1ass, time of testing and interaction effects on the sub­

tests of the production task. (Appendix 13 contains the 

subtest means.) 

Table 10 

[-Values for Significance of Production Subtests 

Social C1ass Time of Testing Interaction 

Double negative 22.95** 5.37* N.S. 

Negative contraction 

Imperative 

Do, be, have 

Question 

Plural 

Subject-verb 

Comparative 

Past Tense 

Possessive 

Past particip1e 

*-11- ~ < .01 

* E < .05 

9.70** 

5.96* 

8.16-1HI-

7.47** 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

for a11 subtests df 1,38 

7.33** 7.33** 

N.S. N.S. 

28.04** N.S. 

N.S. N.S. 

19.97** N.S. 

17.29** N.S. 

31.56** N.S. 

24.72** N.S. 

N.S. N.S. 

N.S. N.S. 
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The results of these subtests identify some grammatical 

constructions that LC children do not use so weIl as MC 

children: double negative, negative contraction, impera­

tive, ,irregular verbs and question transformation. There 

was a significant interaction for negative contractions. 

By the end of the year, LC children made relatively few 

mistakes using this construction. The MC and LC children 

improved on aIl grammatical constructions during the year, 

except for Lmperatives, questions, past participles of 

irregular verbs and possessives (there were few possessive 

errors made on the pretest to begin with). These subtest 

results provide specifie information about the types of 

grammatical constructions with which LC and MC children 

may have difficulty. 

Wh-Questions. Table Il shows the means for the total 

number of errors made on the Wh-questions test. 

Table Il 

Wh-Questions Errors 

Pretest 

Post test 

9.05 

6.70 

12.95 

9.40 

MC children made significantly fewer errors asking questions 

than did LC children (! = 13.30, p< .01, df = 1,38). Fewer 

errors were made on the post test t~an on the pretest (E = 

33.96, e< .01, df = 1,38). There was no significant interaction. 

.1 
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An ana1ysis of variance for the number of questions 

incorrect1y asked (this measure was not inc1uded in the 

factor ana1ysis, see Appendix 14 for means and E-ratios) 

revea1ed significant c1ass and time of testing effects con­

sistent with the resu1ts reported above. There was a1so a 

significant interaction showing LC chi1dren to be more 

simi1ar to the MC chi1dren at the end of the year than at 

the beginning (Figure 5). 

When the kinds of errors made in producing questions 

are examined separate1y, on1y repetitions revea1ed a sig­

nificant c1ass difference (f = 6.66, p< .05, df = 1,38). 

LC chi1dren tended to repeat the command rather than to 

ask the appropriate question more often th an MC chi1dren. 

There was no significant time of testing or interaction 

effects. Table 12 shows the mean number of repetitions. 

Table 12 

Repetitions 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

.20 

.15 

LC 

2.50 

2.15 

The LC chi1dren May have used this strategy to mask the 

difficu1ty they had in performing this task. It was easier 

for them to repeat the command than to ask the question. 

The use of this strategy cou1d a1so revea1 a greater 1ack 

'---

1 
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of attention on the part of the LC chi1d who May have for­

gotten the purpose of the task. Rather than asking the 

question he May simp1y have repeated the sentence. It is 

un1ike1y that the repetitions indicated a 1ack of und er­

standing of the task for on1y one chi1d repeated a11 the 

sentences. 

There were no significant social c1ass differences for 

any other type of error. Differences associated with time 

of testing were found for the fo110wing types of errors: 

pronouns, no inversion, wrong use of the auxi1iary and the 

use of got. The chi1dren made fewer of these errors on the 

post test. (Appendix 15 contains the means and E-ratios 

for these types of errors.) 

In summary, significant c1ass differences were obtained 

on a11 grammatical measures that 10aded on the factor, 

Productive Know1edge of C1assroom Grammar. Both groups of 

children showed improvement from pre to post tests for a11 

measures. There were significant interactions on two measures 

(production errors and incorrect wh-questions) which indi­

cated that at the end of the year the LC chi1dren were per­

forming more simi1ar1y to their MC peers than at the beginning 

of the year. The Production subtests indicated specific 

areas in which LC and MC chi1dren May be experiencing dif­

ficu1ty, whi1e the kinds of errors made on the Wh-Questions 

indicated the kinds of prob1ems MC and LC chi1dren have in 

constructing questions. 



Factor II: Speech Output 

Story Retelling Pronouns. This is a measure of the 

number of nominal groups whose heads were filled by pro­

nouns in the Story Retelling. Table 13 shows the mean 

number of pronouns used in the Story Retelling. 

Table 13 

Story Retelling Pronouns 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

31.10 

37.40 

LC 

29.55 

30.40 

76 

MC chi1dren used significantly more pronouns than did LC 

children (~ = 4.93, ~ .05, df = 1,38). There was no sig­

nificant effect for time of testing nor was there a sig­

nificant interaction. 

Story Retelling Grammatical Units. Table 14 shows the 

mean number of grammatical units. 

Table 14 

Story Retelling Grammatical Units 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

30.75 

35.25 

LC 

30.70 

31.75 

A1though there was an increase in the number of units from 

pre to post tests (f = 4.63, ~ .05, df = 1,38), there 

were no significant social c1ass or interaction effects. 

,-
i 
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Depending upon what variable is used to measure speech 

output, social class and schooling effects change. Becau~e 

MC children related more relevant details (Table 8) and as 

many irrelevant details (Appendix 17) as LC children, the 

MC children's speech output should be greater. Similarly 

both groups' speech output should be greater on the post 

test than on the pretest. Nominal groups was the only 

measure to show this greater output for MC children and for 

both groups on the post test. It seems to be a more sen­

sitive measure which accounts for aspects of complexity 

which pronouns and grammatical units do not. 

Factor III: Elaborated and Ambiguous Speech 

Abstract Designs Test Elaboration Index. Table 15 

shows the means for the elaboration index. 

Table 15 

Elaboration Index 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

6.60 

14.55 

LC 

2.35 

5.85 

MC children gave significantly more elaboratio~for their 

images th an did LC children (f = 8.61, ~ .01, df = 1,38). 

Both groups gave more elaborations on the post test 

(f = 13.52, ~ .01, df = 1,38). There was no significant 

interaction. 

.. i 
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Abstract Designs Test Ambiguity Index. There we~e no 

significant main effects or interaction for this measure 

(see Appendix 16 for means). 

Story Rete11ing Ambiguous Pronouns. Table 16 presents 

the me ans for the number of ambiguous pronouns used in the 

Story Rete11ing task. 

Table 16 

Story Rete11ing Ambiguous Pronouns 

Pretest 

Post test 

11.85 

7.90 

15.40 

9.40 

A1though there was a significant decrease in the number of 

these pronouns used over the year (f = 9.58, ~ .01, 

df = 1,38), there were no significant social c1ass or inter-

action effects. 

Neverthe1ess, intuitive1y, it seemed as though the MC 

children were using fewer ambiguous pronouns than the LC 

chi1dren. Therefore, we decided to look at the number of 

ambiguous pronouns used in relation to the total number of 

pronouns. Table 17 shows the means for the ambiguous 

pronouns expressed as percentages. 

>---

. 1 



79 

Table 17 

Percent age of Ambiguous Pronouns 

MC LC 

Pretest .38 .54 

Post test .22 .31 

MC children used fewer ambiguous pronouns relative to the 

total number of pronouns than LC children (f = 5.38, 

g< .05, df = 1,38). Both groups used significantly fewer 

ambiguous pronouns in relation to the total number of pro­

nouns at the end of the year than at the beginning 

(l = 26.64, e< .01, df = 1,38). There was no significant 

interaction. 

On measures of Elaborated and Ambiguous Speech, MC 

children gave more images for each abstract design, gave 

more elaborations for each of these images, and percen­

tagewise used fewer ambiguous pronouns in the Story Re­

telling than the LC children. Both groups used the same 

number of ambiguous references (ambiguity index) to des­

cribe the abstract designs. There was an increase in the 

number of images and elaborations produced on the Abstract 

Designs Test over the year for both groups, while there 

was a decrease in the absolute and relative number of 

ambiguous pronouns used on the Story Retelling. There 

was no decrease for the number of ambiguous references used 

on the Abstract Designs Test. 
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Factor IV: Egocentric Information 

Abstract Designs Test Multiple Concept Explanations. 

Table 18 shows the mean number of multiple concept exp1ana­

tions given on the Abstract Designs Test. 

Table 18 

Multiple Concept Exp1anations 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

1.85 

3.10 

LC 

1.25 

1.80 

There was in increase in the use of these concepts from the 

pre to the post tests (f = 4.76, e< .01, df = 1,38). There 

were no significant social c1ass or interaction effects. 

When the number of these exp1anations are examined in 

relation to the total number of exp1anations given, there 

was a significant class difference (f = 6.61, e< .05, 

df = 1,38) with MC chi1dren giving re1ative1y more of these 

exp1anations than LC chi1dren. However, there was no sig­

nificant time of testing effect nor was there an interaction. 

Table 19 shows the means for the percentage of multiple 

concept exp1anations produced on the Abstract Designs Test. 

Table 19 

Percentage of Multiple Concept Exp1anations 

Pretest 

Post Test 

MC LC 

.21 

.25 

.10 

.15 
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Abstract Designs Test Poor Images. Table 20 shows the 

mean number of poor images given for the abstract designs. 

More of these images were given at the end of the year than 

at the beginning (f = 4.68, p< .05, df = 1,38). There was 

no significant social class effect nor was there a signi­

ficant interaction. 

Table 20 

Poor Images 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

1.75 

3.15 

LC 

1.60 

2.45 

When the number of poor images, expressed as a percentage 

of the total number of images, was ana1yzed there were no 

significant main effects. Table 21 shows the means for 

the percentage of poor images produced. 

Table 21 

Percent age of Poor Images 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

.07 

.12 

LC 

.08 

.11 

The number of poor images rose proportionate1y with the 

number of images produced on. the post test. 
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On tests of Bgocentric Information, MC chi1dren gave 

re1ative1y more multiple concept exp1anations and fewer 

egocentric exp1anations. Both groups gave the sarne number 

of poor images. When a11 three measures are considered in 

relation to total output (total number of responses and 

total number of exp1anations) there were no changes from 

pre to post tests. 

Factor V: Grammatical Comprehension of C1assroom Eng1ish 

A1though there were no significant effects for the 

number of phrase structure or transformationa1 errors made 

on the Imitation Test (see Table 7 for means), there was a 

significant decrease in the total number of errors made on 

the post test. 

Factor VI: Communication of Relevant Content 

Story Rete11ing Irre1evant Details. There were no 

significant main effecta for the number of irre1evant 

detai1s recounted in the Story Rete11ing (Appendix 17 

shows the means). MC chi1dren however, recounted signi­

ficant1y more relevant detai1s than did LC chi1dren. 

In summary of the resu1ts so far reported, the effects 

associated with social c1ass and schoo1ing vary with the 

abi1ity being examined and the test used to measure that 

abi1ity. On all tests that load on Productive Knowledge 

of C1assroom Grammar, there was an improvement for ~ 
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groups over the year. The LC children made more morpho­

logical and phrase structure errors than did their MC 

agemates. The LC children seemed to have specifie problems 

with the double negative, imperative and question trans­

formations as weIl as with irregular verbs and prepositions. 

Nonetheless, these children appear to be quickly catching 

up with their MC agemates. 

No consistent social class or time of testing dif­

ferences were obtained for the three measures of speech 

output (nominal groups, grammatical units, pronouns). How­

ever, when nominal groups, the most sensitive of these 

measures is considered, then the MC children produced more 

speech than LC children and both groups increased their 

speech output from pretest to post test. 

The MC children's speech was more elaborated than the 

LC children's. To describe a design, not only did they 

give more verbal images but they also used more elaborations 

to describe these images (e.g., adjectives, phrases and 

clauses). At the same time, their speech was less ambi­

guous in that they used relatively fewer ambiguous pro­

nouns. However, LC children as weIl as MC children, improved 

on thesa abilities over the year. It is interesting that 

MC children used as Many ambiguous references (as measured 

by the ambiguity index) for the images on the Abstract 

Designs Test as the LC children and that there was no improve­

ment for either group in this ability. 
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MC children appear to use less egocentric speech than 

LC children. They gave relatively fewer egocentric ex­

planations and more multiple concept explanations. However, 

both groups gave the same number of poor responses on the 

Abstract Designs ~est. There was no ~provement over the 

year on any of these measures. 

MC and LC children both improved on measures of 

grammatical Comprehension of Classroom structures although 

there were no significant social class differences. 

Finally, while MC children included more relevant con­

tent in their speech than LC children, they included as 

much irrelevant content as their LC peers. Both groups 

increased the amount of relevant content on the post test 

but did not decrease the amount of irrelevant content. 

3. Effects Associated with Social Class and Schooling on 

Variables with Low Factor Loadings •. 

Some of the 26 dependent variables did not load ap­

preciably on any factor. Thus there May be other aspects 

of classroom language which were measured in this study 

but which were not described by the six factors. 

Object Manipulation Test 

Even though this test was meant to measure comprehension 

of standard grammatical rules, it did not load on either of 

the two grammatical factors. The me an number of errors made 

on the object manipulation test are shown in Table 22. 

'-



Table 22 

Object Manipulation Test Errors 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

16.40 

11.15 

~ 

20.90 

15.05 
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MC children made fewer errors than did LC children (! = 6.12, 

p< .05, df = 1,38). Significantly fewer errors were made 

at the end of the year (! = 32.55, p< .01, df = 1,38). 

There was no significant interaction. Even though the MC 

children performed better on the test as a whole, there were 

significant social class differences for only four subtests 

(Appendix 18 shows the means and f-ratios for all 16 

subtests). The Object Manipulation Test might measure the 

child's attention or interest in a task. 

Morphological Errors on the Imitation Test 

This is the only imitation measure which did Dot load 

OD Factor V (Grammatical Comprehension of Classroom Struc­

tures). Table 23 shows the mean number of morphological 

errors made on the Imitation Test. 

Table 23 

Imitation Test Morphological Errors 

Pretest 

Post Test 

MC 

.30 

.15 

LC 

.90 

.60 

'-
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LC children made more morphological errors than the MC 

children (F = 5.82, p< .05, df = 1,38). There was no sig-- -
nificant time of testing effect and no interaction. This 

is the on1y imitation measure which showed a social c1ass 

difference. It may be that the chi1dren imposed their own 

inf1ections upon the structures to be repeated, and that 

this measure ref1ects dia1ect differences between the groups. 

Story Rete11ing Wrong Pronouns 

The means for the number of wrong pronouns given on 

the Story Rete1ling are shown in Table 24. 

Table 24 

Wrong Pronouns 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

1.60 

.75 

LC 

3.75 

2.35 

LC chi1dren used significant1y more wrong pronouns than MC 

chi1dren (E = 7.34, p< .05, ~f = 1,38). There was no sig-

nificant time of testing effect and no significant inter-

action. This variable might measure ambiguity in communi-

cation: The chi1d does not make his pronoun references 

c1ear; as we1l as productiv~ grammatical abi1ity: The 

chi1d does not observe the transformationa1 ru1e,uPronoun 

in Conjunction." 

.i 
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Story Rete11ing Transformationa1 Errors 

This is the on1y grammatical Story Rete11ing measure 

which did not 10ad on Factor I. Table 25 shows the mean 

number of transformational errors made on the Story Re-

te11ing Test. 

Table 25 

Transformationa1 Errors 

Pretest 

Post test 

1.75 

2.70 

1.90 

2.80 

There was a significant increase in the number of trans­

formationa1 errors from the pre to post tests (f = 8.98, 

~ .01, Qi = 1,38). There was no significant social c1ass 

difference and no interaction. 

The increase in these errors may not ref1ect a regres-

sion in grammatical abi1ity, but rather a progression. The 

chi1dren may make more transformaticnal e,t'rors on the post 

test because they are in the process of acquiring and using 

new grammatical forma (not used on the pretest) for which 

they have not yet perfected the ru1es for correct usage. 

On the post test, many chi1dren had difficu1ty using the 

correct sequence of tenses in sentences with mo~~ than one 

verb (i.e., in re1ative1y comp1ex sentences). This kind of 

error is known as "Tense in Conjunction" (e.g., He wished 

"-

.1 
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that it is [vs. was] raining again ll ). Table 26 shows the 

means for the number of such errors. 

Table 26 

Tense in Conjunction Errors 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

.40 

1.00 

LC 

.35 

1.45 

The rise in this type of transformational error on the post 

test accounts for the general increase in transformational 

errors on the post test. Thus, the increase in trans­

formational errors on the post test probab1y indicates that 

the chi1d is beginning to use more comp1ex forros which he 

has not yet completely mastered. Transformationa1 errors, 

then May reflect grammatical sophistication or development. 

Story Retelling Conjunctions 

There were no significant effects for the number of 

conjunctions used (Appendix 19 shows the means). This may 

measure output (the more conjunctions used, the more out­

put there is within each grammatical unit) as weIl as 

grammatical complexity (the number of conjunctions is an 

indication of the number of clauses within each sentence). 

Appropriate Naming 

MC children gave more appropriate responses than did 

LC children on the naming task (f = 8.70, p< .01, df = 1,38). 



Both groups gave more appropriate responses on the post 

test CF = 68.60, p< .01, gf = 1,38). There was no sig­

nificant interaction. ,Table 27 shows the means for the 

total number of appropriate responses. 

Table 27 

Appropriate Responses 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

41.15 

52.40 

~ 

33.70 

44.10 
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To determine whether LC chi1dren performed poor1y on this 

test because they did not possess the same range of voca­

bu1ary as the MC chi1dren, the number of errors made on 

the vocabu1ary test was ana1yzed. Table 28 shows the mean 

number of vocabu1ary errors made by LC and MC chi1dren. 

Table 28 

Vocabu1ary Errors 

MC LC 

Pretest 

Post test 

8.05 

3.00 

13.90 

4.95 

MC chi1dren gave more correct names than did LC chi1dren 

CE = 12.22, ~ .01, df = 1,38), and more correct names 

were given on the post test CE = 115.67, e< .01, df = 1,38). 

.. i 
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More important, however, there was a significant interaction 

(f = 8.98, p< .01, ~f = 1,38) which showed that the LC 

chi1dren were re1ative1y c10ser to the MC chi1dren at the 

end of the year than at the beginning (see Figure 6). 

These resu1ts indicate that by the time of the post 

test the LC chi1dren knew a1most as Many names as the MC 

chi1dren. Thus, their poor performance on the Appropriate 

Naming post test probab1y shou1d not be attributed to a 

poorer vocabu1ary. 

The number of inappropriate responses given on the 

naming task was ana1yzed to determine whether LC chi1dren 

did give as Many names but gave more incorrect ones. It 

May be that they knew as Many words but did not have as 

Many semantic markers for these concepts as the MC chi1dren 

and thus might make more errors of inclusion. Table 29 

presents the Mean number of inappropriate responses. 

Table 29 

Inappropriate Responses 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC LC 

2.95 

1.95 

2.85 

2.10 

There was no significant social c1ass difference on this 

measure, a1though both groups improved during the course 

of the year (f = 10.98, p< .01, df = 1,38). There was no 

~ 

. 1 



,-

90a 

CI') ---- Middle Class 
~ 

0 Lower Class 
0=:: 
0=:: 15 w 
LL 

11 0 
0=:: 

7 '" w " " 
1:0 "- .... 

'" ~ '" 3 "-

::::J 
Z -r 1 1 

Pre-test Post test 

liME OF lESllNG 

Figure 6: The relationship between time of testing 

and social class for the number of 

vocabulary errors. 



91 

significant interaction. Le children's poor performance on 

the Appropriate Naming task cannot be explained by their 

having less vocabulary or poorer classification ability. 

On the other hand they May do poorly because they do not 

understand the communication demands of the situation: 

"to give as Many words as you can." This measure is 

probably a reflection of both vocabulary ability and com­

munication ability. 

More than six aspects of language ability were tapped 

by the variables used in this study. Some of those measures 

May not be suitable for assessing classroom language abili­

ties (e.g., Object Manipulation Test), Other tests May be 

measures of classroom language ability which were just not 

accounted for by the original factors. 

In general, the dependent variables used in this study 

provided valuable information about the structure of class­

room language abilities, and what the effects associated 

with school and social class are on some aspects of class­

room language behavior in kindergarten children. 



DISCUSSION 

This study was designed to answer three basic ques­

tions. 
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1. What is the relationship between grammatical and com­

munication abilities? 

2. Do LC children perform consistently poorer than MC 

children on a variety of measures of classroom language? 

3. How does classroom language change over the first year 

of formaI schooling? 

The results of the factor analysis and of the analyses of 

variance suggest the following conclusions about classroom 

language ability in white MC and LC kindergarten children. 

Factor Structure of Classroom Language 

The results of the factor analysis offer a very reason­

able interpretation of the data, although it must be re­

membered that had different.variables been included in the 

analysis, the results probably would not be the same. 

The results of the factor analysis indicated that 

classroom language ability is characterized by more th an 

one factor. In this study, six different factors accounted 

for 66% of the total variance. The six factors can be 

divided into two distinct groups, grammatical abilities and 

communication abilities. There was no problem differen­

tiating the communication factors from the grammatical 

factors since no grammatical measures had high loadings on 



the communication factors and vice versa. Thus, in this 

study, these two areas of language ability appear to be 

independent. 
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Two factors contribute to grammatical abilities: 1) 

comprehension of the grammatical structures used in the 

classroom, and 2) production of the grammatical forms which 

are used in the classroom. Several researchers (e.g., 

Baratz, 1969; Manyuk, 1963; Slobin & Welsh, 1968) have 

shown that the child's imitation of a sentence reflects 

his grammatical understanding of that structure. Because 

three out of four imitation measures loaded on one factor, 

it was decided that this might measure the child's gram­

matical understanding of classroom structures. 

The second aspect of grammatical ability, production 

of these structures, involved the correct use of various 

morphologica~ phrase structure and transformational forms 

which all loaded on one factor. 

The remaining four factors which define communication 

abilities coincided with definitions that other researchers 

have given to communicative competence (e.g., Hymes, 1967). 

The four factors in the present study were defined as 

speech output (cf. Hymes, knowing when to speak); relevant 

content (cf. Hymes, knowing what to say), ambiguous and 

elaborated speech, and egocentric information (cf. Hymes, 

knowing how to say it). 
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Three of these communication factors--re1evant content, 

e1aborated and ambiguous speech, and egocentric information 

--seem to represent aspects of speech that Bernstein (1970) 

uses to differentiate restricted and e1aborate code users. 

For examp1e, maybe those who use an e1aborate code make 

their speech exp1icit by communicating relevant content 

that is e1aborated and not tied to the immediate context 

(i.e., is not egocentric information). 

Some researchers have characterized the young chi1d's 

speech as egocentric (F1ave11, 1968; Piaget, 1926). They 

c1aim that the young chi1d's speech indicates that he is 

not sensitive to the informationa1 requirements of his 

1istener. In fact, he behaves as though the 1istener shares 

with him the same background information about any situ­

ation. The chi1d t s speech becomes easier to understand 

because he 1earns to attend to the requirements of his 

listener. Three of the communication factors identified 

in this study (relevant content, ambiguous and e1aborated 

speech, and egocentric information) seem consistent with 

the notion that some aspects of the young child's speech 

are egocentric. These factors a1so indicate some non­

egocentric aspects of the young chi1d's speech which make 

his communications decipherab1e to a naive 1istener (i.e., 

one who is not fami1iar with the characteristics of the 

situation about which the chi1d is communicating). One 

factor, e1aborated and ambiguous speech, specifica11y 
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indicates how the child makes himself understood. At this 

age (6 years) the child's messages contain many explicit 

as well as ambiguous features. The child may well have 

learned what aspects of speech make his communication more 

effective without learning what aspects make his speech 

more difficult to understand. This would explain why all 

variables have positive loadings on this factor. 

The results of the present study suggest the relative 

importance of gramma:tical and communication abilities for 

effective language use. Communication and grammatical 

abilities appear to represent statistically independent 

skills in kindergarten children. Furthermore, each of 

these components of language seems to comprise a number of 

subskills. Thus, it seems clear that to evaluate or des­

cribe the language of the kindergarten child properly, 

one must assess his behavior in diverse contexts using many 

different measures. 

The Effects Associated with Social Class on Classroom 

Language Abilities 

The results of the analyses of variance have indicated 

how social class may affect different aspects of classroom 

language. Social class differences were found for many, 

but not all, measures of communication and grammatical 

abilities. The findings suggest three main conclusions: 

1) Le children have the same ability to comprehend gram-
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matical structures, but have more difficulty spontaneously 

producing them than MC children; 2) LC children's speech 

contains fewer explicit features which make communication 

more effective; but as many implicit features which make 

communication less effective than MC children's speech; 

and 3) LC children have more difficulty evaluating the com­

municative demands of the classroom than MC children. Each 

of these conclusions will now be discussed in greater detai1. 

First, on the Imitation Test, there were no significant 

social class differences. However, differences were found 

for all tests of Productive Know1edge of C1assroom Grammar. 

An examination of the specific grammatical structures which 

proved especial1y difficult for the LC child to produce 

spontaneous1y, suggests why he did not perform so we1l as 

his MC peer. On the Wh-Question Test, LC chi1dren repeated 

the commands more often than the MC children. This suggests 

that the differences on some of these production tests may 

reflect the LC childts difficulty remembering the purpose 

of the task or in paying attention. Many of the production 

errors may a1so be attribut able to dia1ect differences 

(e.g., double negative, irregu1ar verbs, preposition errors). 

This hypothesis is simp1y conjecture because we do not have 

detailed information about Eng1ish dia1ect variation in 

Montreal. Furthermore, the production differences probab1y 

do not reflect the MC child's abi1ity to use more comp1ex 
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or sophisticated forms of language since both groups made 

as Many errors on a measure of grammatical complexity 

(transformation story retelling errors). This supports 

the difference theorists position that the LC child's 

language is not less complex than the MC childts. The 

LC child appears to have the same ability to understand 

the basic structures of classroom English as the MC child; 

but he has more difficulty spontaneously producing these 

structures in the testing situation. 

The second main conclusion is that while MC childrents 

speech contained more explicit features than that of LC 

children, it still had as many implicit features. MC 

children gave more descriptions for each abstract design 

and elaborated these images by using more adjectives, 

spatial directions, qualifications, phrases and clauses 

than the LC children. Their descriptions for these res­

ponses contained more than one concept so that if the 

listener didn't understand one, he had another to rely on. 

In addition, he related more relevant content in his 

stories than the LC child. The use of the se explicit 

features makes it easier for a listener to understand what 

the child is trying to commun~cate. Furthermore, the wider 

use of these features by the MC child May reflect his 

greater sensitivity during testing to his listener's in­

formational needs. The LC child may have assumed that the 

listener shared all the relevant information (i.e., he 

,-
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knows the story, and knows the correct abstract design) and 

for this reason did not use exp1icit features to the same 

degree as the MC chi1d. 

This picture of the MC chi1d's speech as more exp1icit 

and context-free, and of the MC chi1d himself as being 

more attuned to the point of view of his 1istener, is con­

sistent with resu1ts from previous studies. Hawkins (1969) 

found that LC chi1dren's speech was more context-bound 

because they used more unreferenced pronouns when descri-

bing a picture. Thus, their narrative could on1y be under­

stood in the context of the picture. Osser (1971) has 

reported that MC chi1dren make more grammatical self-

corrections than LC chi1dren. This, he conc1udes, May 

indicate the chi1d's greater awareness of how he must make 

himse1f understood to a 1istener and of the communicative 

functions of language. 

Although the MC child's speech contained more exp1icit 

features, both groups performed similar1y on Many measures 

of ambiguity and egocentricity. The MC and LC chi1dren 

gave the same number of poor images for the designs; they 

used as many ambiguous references for their images; and 

they reto1d as Many irre1evant detai1s from the stories. 

A1though MC chi1dren used re1atively fewer ambiguous pro-

no uns in the Story Te11ing and gave fewer egocentric 

explanations in the Abstract Designs Test than LC chi1dren, 

they still used a great many of these responses. 

'-
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The factor which differentiates the speech of LC and 

MC children may not be the amount of implicit speech used 

but the greater amount of explicitness in the MC child's 

speech. Thus the MC child, relative to the LC child, gave 

more images in the Abstract Designs Test which compensated 

in some way for the number of poor images he had given. 

Likewise, he gave more elaborations for these responses 

which made up for the ambiguous references. And similarly, 

he retold more relevant details which compensated for the 

irrelevant details. These findings seem consistent with 

Osser's results concerning self-corrections. Just as the 

MC child corrects his faulty speech more often than the 

LC child, he may also elaborate those ambiguous features 

of his speech more than the LC child for the purpose of 

making himself better understood. 

The third conclusion, that LC children have difficulty 

evaluating the communicative demands of the classroom, is 

supported by the results of the Appropriate Naming Test 

and the Vocabulary Test. On the Appropriate Naming Test, 

LC children did not perform so weIl as MC children. LC 

children may have given as many names as the MC children, 

but many of these may have been inappropriate. However, 

because both groups gave as many inappropriate responses, 

this hypothesis must be discarded. Furthermore, the LC 

children's performance on the Appropriate Naming post test 

cannot be explained by the fact that they did not know as many 
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names, for the vocabulary test results showed that by the 

end of the year they did. LC children may have performed 

poorly because they did not know the rules of the game 

(i.e., the communicative demands of the situation): '~o 

give as many names as you can." 

This failure on the part of the LC child to provide suf-

ficient information when asked for it also occurred on other 

tasks in this study (e.g., abstract designs images, r.elevant 

details), and has been reported by other investigators. 

Williams and Naremore (1969) found that LC children who 

were questioned gave a minimum amount of information in 

reply compared to their MC peers who answered elaborately. 

However, LC children, after sufficient prodding, eventually 

gave the same amount of information as the MC children. 

Heider, Cazden and Brown (1968) found similar results 

using an abstract designs technique. 

However, one should not conclude that the LC children 

were completely silent in the various testing situations 

in this study, for they were note Even though there were 

class differences on two speech output measures (~ominal 

groups and pronouns), there were none on grammatical units. 

Also the LC children did give images and explanations on 

the Abstract Designs Test and did give relevant details on 

the Story Retelling; they just did not give so many as the 

MC children. 

'-
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The fo110wing examp1e (reported in Ervin-Tripp, 1971) 

May provide some insight as to why LC chi1dren did not 

wi11ing1y give inrormation in the same way as MC chi1dren. 

A woman asked a LC subject where he 1ived. The child 

pointed and said, nOver there." The same day the same 

subject was asked by another person where he 1ived. This 

time the chi1d rep1ied, "Go down the stairs, turn right and 

go three b10cks, etc. n What exp1ains this fantastic change 

in speech? Ear1ier in the day, the first person had picked 

up the chi1d at his home. Therefore, the chi1d was aware 

that she must know where he 1ived. On the other hand, the 

second person had never been to the chi1d's home. This 

chi1d demonstrated a sensitivity to the information 1eve1 

of each of his questioners. He supp1ied them with appro­

priate information according to their needs. 

Fai1ure to give the expected information on demand May 

initia11y contribute to the Le chi1d t s fai1ure in schoo1. 

The resu1ts of this study and others 1ike it strong1y sug­

gest that the chi1d knows the relevant information, but 

does not communicate it. This may occur because he views 

the c1assroom as threatening and says nothing (cf. Labov, 

1970a; Philips, 1970); or because he assumes (as did the 

chi1d who was asked where he 1ived) that the teacher a1-

ready knows the answer and it wou1d be redundant for him to 

tell her what she already knows. The teacher, however, 
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assumes from the child's behavior that he does not possess 

the relevant information and treats him in a very different 

way from a child whom she thinks does know the information. 

The communicative demands of the classroom May so conflict 

with the LC child's extraclassroom experiences, that he 

cannot successfully adapt to school. The results of this 

study suggest that the teacher of LC children should spend 

more time trying to show them how to use language in the 

classroom to effectively communicate about information 

that others seek from them. 

The original hypothesis that social class differences 

in school language do occur has been confirmed. However, 

the LC children did not perform consistently lower on all 

measures of classroom language abilities. This study has 

identified several possible aspects of language ability 

which do distinguish MC from LC children. None of these 

results seem to suggest that the LC child's use of class-

room language reflects a deficient language system; rather 

some of the results suggest that he operates with a dif-

ferent set of rules which are not consistent with those 

used in the classroom by teachers. 

The Effects Associated with Formal Schooling on the 

Acquisition of Classroom Language 

In the present study, the children improved on a number 

classroom language abilities during their year of formal 

schooling. All conclusions concerning the nature of 

, -
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improvement or of change must indeed be very tentative. 
One must bear in mind the prob1ems of measuring change 
(cf. Cronbach & Furby, 1970) and the prob1ems of sca1ing 
when one assesses the relative improvement of different 
classroom language abi1ities in this study. Therefore, we 
suggest with reservation, two possible ways in which c1ass­
room language. abilities changed over a year of formaI 
schooling. First, communication effectiveness increased 
because chi1dren increased their use of features which 
stress e1aboration and exp1icitness, and not because they 
decreased the number of features which increase ambiguity 
and egocentricity. Second, the chi1dren improved on tests 
of grammatical abi1ities to a greater degree than they im­
proved on tests of communication abi1ities. Bach of these 
conclusions will now be discussed in greater detai1. 

A definite pattern seems to emerge from comparison of 
the communication measures which showed significant time 
of testing effects with those which did note For examp1e, 
the chi1d's descriptions of the abstract designs became 
clearer not because he decreased the number of poor res­
pons es or ambiguous references, but because he increased 
the total number of images and e1aborations that he used. 
The exp1anations for these images made more sense, not 
because of a decrease in the number of egocentric explana­
tions, but because of an increase in the number of (raw) 
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multiple concept exp1anations. His stories were easier to 

understand not because he inc1uded 1ess irre1evant content 

or used fewer wrong pronouns, but because he inc1uded more 

relevant content. 

Labov (1970a) has criticized the language style of 

the MC scho1ar as being redundant, bombastic and verbose. 

He c1aims that it is so full of empty e1aborations and 

irre1evant detai1s that any argument becomes difficu1t to 

fo110w. The resu1ts of the present study suggest that the 

schoo1 in fact trains the kindergarten chi1d to use lan­

guage in this way. The chi1d i.s not taught to discard 

certain ambiguous e1ements from his speech to make himse1f 

understood but to add exp1icit e1ements which compensate 

for ambiguities. This does not seem 1ike a very efficient 

way to deve10p communicative ski11s. 

The second suggestion made was that chi1dren improved 

on tests of grammatical abi1ities to a greater degree than 

on tests of communication abi1ities. The chi1dren performed 

significant1y better on a11 tests of grammatical abi1ities 

at the end of the year. For two of these measures (Pro­

duction and Wh-Question), there were significant interactions 

which revea1ed that LC chi1dren improved particu1ar1y 

rapid1y du ring the course of the year. Using a measure of 

grammatical sophistication (story rete11ing transfor.mationa1 

e~rors), it was conc1uded that both Le and MC chi1dren's 

'--
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speech had become grammatica1ly more complex by the end 

of the year. 
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Other researchers, using black subject populations 

have obtained similar results. Loban (1963) and K. Hunt 

(1970) report increased grammatical comp1exity with 

schoo1ing, and De5tephano (1970) found an increased use of 

certain standard forms with schooling. 

50 it seems as though both groups of children have 

acquired mâny aspects of c1assroom grammar during their 

one year of schoo1. In addition, and perhaps of more 

importance, the LC children have improved more rapid1y over 

the year on many of these tests than the MC children. Per­

haps, the teachers of the LC children place a greater 

emphasis upon the production of c1assroom grammatical struc­

tures. They cou1d do this by correcting grammatical errors 

made by the children (e.g., "He doesn't not, he don't"). 

They cou1d even ta1k very slow1y and c1early so that their 

pupi1s would have ample opportunity to observe a good mode1 

of standard Eng1ish. In fact, one of the LC teacher's speech 

was exceptional because she did ta1k so clear1y and slowly. 

It is possible that the teachers of the MC chi1dren used 

these strategies a1so, but that their students did not 

need so much attention as the LC students since their pro­

duction of c1assroom language was better when they entered 

school. 



106 

The general improvement noted for the grammatical 

abilities was not found for the communication abilities. 

Furthermore, the LC children did not seem to be catching up 

with their MC peers on tests of communication abilities to 

the same extent that they did on tests of grammatical abili­

ties. In fact, for one test (abstract design images) the MC 

children seemed to improve at a more rapid rate than their 

LC peers. It May be that their kindergarten teachers have 

put too much stress on grammar and form, and have either 

ignored or not considered the communication of content as 

a relevant aspect of language behavior. There are a number 

of reasons why the LC children May not be improving as 

rapidly on tests of communication abilities as they were 

on the grammatical tests. 

1. The teachers of the LC children May not have em­

phasized these aspects of language. They May not be par­

ticularly interested in how the chi1d gets his message 

across so long as he uses the correct grammatical forme 

They May have been more interested in maintaining silence 

in the classroom than in having the children participate 

in noisy verbal communication. 

2. The LC children started farther behind the MC 

children in these abi1ities, and it May take them longer 

to catch up. However, because they also started behind on 

measures of grammatical abilities and did begin to catch 

up, one would expect a similar pattern to occur for communi-
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cation abi1ities. 

3. The Le chi1d does not have sufficient information 

to communicate about a situation effective1y. This sug­

gestion is the 1east probable of the three. As mentioned 

in the previous section, the LC chi1d probab1y does know 

the appropriate information; he just does not know how to 

appropriate1y convey this information. 

It is extreme1y important that both groups of children, 

especia11y the LC, receive more training in communication 

ski11s. Acquiring these ski11s may be a mu ch more difficu1t 

and 1engthy process than the acquisition of grammatical 

ski11s. Should this prove to be true, teachers must be 

encouraged to place more emphasis on these communication 

abi1ities which are extreme1y important for schoo1 and 1ater 

occupational success.' If a chi1d cannot make himse1f und er­

stood, it is of 1itt1e consequence whether he is not under­

stood using grammatica11y acceptable speech orgrammatica11y 

unacceptab1e speech. A teacher might emp10y severa1 

strategies to develop these communication abi1ities. The 

children shou1d be encouraged to ta1k about diverse familiar 

topics to their peers who wou1d th en be encouraged to ask 

questions about aspects of the topic that were not understood. 

In this way, the speaker may 1earn to identify features of 

speech which must be made more exp1icit. At the same time, 

the 1isteners might 1earn how unc1ear speech can be and 

how it can be made 1ess ambiguous. The chi1dren might a1so 



108 

play games, such as a modified version of the Abstract 

Design Test which requires the use of communication ski11s. 

One chi1d wou1d have to guess which design the other was 

describing. 

Some researchers question the efficacy of teaching 

communication abi1ities to chi1dren. For examp1e, Fry 

(1968) trained 10-year-01d subjects in certain communi­

cation ski11s, but found that this training had 1itt1e 

effect upon communication outside the testing situation. 

Furthermore, F1ave11 (1968) and Piaget (1926) fee1 that 

the young child's egocentric speech ref1ects the lack of 

certain logica1 operations which on1y deve10p with age 

and cannot be acce1erated. However, in the case of the LC 

subjects in this study, they can certain1y be taught those 

communication ski11s that their MC peers a1ready possesSe 

They shou1d be taught to recognize the communication de-

mands of various situations and how to behave appropriately 

to meet these demands. 

The Importance of Studying Social C1ass Differences in the 

Context of Deve10pment 

Some of the data from this study complement those 

reported by other investigators. Heider (1968), for examp1e, 

found that MC chi1dren gave more responses on an Abstract 

Designs Test than did LC chi1dren. Hawkins (1968) found 

that LC chi1dren used more unreferenced pronouns than MC 

~ 
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chi1dren. Osser, Wang and Zaid (1969) and Nurss and Day 

(1971) found social c1ass differences on production and 

comprehension tests. However, a11 these studies have looked 

at the chi1d's performance on1y at one point in his deve1op­

ment. These reported differences become meaningfu1 on1y 

when they are examined within the context of the chi1d's 

deve1opment. For examp1e, even though the MC chi1dren in 

the present study performed better on a ~ammatica1 pro­

duction test, the LC chi1dren were catching up over time. 

This latter information is much more va1uab1e than the 

simple report that the two groups are different. 

With this thought in mind, it is extreme1y important 

to find out whether the rate of c1assroom language acquisi­

tion differs for the two groups. There are three possi­

bi1ities. 

1. The LC chi1d eventua11y catches up with the MC 

chi1d. 

2. The LC chi1d maintains a constant distance behind 

the MC chi1d, but acquires language at a comparable rate. 

3. The LC chi1d fa11s further behind the MC chi1d with 

age. 

This 1ast possibi1ity has been suggested by the depri­

vation theorists (cf. M. Deutsch, 1967). They c1aim that 

the effects of poverty are cumulative, and that with in­

creasing age, the LC chi1d fa11s further and further behind 
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his MC peer. Their contention that the LC childts language 

becomes progressive1y more deficient in relation to the 

increased demands of the sChoo1, has received no support 

whatsoever in this study. Except for one measure (abstract 

design images), the LC chi1dren either improve at a rate 

equa1 to that of their MC peers or faster than it. 

Socio1inguists have a1so suggested that the LC chi1d 

fa11s further behind the MC chi1d, a1though for quite dif-

ferent reasons. They c1aim that the adoption of a form of 

language a1so invo1ves adopting those values of the.socia1 

organization which are associated with the language. For 

examp1e, Labov (1970a)has conc1uded that the peer group 

p1ays such a major ro1e in the chi1d's 1ife that his 1an-

guage becomes restructured in midd1e chi1dhood to meet the 

demands of the peer group's language. The LC chi1d may be 

unwi11ing to acquire schoo1 language because he perceives 

the values of this system as being in conf1ict with those 

of his peer group. The peer group influence may be great 

enough that eventua11y the chi1d will replace some aspects 

of a c1assroom language with peer group language. Final1y, 

the LC chi1d may fai1 to acquire a schoo1 language because 

the experiences associated with schoo1 are Ilnpleasant to 

him. He reacts by using patterns of nonstandard c1assroom 

language which are nonacceptable. This behavior may cause 

the teacher to react in such a way to make schoo1 an un-

p1easant experience. 

'-
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In this study, LC chi1dren genera11y seemed to be 

acquiring Many language ski11s during the kindergarten year 

at a rate comparable to their MC peers. However, if socio-

1inguists are correct in assuming that values, attitudes 

and peer group pressures are important in the acquisition 

of c1assroom language these same LC chi1dren May not con­

tinue to improve. Perhaps c1assroom language acquisition 

is Most rapid du ring the ear1y schoo1 years before the peer 

group becomes very inf1uentia1 and before negative attitudes 

toward schoo1 appear. Additiona1 research is required to 

determine whether this is so. 

This thesis has supported the genera1 c1aim that LC 

chi1dren, compared to MC chi1dren, have language diffi­

cu1ties re1ated to schoo1. However, these prob1ems do not 

appear to be severe or unconquerab1e among white LC Eng1ish­

speaking Montreal chi1dren. Perhaps many 1ater educationa1 

prob1ems wou1d be averted, if these chi1dren were given 

additiona1 he1p and practice in certain language ski11s 

ear1y in their schoo1ing. 

,-
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SUMMARY 

The purposeof this study was to gain information about 

three prob1em areas: 1) the re1ationship between gram­

matical and communication abi1ities; 2) the re1iabi1ity 

of social c1ass differences when various measures of c1ass­

room language are taken; and 3) the changes in c1assroom 

language over a year of schoo1ing. 

C1assroom language abi1ities of 20 MC and 20 LC 

kindergarten chi1dren were eva1uated at the beginning and 

end of the schoo1 year. Both grammar and use were assessed 

by taking various measures in severa1 contexts. 

The resu1ts of a factor ana1ysis indicated that c1ass­

room grammatical and communication ski11s are independent 

abilities in the kindergarten chi1d. These resu1ts a1so 

indicated the importance of using severa1 dimensions to 

describe c1assroom language. 

Resu1ts of the analyses of variance suggest how social 

c1ass is associated with the acquisition of c1assroom lan­

guage. LC chi1dren do not perform consistent1y poorer than 

MC chi1dren on a11 tests. A1though LC chi1dren have more 

difficu1ty spontaneously producing certain grammatical 

structures, they show the same ability to comprehend these 

forms as their MC peers. AIso, by the end of the year, 

the LC children are catching up to their MC peers on these 

tests of grammatical production. The results of the 

.i 
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communication tests indicate that LC children used as many 

ambiguous and egocentric features in their speech as the 

MC children. However, they did not use so many explicit 

features; and, as a result, their speech was more diffi­

cult to understand. By the end of the year, even though 

the LC children performed similarly to their MC agemates 

on a vocabulary test, they did not name so many words for 

a specifie category when asked to do so. These results 

suggest that LC children have problems on communication 

tasks not because they do not understand the mater'ial to 

be presented, but because they do not know the behavior 

that is appropriate to ccnvey this knowledge. 

The results of the analyses of variance also show how 

classroom language changes over a year of schooling. Over 

the year, both gro~ps seem to acquire many aspects of 

classroom language. The children become more effective 

in communication skills because they have increased the use 

of explicit features in their speech. They have not, however, 

decreased the use of implicit features. Furthermore, it 

appears that both groups are acquiring grammatical skills 

at a faster rate than they are acquiring communication 

skills. It is suggested that the children receive addi­

tional training in communication abilities. 

The importance or studying social class differences 

within the context of the child's development was stressed. 

,-
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Observed social class differences must be traced over time 

to determine whether these differences increase, decrease, 

or remain constant. In the present study the differences 

on all but one measure remained constant or decreased. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Imitation Sentences 

Practice Sentences 

1. The sky is blue 
2. The girl sits down. 

Test Sentences 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

10. 
Il. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 

The boy is pulled by the girl. 
The cat is not on the chair. 
Happily the boy is kicking the baIl. 
The baby throws the baIl up high. 
The brother is pulling the sister's haire 
The man dries himself with a towel. 
The goat climbs and another goat climbs 
The little boy is flying a kite. 
The woman who sits is very fat. 
Mother does some sweeping with a broom. 
The man does not wear a hat. 
The boy gives the baIl to her. 
Is the little girl walking the dog? 
He'll go into the grocery store soon. 
Where are you taking our new dog? 
Sit down on the new green chair. 
Don't go under the house at night. 
There aren't anY more in the box. 
The girl got a pretty new dresse 
He is not going to the party. 
l have been to the store today. 
They did go to the circus today. 
l see a book and a pen. 
l will go if he will come. 
He saw him so he bit him. 
He hit him because he was made 
Mother saw the dog and she smiled. 
l want to play with the children. 
You have to drink milk to grow. 
This grey pencil is longer but thicker. 
Either stop it or go to bed. 
The teacher unfolded the piece of paper. 
The tree is taller than the boy. 
This is the biggest baIl of aIl. 
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Feature Tested 

passive 
negative 
inversion 
separation 
possessive 
reflexive 
conjunction 
adjective 
relative clause 
nominalization 
do + negative 
indirect object 
question 
contraction 
relative question 
imperative 
imperative negative 
pronomilization 
got 
auxiliary be replacement 
auxiliary have replacement 
do 
conjunction deletion 
conjunction if 
conjunction so 
conjunction because 
pronoun in conjunction 
complement 
iteration 
double comparative 
eitherjor 
negative affix 
comparative 
superlative 
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APPENDIX 2 

Vocabu1ary and Naming test 

1. be11 
2. b10cks 

(name as Many things we play with as you can.) 

3. bath 
4. bag 
5. ba11 
6. bat 
7. bread 
8. back 

(name as Many parts of the body as you can.) 

9. box 
10. bed 
11. black 

(name as' Many co1ors as you can.) 

12. beads 
13. beans 
14. beets 
15. chairs 

(name as Many kinds of furniture as you can.) 

16. card 
17. corn 
18. clown 
19. c10cks 
20. car 

(name as Many things we ride as you can.) 

21. coat 
(name as Many things we wear as you can.) 

22. cloud 
23. cone 
24. comb 
25. can (tin: acceptable synonym) 
26. dish (bow1: acceptable synonym) 

(name as many things ~~ eat with as you can.) 

27. drum 
28. fish 
29. feet 
30. gun 
31. goat 

(name as Many anima1s as you can.) 
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32. grass 
33. glass 
34. gum 
35. horse 
36. horn 
37. hat 
38. house 
39. hand 
40. keys 
41. lake 
42. lamp 
43. lamb 
44. mouse 
45. mail 
46. mouth 
47. nail 
48. nose 
49. peas 
50. pin 
51. pig 
52. pen 
53. pail (bucket: acceptable synonym) 
54. peach 
55. pie 

(name as many deserts as you can.) 

56. pipe 
57. red 
58. rake 
59. ring 
60. rain 
61. ship (boat: acceptable synonym) 
62. spread 
63. swing 
64. sand 
65. stairs (steps: acceptable synonym) 
66. sail 
67. seat 
68. stone (rock: acceptable synonym) 
69. stove 
70. star 
71. socks 
72. sIed 
73. string 
74. sleep 
75. sweep 
76. soup 
77. soap 
78. thread 
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79. tie 
80. tai1 
81. toes 
82. train 
83. tree 
84. three 
85. cap (hat: acceptable synonym) 
86. cup 
87. cat 
88. chip 
89. cane 
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APPENDIX 3 

Object Manipulation Test 

1. ACTIVE VOICE 

Materials: boy, with wash cloth in one hand, spoon in 
other hand; girl with wash cloth in one 
hand, spoon in other hand; toy dog and cat 
both standing. 

Arrangement: use only objects for directions 

Show me: 

a. the boy washes the girl 
b. the girl feeds the boy 
c. the cat chases the dog 
d. the cat bites the dog. 

2. SINGULAR AND PLURAL NOUNS 

Materials: 4 blocks, 4 rocks, 4 crayons. In each case, 
one object is loose and three are tied in 
a plastic bag. 

Arrangement: place all objects on the table 

Give me: 

a. the block 
b. the crayons 
c. the rocks 
d. the blocks 
e. the rock 
f. the crayon. 

3. POSSESSIVES 

Materials: father and son dolls; mother horse, baby 
horse; toy truck with wheel that is loose 
and separated from the truck, and a larger 
wheel. 

Arrangement: place abjects on the table. Replace 
items each time used. 

Show me: 

a. the boy's daddy 
b. the wheel that is the truck's 

'-
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c. the horse's mother 
d. the whee1's truck 
e. the daddy's boy 
f. the truck's whee1. 

NEGATIVE/AFFIRMATIVE STATEMENTS 

Materia1s: 1 do11 of rigid construction with ha~; 1 
do11 with flexible 1imbs without hat. 

Arrangement: be sure flexible do11 is in sitting 
position. Put do11s in front of subject. 

Point to: 

a. the do11 cannot move her legs 
b. the do11 does not have a hat 
c. the do11 is sitting 
d. the do11 has a hat 
e. the do11 is not sitting 
f. the do11 can move her legs. 

NEGATIVE/AFFIRMATIVE QUESTIONS 

Materia1s: 2 articles of c10thing; 2 edib1e objects 
in separate plastic bags; 2 or 3 objects 
such as sticks, b10cks, stones. 

Arrangement: place objects on the table so a11 are 
visible. 

Which of these things: 

a. can you eat? 
b. can't you wear? 
c. cannot be eaten? 
d. can you not wear? 
e. can't be eaten 
f. can you wear? 

6. SINGULAR/PLURAL WITH NOUN AND VERB INFLECTIONS 

Materia1s: 2 girls in standing or wa1king position; 
2 dogs in standing or running position. 

Arrangement: place a11 the objects on the table. 
Demonstrate to the subject how he can 
show 'run' 'jump' 'lie down' and how 
both objects can run-or jump by using 
both hands simu1taneous1y. 

,-
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Show me: 

a. the girls walk 
b. the dogs run 
c. the girl jumps 
d. the dog lies down 
e. the dogs jump 
f. the girls jump. 

7. NEGATIVE/AFFIRMATIVE STATEMENTS WITH CONTRACTIONS 

Materials: use those used for Negative/Affirmative 
St atements • 

Arrangement: be sure flexible dol~ is in sitting 
position. 

Point to: 

a. the doll can't move her legs 
b. the doll isn't sitting 
c. the doll doesn't have a hat 
d. the doll that isn't standing. 

8. NEGATIVE AFFIX 

Materials: small toy truck with load of stones glued 
in place; small truck empty; a piece of 
string that has a knot; a piece of string 
with no knot; one piece of paper folded; 
one piece of paper unfolded. 

Show me: 

a. the string is tied 
b. the truck is unloaded 
c. the st ring is not untied 
d. the paper is unfolded 
e. the truck is not unloaded 
f. the paper is folded. 

9 • REFLEXIVE VERBS 

Materials: One flexible doll (John) with wash cloth 
attached to one hand and spoon attached to 
the other hand. One flexible doll (Bill) 
with wash cloth attached to one hand and 
spoon to the other. 

Arrangement: demonstrate how the actions may be done. 
Identify the dolls as John and Bill. 
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Show me: 

a. John washes him 
b. John washes himse1f 
c. Bill feeds himse1f 
d. Bill points to himse1f 
e. Bill feeds him 
f. Bill points to him. 

10. COMPARATIVES 

11. 

Materia1s: plastic ba:g with three sma11 rocks i:r it; 
a plastic bag with 10 or more rocks in it; 
one plastic bag with a sma11 amount of 
clay; one bag with a perceptib1y 1arger 
amount of clay. One short stick (shprter 
than the f1at ones be1ow); one longer stick 
of the same diameter and co1or (longer 
than the f1at ones); one f1at stick that 
is narrow; one f1at stick (of the same 
thickness and same 1ength) that is per­
ceptib1y wider. 

Arrangement: place a11 objects on the table. 

Show me: 

a. the bag with more rocks in it 
b. the narrower stick 
c. the bag with 1ess clay in it 
d. the bag with fewer rocks in it 
e. the shorter stick 
f. the bag with more clay in it 
g. the longer stick 
h. the wider stick. 

PASSIVE 

Materia1s: same as those used for the Active Voice 

Arrangement: place a11 objects on the table 

Show me: 

a. the dog is chased by the cat 
b. the boy is washed by the girl 
c. the cat is chased by the dog 
d. the boy is pushed by the girl 
e. the girl is washed by the boy. 

_.l 
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12. CONJUNCTION 

Materials: plastic spoon; fork; knife; crayon; pencil. 

Arrangement: place aIl the objects on the table. 

Give me: 

a. a fork and a knife 
b. a crayon or a pencil 
c. something that is either a fork or a knife 
d. a crayon and a pencil 
e. a fork or a spoon 
f. something that is neither a crayon nor a penci1. 

13. DOUBLE COMPARATIVES 

Materials: master stick (should be marked so the 
tester can identify it); 1 fIat stick same 
length as master but thinner; 1 fIat stick 
same length as master but thicker; l fIat 
stick same thickness as master but shorter; 
one fIat stick same thickness as master 
but longer; 1 fIat stick longer and thinner; 
l fIat stick longer and thicker; l fIat 
stick shorter and thicker; l fIat stick 
shorter and thinner. 

Arrangement: AlI sticks on the table. Hold the master 
stick so the subject can easily see it. 

Give me a stick that is: 

a. shorter and thicker than this one 
b. longer and thicker than this one 
c. short 1er and thinner than this one 
d. 10ngej[" and thinner than this one. 

14. REFLEXIVE VS. RECIPROCAL 

Materia1s: same as those used for Reflexive verbs 

Arrangement: both do11s on the table. 

Show me: 

a. the y wash themse1ves 
b. they feed each other 
c. they wash each other 
d. they feed themselves. 

,-



15. IMPERATIVES 

a. point to your eyes 
b. don't sit down. 

16. IF 

Materia1s: M & M candies 

a. if you are a girl (boy) stand up, if not 
sit down 

b. if you are a girl (boy) you cannot have 
this candy. 
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APPENDIX 4 

Abstract Designs Test Stimuli 

ç 
Practice Trials: Cartoon Figures 

Practice Trials: Abstract Designs 

Abstract Designs Test: Set l 

Abstract Designs Test: Set 2 
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APPENDIX 5 

Production Test Stimuli 

Pictures 1, 2 and 3 were taken from the Michigan Oral 

Language Production Test. 
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Grammatical Feature 

Verb 'be' 

Plural noun 

Double negative 

Question 

Past particip1e 

Question 

Past particip1e 

Past tense 

Verb 'do' 

Possessive 
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APPENDIX 6 

Production Test 

USE PICTURE 1 

1. Let's name some things in the picture 
(point to the objects and if necessary 
have chi1d repeat): This is a boy. 
This is the father, and these (point 
to the trees) ••• 

2. (point to the trees) 
Let's count these. One, two, three ••• 
What? 

3. The father has a fishing pole, but the 
boy doesn't have ••• 

4. (point to the boy) 
Ask the boy if he has wa1ked a10ng the 
river before. 

5. (point to the boy) 
Ask the boy if he al ways goes to this 
river to fish. (Say with the child, 
Have you a1ways ••• ) 

6. (pointing to self) Ask me if the boy 
likes to fish. 

7. (point to the boy) 
Ask the boy if he a1ways makes his own 
fishing pole. (If necessary, he1p the 
chi1d repeat, "Have you a1waysn) 

8. (point to the fish) 
Where did the fish jump? 
(If necessary he1p chi1d repeat "The fish ••• ") 

9. (holding up penci1 or pen) 
l have a penci1 (pen) in my hand. Tell 
me if you have a penci1 in your hand. 
(If necessary help chi1d repeat, "No, I ••• ") 

10. (point to the father's pole) 
Whose pole is this? This is the ••• 

,-
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Il. (If necessary help child repeat) 
The boy thinks T.V. is fun, baseball is 
more fun and fishing is the ••• 

12. (point to father's fishing pole) 
What does the father have in his hand? 
He ••• 

13. Did the father need sorne string or did 
the boy need sorne 'string? The ••• 

14. Does the father go home or does he keep 
on waiting. He ••• 

15. What did you have for lunch (breakfast) 
today? I ••• 

16. (point to the rocks one at a time) 
This is a rock. This is a rock and this 
is another rock. So, there are three ••• 

CHANGE TO PIC TURE 2 

17. (point to the father's shoes) 
The father wears shoes in this picture. 
Tell me if the boy wears shoes. No. he 

18. (point to each fish starting with the 
smallest on the left). 
Here are four fish. This fish is short, 
this one is long, and this fish is the 
very ••• 

19. (point to the boy's feet) 
Here's a foot. And here's a foot. So 
there are two ••• 

20. (point to the fish's tail) 
Whose tail is this? This is the ••• 

21. Does the boy use big worms or little 
worms to get the fish? He 

22. (point to the boy) 
The boy is little but the (point to the 
smallest fish) fish is much ••• 

23. Ask the boy if he has ever fished before. 
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24. Ask the boy if he a1ways sees a lot of 
fish in the river. (He1p the chi1d 
repeat "Have you a1ways ••• ) 

25. (point to boy's mouth) 

26. 

Did the boy cry a lot or did he smi1e 
a lot? He ••• 

(point to the sky) 
There are no birds in the skYe 
can say that that there aren't 

So we ... 
CHANGE TO PICTURE 3 

27. When the father and boy finished fishing, 
where did they go? They ••• 

28. (point to the father and boy) 
Who was tired? They both ••• 

29. (point to each object) 
Let's name some things in this picture. 
These are dishes, these are chairs, and 
(point to the table and if necessary 
he1p). This ••• 

30. (point to the glass) 
This is a glass. 
(point to the second glass) 
This is a glass. That makes two ••• 

31. (point to the girl) 
Let's ca11 this girl Janet. Whose 
blouse is this? This is ••• 

32. (point to the father and the boy) 
The father and boy are wearing shirts. 
But (shake head NO) th~ girl ••• 

33. (point to the mother) 
Ask the mother if she baked a pie? 

34. Fish for supper is very good, but the 
boy 1ikes hot dogs much ••• 

35. (point to the mother) 
The mother wants to know if the boy 
wants more mi1k. 
The boy says, "No, I don't want . . . 
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36. Look. Everybody is eating fish (point 
to the girl). The girl eats a 1itt1e 
bit of fish. (Point to the father and 
the boy.) They ••• 

37. Does the boy go outside to play after 
dinner or does he go to bed? He ••• 

CHANGE TO PICTURE 4 

38. (point to the bird) 
Is the birdf1ying? No, the bird ••• 

39. (point to the girl) 
Can a girl fly? No, a girl ••• 

40. (point to the dog) 
Do dogs f1y? No, dogs 

41. (point to the dog) 
Does the dog have a bone? No, the dog ••• 

42. Are you a boy? (girl?) No ••• 

43. Have you got a dress (trousers) on? 
No, l ... 

44. (point to the girl) 
Tell the girl not to go into the house. 

45. (point to the dog) 
Tell the dog to chase the bird. 

46. (point to the bird) 
Tell the bird to f1y away. 

47. (point to the dog) 
Tell the dog not to fa11 as1eep. 

.1 
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APPENDIX 7 

Wh-Question Test 

1. Ask the doll what she wants. 

2. Ask the doll where she put it. 

3. Ask the do Il when she will do it. 

4. Ask the doll how she got it. 

5. Ask the doll what she can do. 

6. Ask the doll what l might have. 

7. Ask the doll what they will have been doing. 

8. Ask the doll what the boy is supposed to see. 

9. Ask the doll why she doesn't help. 

10. Ask\the doll why he won't come out now. 

Il. Ask the doll why l can't do it. 

12. Ask the doll why they aren't here yet. 

13. Ask the doll who pushed John. 

14. Ask the doll who did John push. 
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APPENDIX 8 

Text of the Revised Story: 

Sylvester and the Magic Pebble 

Once upon a time there was mother donkey, father donkey 
and baby donkey who lived together in a house. Baby donkey 
collected stones. One day, baby donkey went outside and found 
a beautiful red stone. He picked it up. He was cold from the 
rain, so he said, "I wish it would stop raining." And immedi­
ately the rain stopped. Baby donkey was so surprised. '~aybe 
this red stone is magic," thought Baby donkey. So he said, 
"I wish it would rain again" and so it did. Baby donkey was 
so happy to have found a magic stone. "Now I can have every­
thing I want. ''l'll bring it home to Mommy and Daddy and aIl 
my friends. Then they can wish for everything they want. 1t 

But on his way back home, he saw a hungry lion and he was so 
scared he said, "I wish I were a rock." And he turned into a 
rock. The lion sniffed around the rock and couldn't find the 
donkey so he left. Meanwhile baby donkey was now a rock and 
he couldn't turn into a donkey again because he couldn't pick 
up the magic rock that was lying beside him. 

Back home, mother donkey and father donkey were so sad 
because their baby hadn't come back. The next morning they 
asked their neighbors if they had seen baby donkey but they 
said, "No.1l They asked the children, the kittens, the puppies, 
and the piglets if they had seen baby donkey but they said that 
they hadn't seen him for two days. They went to the police. 
The police couldn't find the baby donkey. AlI the dogs were 
looking for baby donkey. They sniffed and smelled aIl through 
the forest but they couldn't find him. Mother donkey was so 
sad and so was father donkey. One day they decided to go on 
a picnic. So they went and they sat on a rock. Father donkey 
found the little red stone lying on the grass and he picked 
it up. "Baby donkey would have loved this stone for his col­
lection," he said. Then he put it on the rock. Mother donkey 
was still sad and wished that their baby was with them again. 
Baby donkey, the rock, thought, "I wish I were a donkey again." 
And he changed back to a donkey again because the magic stone 
was on his back. Mother and father donkey were so happy to 
see him again. They aIl went home and they put the stone in 
a box and they never touched it again. 



APPENDIX 9 

Relevant Story Details 

1. Three donkeys lived in a house. 

2. The baby collected stones. 

3. He found a stone. 

4. It was raining. 

5. He wished it would stop. 

6. It stopped. 

7. He thought the stone was magic. 

8. He wished it would rain again. 

9. It did raine 

10. He was happy to have found it. 
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Il. He wanted to bring it home to his parents and friends. 

12. He started to walk home. 

13. He saw a lion. 

14. The donkey was scared. 

15. He wished he were a rock. 

16. He turned into a rock. 

17. The lion sniffed around the rock. 

18. He couldn't find the donkey. 

19. The lion left. 

20. The donkey couldn't turn back to a donkey again. 

21. Because he couldn't pick up the stone. 

22. The s'tone was beside him. 

23. His parents were sad. 

24. Because they had lost their baby. 

,-
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25. They asked the neighbors. 

26. Had they seen the baby. 

27. They said no. 

28. They asked aIl the animaIs. 

29. Had they seen the baby. 

30. They said no. 

31. They went to the police. 

32. They said they couldn't find him. 

33. The dogs looked for him. 

34. They couldn't find him. 

35. The parents were sad. 

36. They went on a picnic. 

37. They sat on the rock. 

38. Father found the stone. 

39. Baby would love this. 

40. He put it on the rock. 

41. Mother wished the baby was there. 

42. The baby wished he was a donkey 3gain. 

43. He changed into a donkey again. 

44. Because the stone was on his back. 

45. They were happy. 

46. They went home. 

47. They put the stone away. 

48. They never touched it. 
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APPENDIX 10 

Factor Loadings 

Variable DescriEtion No. l II III IV V VI 

Object Manipulation 1 .28 -.15 -.04 .07 .32 -.53 
Production 2 .70 -.14 -.15 -.21 .25 .01 
Wh-Questions 3 .71 -.18 -.21 -.01 .07 -.16 
Elaboration Index 4 -.07 .09 .72 .28 .19 -.28 
Ambiguity Index 5 -.16 -.02 .66 -.02 .23 .08 

Egocentric Exp1anations 6 -.02 -.13 -.21 -.55 -.18 .03 
Imitation Transformations 7 .20 .16 .14 .07 .85 .04 
Imitation Phrase Structures 8 -.04 -.17 .19 -.02 .80 .26 
Imitation Morpho1ogica1s 9 .17 -.13 -.17 -.22 .33 -.24 
Total Imitation Errors 10 .14 .01 .14 .00 .96 .10 

Nominal Groups Il -.01 .97 .00 .07 -.02 .02 
Pronouns 12 .06 .87 .13 .00 -.12 -.03 
Ambiguous Pronouns 13 .32 -.16 .64 -.14 -.19 -.18 
Wrong Pronouns 14 .25 .05 .03 -.41 .18 .28 
Relevant Details 15 .04 .67 .03 .19 .04 -.59 

Story Transformations 16 .20 .26 -.02 .46 .01 .43 
Story Phrase Structures 17 .75 .03 .08 .07 -.01 .26 
Story Morpho1ogica1s 18 .69 .21 .00 -.21 .12 -.01 
Story Total Errors 19 .83 .27 .02 .10 .07 .29 
Grammatical Units 20 .08 .90 .04 -.09 .14 .27 

Conjunctions 21 -.30 .49 -.29 .44 -.16 .04 
Irre1evant Details 22 .05 .29 .02 -.21 .19 .80 
Poor Images 23 -.01 .35 .38 -.62 -.05 .11 
Total Images 24 -.23 .18 .79 .14 .17 -.08 
Multiple Concept Explanations 25 -.27 .02 -.37 .64 -.15 -.09 
Appropriate Names 26 -.44 .08' .22 .17 .02 -.39 



APPENDIX Il 

Mean Number of QueStions-Asked 

by E on Abstract Designs Test 

Pretest 

Post test 

12.95 

13.45 

APPENDIX 12 

15.40 

12.40 

Mean Number of Total Exp1anations 

on Abstract Designs Test 

Pretest 7.75 

Post test 12.00 

9.90 

Il.80 
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APPENDIX 13 

Means for Production Subtests Errors 

Subtest MC-Pre LC-Pre MC-Post LC-Post· 

Double Negative .55 1.80 .50 1.20 

Negative Contraction .10 1.05 .10 .25 

Imperative .35 .85 .10 .95 

Do, be, have 1.15 1.90 .15 .85 

Questions 1.30 2.50 1.30 1.75 

Plural .70 .90 .25 .50 

Subject-verb .65 .65 .15 .25 

Comparative 2.10 2.45 1.50 1.45 

Past tense 1.90 2.10 .85 1.25 

Possessive .25 .45 .10 .20 

Past Particip1e 1.90 2.40 1.90 1.95 



APPENDIX 14 

Mean Ntimber of Incorrect Wh-Questions 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC LC 

6.05 

4.90 

9.45 

6.65 

Social c1ass, f = 15.35, e< .01, ~ = 1,38 
Time of testing, f = 31.58, p< .01, df = 1,38 

Social c1ass x time of testing, ~ = 5.51, p< .05, df = 1,38 

APPENDIX 15 

Type of Wh-Question Error 

Mean Number of Errors Time of 
Type of Error MC Pre LC Pre MC Post LC Post Testing 

Effects 

Pronouns 2.70 2.85 2.55 2.15 !: = 4.84* 

No Inversion 2.30 3.10 1.60 1.50 F = 9.71** 

Auxi1iary Switch 1.55 1.40 1.60 1.35 N.S. 

Wrong use of Auxi1iary 1.20 1.75 .45 .85 f = 10.19** 

Got .65 .60 .20 .40 F = 15.82** 

** e< .01 
* e< .05 

1,38 for a11 Subtests, gg = 
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APPENDIX 16 

Means for Ambiguity Index 

Pretest 

Post test 

APPENDIX 17 

~ 

2.55 

3.20 

LC 

2.80 

2.10 

Mean Number of Irre1evant 

Details Recounted in Story Telling 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

3.80 

3.25 

LC 

6.25 

4.75 
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APPENDIX 18 

Object Manipulation Subtests 

Mean Number of Errors Significant F Values 

Testing MC Pre LC Pre MC Post LC Post Time of Social Inter-
Testing C1ass action 

Active .05 .15 .05 .20 N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Singu1ar/P1ura1 
Nouns .60 1.60 .40 1.55 N.S. Il.99** N.S. 

Possessive 1.45 1.90 1.80 1.50 N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Negative/ 
Affirmative .40 .45 .20 .50 N.S. N.S. N.S. 
Statements 

Negative/ 
Affirmative 1.10 1.15 .50 .65 12.84** N.S. N.S. 
Questions 

Subject-verb 1.85 2.10 .75 1.25 17.98** N.S. N.S. 

Negative/ 
Affirmative .30 .40 .15 • 35 N.S. N .S • N.S. 
Contractions 

Negative Affix 1.75 2.45 1.40 2.10 N.S. 6 .O4-l~ N.S • 

Reflexive .70 • 85 1.00 1.00 N.S. N .S. N.S. 

Comparative 1.35 1.95 1.40 1.30 N.S. N.S. N.S. 

Passive 1.75 2.00 1.10 1.20 9.51** N.S. N.S • 

Conjunction 1.40 1.40 • 60 .50 31.02** N .S. N.S. 

Double 
Comparative 2.70 2.65 1. 80 2.35 Il.03** N.S. N. S. 

Reciproca1/ 
Reflexive .55 1.00 .05 .60 6.72* 5.03* N.S. 

Imperative .00 .40 .00 .00 12.66** 12.66** 12.66** 

If .35 .30 .05 .00 16.29 N.S. N.S. 

*-l~ e< .01 
*e< .05 

for aIl subtests gf = 1,38 
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Mean Number of Conjunctions 

Used in Story Te11ing 

Pretest 

Post test 

MC 

1.75 

2.35 

LC 

1.55 

1.40 
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