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. Forty middTe c]ass (MC) anﬂ forty Tower class (LC) k1ndergarten - \"

ch11dren were tested on y_stoky retelling task using, measures of pro-

(. duct1on and commumcatmn It was suggested that if the QLC chl.;d were
| | to 1nterpret the, conmumcatwe demands” of -this tas(lg i‘n'the’same way ’ . “

+ as the MC child: h1s performance on these measures wou]d be sumlar to .

that of ‘the MC chﬂd.ﬂ Inst;;l?tmns and listener variables.vere mani-

: bulated -to make the communicative demands’ of the. situation as explicit ' ..

as possible. It was hypothesued ‘that under the conditwns in wh1ch

*/

the demands were made the most exphc:1t the LC* chﬂd .S ]anguage per~ ., . f )
c forma‘nce would 1mprove and appmach.that of the MC chi]d\. The MC child o /
' ‘ i\\ was -not expected to irhprove his h‘ngu‘ist'iAc behavior in the differing.
' coneitidns The resu?ts of the study 1nd1cate thataeven in the con— ' y
i d1t1on w1 th the most’ exphc1t demands the LC chﬂdren -did not 1mproVe |
% their language, nor did the MC chﬂdren It was fe]t that the experi- _ _
menta] manipulations in the pr;esent study were noaufﬁ’cient to (
change and 1mpr?\:l the LC chﬂd'sﬂanguage performancg_‘_‘Suggest'aons .
: for changing the wﬁ}' in*which the Le chﬂd assessed ‘the communicative , « L
oy ®< ,demanoi_gf* clessroom were made{ ° ‘ S
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The fa11ure of 16wer c]aSs (LC). children in'sbhool has been well .

documented in reports of. educators and .researchers (Abrdmson,_lgsz; curry,

L1962, Hi1l. and Giammatteo, 1963; Doug]as, 1964). There is a]so consider-

) ab1e hgreement‘among investigators that language is'a primary factor influf;-

- enctng the d1screpancy in scholastic achrevement befween LC chlldren and

-

. . their middle clags (MC) peers. Controversy ar1ses W1th regard to

. 1) the causes or natore‘of the tanguage problem qnd <

L}

2) the hature of the intervention program désigned to remediate the

.

. problem., | : . -

‘ ﬂ' W1th regard to” the nature of the language prob]em, the controversy

.

"~ centers-on whether the LC child's 1anguage is def1c1ent or s1mp1y different .-

&

in relat1on to that of the MC child. Proponents of the def1ciency hypothe515'f

o advocafe an 1ntervent10n program wh1ch assumes that the LC ch11d,must be *

taught the vegy-basics of a Tanguage. The difference theorjsts argde that’

“that specific‘ohandes,'such as provtding primary readers in the child's own
dia]ect, he made in the‘presedt educational program (Baratz, 1970). Stan-
. dard or MC English cou1d be 1ntroduced after the child has 1earned to'?ead
and 1% we]] adjusted to the schoo] s1tuation. K -.,', .

A th1rd approach to the study of the role of class differences in

Tanguage usage 1s that of soc1o]1nguist§TL\This\gggroach emphasizes factors
whiéh must be consﬁdered whether one apcepts the def1c1ency or the d1ffer-

., .ence hypothesis. ,One such factor is communicative competencé (Hymes, 1967),

i.e. the ab1]1ty to assess communicat1ve demands of soc1a1§situotions and

respond. accordingly. The way in which a child w111 interpret cative

the LC chi]d;s language is adequatd but‘different. There¥ore, they suggest




deniands. is very much a function 6f his language experience. As the school
. \ Lo .

settingis primarily a MC efvironment, its communicati%e'demands are easily

understood by the MC child.’ However, these demands are not neceser11y A

' understood by the LC child. These theor1sts belleve that educat1ona1 efforts

y

)

s

sﬁbnld be deVoted to understandlng the factors which’ contrnbute to inter-
pretatdon'ot fhe communicative demarids in-ordér to help the LC child respond
more appropriately in the classrdom} ‘ ) -

- The present study exam1nes the effect of 1nstruct1ons and s1tuat1ona1
factors on the 1nterpretat1on,of communicative demands by ch11dren of LC
and MC backgrounds. A story.rete111ng task was used to study 1anguage
eroductton and communicativecaﬁiltty:‘ Instructions_were used to make the
communicative demandsmore or less explicit. It was hypothesized that as the
demands were ﬁade‘morewerplicit, the LC chi1d's‘perf;rmance would improve“

and approach thatiof the MC child.
e R L “

- BACKGROUND , © . -

. N . . ‘ -

Defic1ency versus Difference Hypothesis

* Proponents of the def1c1ency hypdthes1s (B]ank and So]omon 1968,
Bereiter and Englemann, 1966, Deutsch et al., 1967 Jensen, 1969) take at

!

face value the reports of educator; and researchers that Lc ch11dren do more
poorly than MC children on tests wh1ch requ1re verbal ab111ty Bere1ter and

Eng]emann (1966) describe the LC ch11d‘s language sk;]ls as. s1m11ar to

those of MC ch11dren who are a year. or mOre younger. Hi11 and Gvammatteo

(1963) found 1ntercorre1at1ons between socioeconomic status and subtest ﬂ

&

scores of the Towa Test of Basic Skﬂ]s.- LG students.;did more po_orly pn




.
tests of- readlng, comprehen51on and vocabu1ary Mllgrmnet al (1971) mea-
sured llngu1st1c and thematxc variabes in the reca]l of a story and found
a study by Howard et al. (1970)‘showed-£hat kindergarten children from .
N Tewer socioeeonomic baekgroends Weee 1ess-ab1é to orgenize and expreés their
. 1deas ‘about famx]ar obJects and s1tuat:ons as ‘measured by .subtests of the
I11inois Test of Psychol1ngu1st1c Ab111t1es (ITPA) and sections of the Rre
‘SchooT Inventory (PSIY. A oL

~
.
., PR

. v In addition, Blank and Solowon (1968)thybothe3ize thatXthis*defi~ "
c1ent 11ngu15t1c ab111ty prevents the LC. child fron acqu1r1ng fﬁe aBﬁ]1ty

to th1nk abstract’y The resu1t1ng cognitive def1c1t furthex reducesah1s
chancee of succeed1qg 1n school | . C
“ Mest researchers draw upon theﬁr knowledge of the LC child's home’ ;
- -situatlon to explain the def1c1ency in 11nguist1c ‘ability. The quantytyi
| and quality of Qaren§~ch11d interaction.and characterlstic environmenta]t
conditicns have been cited as factors contributing to theiﬁ.ieseer lan-
guage ability. Studies of Tanguage‘deve1opment*in5MC children HeVe emphas-
,\éﬁzed the role of the perent as a 1anguage~teacher. E:1e and Bryner {1971)
point out that with1n the LC commun1ty ‘parental contact seems to be min-
T 1ma1 with 51ngﬂe parenting-often the casey Ml]ner (1951) observed, that
LC parents were less 11ke1y to. read to their chi]dren and spend t1me~talk1ng
to them at éeaf times. It 1s therefore reasoned that the LC child is at a
d1sadvantage because he receives’ 1ess teachihg from his pgrents '
; . Bes1des this Timited 1nteragtion with Wis pqrents,Hess aqd Shipmam -

' (1965) ha%e'nefed that “the quality:of interaction between ihe LC mother and

+ that MC ch11dren surpassed the L ch11dren on all foun medsures. Reslilts of'

s

A




"-4- . v“ . ’. -
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o N

They stud1ed MC and. LC. mothers in their respective homes and 1so]ated an”’/

abstraction factor in the M mother s 1anguage that seemed to _affect the
4 \ .

child’'s gogn1t1Ve abtlity md?e-than ahy other factor measured. This factor
was not as apparent in the LC'mother's'langdage. Hess and‘Shipman also

observed mother-ch11d interaction’ 1n a specxfic teach1ng s1tuat1on. The“LC

PR [

mother had a tendency to use coercion and m1n1ma1 verbal instruction when

teach1ng her child the task. She stressed the non- verba1 aspects of the

task anli used more negat1ve than pos1t1ve reinforcement. In contrast the

.MC mother exp1a1ned the task and her., expectat10ns to the-.child. She used

verba] praise and gave mere pos1t1ve reinforcement than the LC mother AS

,'the MC child performed better than the LC child on the test that measured

how we1$ they had learned the task, Hess and Shipman conc]uded that the
mother' e‘sty1e of 1nteract1ng-w1€h her child had an effect on her child's
abt]ity, bgth{cogﬁitive and }ingutstigl‘ Their f%ndings also support the i.
belief that the LC child lacks a good model from whom he can'‘learn an

adequate 1anguage (Deutsch, 1967)

w1th1n the LC environment 1tse1f severa] cond1t1ons are thought to

- . be detr1menta1 to acqu1s1t10n of'verba] ab1l1t1es . Some theorists feel

~ that the range of st1mu11 1s minimal, repet1t1ous and unorgan1zed (Ausubel,

11965; M. Deytsch, 1967; W1ght et al.; 1970). Others (c. Deutsch, 1964),

find that the LC child's environment has -excessive st1nnﬂat1on which’the

-childemust 1earn to tune out because of its confusing nature " Either way

’

"th1s unorganized presentation of stimuli is thought to inhlbit Iearning

(w1ght et a1 . 191?) o . o

. * * A ’ s
child differs’ ‘from that of the MC mothet and her <hild on several’ dwmensions.




R 1 M |

o -+ The, so]utwn of the deﬁmency %heor'rsts to the LC chﬂd s d1ff1-— . *

. culties is the 1n1t1at1on of programs which teach thét basacs of 1anguage

skﬂ]s to these chﬂdren as early as poss1b1e (Bere1ter & Englemann, 1966; -
Eng]emann 1971 ). 'Blank and Solomon (1969) also advocate g’hrect “instruc- - .

tion of abstract thinking s\kﬂ]s. o ‘ o ' -

N ’However, developments in the area of psychohngus1t1cs Ted othe"

researchers to question the’vahdwy of comparing LC Tanguage' to MC norms. -
These researchers (Labov, 1970; Stewart, 1920; Baragz, 1970) obJected to
calling the LC child's language deficient and preferred to call 1t dlfferent
The’ proponel‘its of the difference hypothes1s support the contentlon of 1in-
.guists that all peop]e haVe ‘the innate ability to develop a- language a:d
that no 11nguast1c system 1s struttura”y inferior °to any- other (Chomsky

-

Labov (1970)and Stewart (1970) studied th% 1anguage of the LC b]ack
"), »
popu]ataon The results of their 1nvest1ga.t1on showed that. the language ’

used by this group does have ‘a systemat1c grammatical structure wmch is
as sophastmated as MC white English but qui te <(15t1nct They have char-
“acterized this language as*a non- standard rather than a sué; standard form

-

of Engh‘sh "Labov (1970) found ‘that if black non- starﬁard norms were used -

to assess the LC black child"s 11ngunstic abﬂi%y th1s chﬂd cou]d no

.longer be considered to have a deficit. o
- / .
Baratz (1969)’ using what she caH'ed a‘bidialectical task for det-a

er mng 1anguage proficiency’ gave LC black and MC white children sentences
in bo standard English and non~standard b1 ack English thag they were to
repeat. -Lc black children performed significantly better on the non-standard &

stimuli than the ‘white MC &gldren,'whﬂe'the white MC children da‘d befter

-

LY ! . -~
» .



- English as well as standard English. ' i\\ -

3

trans1at1ng the d1ffer1ng sghmu11 into their own d1a1ect 1n a pred1ctab1e

,ch]]d.sho involve measures of their know]edgefof non-standardiblack '

‘(1970)suggests that the LC black child be taught-basic skills such as  ___~ ~

et a] (1970 measured the 1anguage ability of MC and LC ch11dren on sub-

. on tbe'standard stipuli. Furthermore, she fbund that a]l the childnen were

manner Her f1ndings shpport Labov s thesis that black: children are. not

3

Ub1ng tested for their true 11ngu1st1c abllwty on -tests using standard
Eng]lsh I - L o 2
’ Baratt conc]udes thatf%wo d1a]ects are involved in the educatrona]

comp]ex of black chlldren and that 1angqage assessment of the LC black

a Ll

.In consideration of the black child's difficulty in school Baratz

. N t
reading and writing in his own dialect first and then be taught them fin

standard Ehglish. LS 2 o y

*

.
b4 \

Other researchers began to, reconsider the mean1ng of the1r f1nd1ngs

r

in light of this def1c1ency-d1fference controversy For examp]e Howard

tests of the ITPA They found the usua1 d1screpancy between LC and MG

performance on sub-tests that miasured abi]1ty to predict 11ngu1st1c events
: A\
from past exper1ence and the ab111ty to express ong's 1deas_1n spoken words.

r

However; on closer inspection of their'data they found that the LC chi]&ren

o

were giving va11d responses on:many of the i tems But that these responses-. ‘
were not acceptable within ‘the rigid scorrhg system of the test. They also~ ) »
found that LC children d1d not differ-from MG children 1n the™ compreheps1on |
of the spoken word. Thus, they concluded that some of the tests used to . ’
measure 11ngu1stic ab111ty seem“to favor a part1cu1ar sqc1oeconom1c broup )

and: dfétort measurement of. ]1ngu15tic skills.




'\ C - The lmportance theh, of the difference theory is that it ercouraged .

researchers to 1ook at more than the superf1c1al results of the1r stud1es
. } ' It also emphasized the fact that the-LC ch11d dges have an adequate lin-

.'guqst1c system. These f1nd1ngs make suspect the hypothesis that LC children

: . have an inferior cognitive potgntial-because of a deficient language. How-

: . ever, there remains the prohle t the LC child must* compete for the rest
Do . PR . . c, . . ;

o of’his Tife 'in a society tha&uses standard English.” The delay in learning

standard Eng11sh 1anguage skills may become a factor that prevents the LC ) .

- ch1]d from acqb1r1ng these skills wh1ch are essential to success in North
Amer1ca Furthernorc, th1s theory focuses mainly on the linguistic dif-
ferences between LC b]acks and MC wh1tes. ‘There remains a rather large
«group of LC wh1te chi]dren who do nore poorly in school although a 11ngu1s- -

V! . tic system comparable to the non-stagdard black Eng]ish has not been pos-

. tu?ated for this group. . B : _ ;
! A t1nct1on between performance and ability. Their pos1t1on. which shall be =« .

..reviewed in the next section, offers an exﬁTanat1onfor the d1ff1culties ‘

exper1enced by wh1te LC chi]dren in the classroom and also elucidates other <

|
|
W - ! * Another group of researchers has strfssed the importance of the dis-
|
|
| 4

problems that LC bTacks experience in the schoo] settang 4 .

-
1

Soc1611ngu1st V1ewpoint 4{3 , Z N

<
In genera1 socio]1nguists dornot feeJthat an 1ndividua1 s lingufs- * -

tic erformance represents hns 11nguast1c capacity (e.g. -Houston. 1970, S

‘ .- Glick, 1968) Rather, an 1nd1V1dua1 S performance is related to the spec-
oy . 1f1& characterﬁsttcs of the situation, and the social meaning 1t hasz;f:/f

] _ the speaker, and 1s a reflection of the speakér's cOmmunwcative competence.
. . )
. [ .\\\ ,. ‘ 1]
< s % ; ) K \,. \ .
. 2 -, \ ’
. ) 4 . s
5 ; ) A

.
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C Cazden (1970) rev1ewed the varwabI es\whith have- beeh found to e

o . mffect hngmstic performance. These var1ables include top1c. ]1stener(s)‘ .

| ' ‘ mteractwn and mixed aspects of the situatmn. She refers to an example '

:c1ted by Labov (1970) which h1ghhghts the. di fferent effects of 11stener, C
interaction and mi xed aspects A ypung black s‘tudent when asked to taﬁ(

’.about stre:at f1ght1ng by a b]ad(T/eld worker in an interview 51tuat1on was
‘.monosyﬂabic in h1s responses. -When asked a s1m11ar questwn by the same .

field worker under more casual cwcumstances i e s1tt1ng on the ﬂoor

eating ch1ps, using taboo language w1th a peers thIS student became quite -

- verbal a‘nd described street flghts in detaf‘l‘ . X . : v

»~
o

. ~Kernan c1ted by Ervin- Tr1pp (1973) was - 1nvo1ved in an’ incident whic'h“
further underhnes the importance of .listener and task as var1ab1es Kernan
asked a-1.C child were 'he*lived. His.reply Was smp]y 3 hand geSture 1nd1-'
cating the generaT direction of h]S house A while 1ater, however, she

overheard this same chﬂd givmg epomt d1rect1ons to her husband in’

14

reply to the same quest1on. - It then occurred 'to her that she had been at \

L)

the chﬂd S home earHer in the day to- drive h1m to schoo] while her
thband, who was t%gwe the chﬂd home, had né’ver been there,
A more thorough 1nvestigat1’gn .of-the’ LC chﬂd 'S verbal behavmur
under different conditions has been conducted by Houston (19§9) She .,
. observed two registers a School- Register and a N’n schoo] Register used - ‘ }
’by b'lack LC children 1n Florida. . The Schoo'l Register is used in the pre- :
.sence of tegchers and unfam':‘h‘ar adu]ts. It is characterized by foreshort-

"ened, utteradces, simplified syntax ’and @ho?ro'iogica] hypercorrection with




| . |

limiped conﬁent and does not reveal -the child's attitudes;lfeelinbs and
ideas. The Non—sehoel hegieter is used with other ch%]dren.and fam1T%enw
q?ults. It is charaeterized by a flowing and grammat%cgi]y éemplex

syntax with extended content and much gffect. Houston (1970) remarks

‘that the major%ty'of'siyuatfongﬁin whith the LC child's Tanguage abitity
-has been aesessed are siﬁi]ar to the situations which e1icit,the'3cﬁool
~'Reg1‘éter‘... ' Y LT

1hese examples of the variability of the LC ch11d S Verba] behavior™ -

he]p to p1npo1nt to some extent where h1s probIems in the classroom may | ,
exist. It seeins: ‘from these reports that in situat1o;;\;h1ch are de51gned -
to evaluate %hasch11d s 11ngu1st1c and cogn1t1ve ab111t1es, the LC child
f;i1§'te respend in an' appropriate manner. In short he does not give the
' EIeborated verbal replies expected in sach situations. On the other hand,
'the‘LC.chin has showb himse1¥;capeb]e of such rep]ies.et other times.
‘" «This emphasfze§#the fact that’it is not enough to know how to use a lan-

guaoe but one must know when to use the different forms of this Ianguage.

For examp1e, e]aborate 1anguage is appropr1ate in the c]assroom, but rot 1n '

M
,an emergency where a more concise form of language would probably be mist
‘b . N

L - -

effective. . . oo o ° -

- - S

Houston (1970) Osser (1971) Williams apd Naremore (1969), and + >
Bruck and Jucker (1972) suggest that the LC child has net deve]oped the.

AN

" communicative competﬁnce needed to cope successfu11y with the .clas$Sroom )
demands. Conversely, because the MC child is succeedlng within the sys-

tem it is essumed that he has this communicative qompetenge. “Thus it is, =

1

concluded on the basis of the demanstrated communicative,competence of R

u"the}Lc and MC chiildren that thereQUCétiena1_sysfem is probably con- . ,

'
~ ER ! ]

o i
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tinu1ty with those of the LC

sistent with MC valoes and\sgije?~structdres’but represents a discon-

There are numerous other sources from which
' " ) ' such a conc]us1on can be drawn e.g. most teachers pr1nc1pals and schoo]-
board members come from MC backgrounds etc The question which remains, «
however,- 1s:l in what way does the LC soc1dl structure*differ'from that
¢~ “of the MC to result in this discrepancy in-communicatiye competence?
Bernstein (197q) developed a theory in the~ear1y'19502s wnich -
. combines psychologital, Yinguistic, and sociological princip]es to describe
. differences between LC and MC speekens. He descrdbesatwo Ffundamental
types of linguistic codes, one\ restfﬁ%ted and:the othen elaborate. ‘
o Brjef]y, restricted codes develop and are used when all members of a @ronp .
share an entensive set of experiences, exertations andobe1jefs,‘and when | o
< the group emphasizes the 1mportance of “we“ over "I". The function of

" ‘ . Tanguage in'this case is- to 1ncrease the bonds of commun1ty by mlnimi-
o zing the individual express1on of experiences. It is also used to express v
‘huthority'andlcontro1' As a.reswit, Texical and syntactic d1versity is .
minimal and the mean1ngs that are conveyed by a vestricied code are 1mp11-','
¥it, particularistic, and concrete, ',r‘ | ‘ ot
= " -The eTaborate code arxses when the "I"‘is stressed over the gt
A w1de diVersxty of 1ntentions and exper1ences are encouraged The ‘
speakers must make exp]icit their intentions, experiences and bel%efs so
that they may be shared by other members of the group. The e]aborate code
.. is an extremely flexmble form of speech which has availab?e a high degree
" of syntactic and lexical options.. It.can be used to convey mean1ngs that ‘(sz

a , . )

h are abstract and exp]icit\\'




. “yidual uses a restricted code‘he has a language defwcit. H1s theory does

» hypothesis that an individual who uses a restricted code 1n an environ-

\ ﬁisr;d Naremore: {1969) Yend support to Bernstein's hypothgsis fa restr1cted

" what he is talking'aboui Bruck anleucker(]Q?Z) had s1m11ar resu1ts. '

v qh11d 3 language contained fewer explicit features tpan that of thenMC

Very generalIy, Bernstein proposes that the LC has' deve1oped and
uses a restr1cted code, and the MC, an eTaborafe code.

4

Bernstein (1970) doe& not wish to 1mp1y that because the LC indi-

not exclude the LC individual from developing the ability to use an efa-
borate code. However, the qrffering’dEmands within the social structures-‘
of the LC.and MC make it more likely that the. LC person will use a'restri .
icted form of language under most conditions* It a]so‘fo110ws‘from this ¢

ment that assumes the use of an e1aborate code wiil be at dxsadvantage.

E3

Stud1es by Hawkins (1969) ,* Bruck -and Tucker. (1972). nle11]iams ’

code within the & c]ass fhd an elaborate code within the C . .On a story
rete111ﬂg task Hawkins (1969) found that LC chwldren used more exophoric
pronouns‘than MC chwldrep. An exphor1c pronoun is one that does not: have

o
N

an explicit noun reference. The speaker assumes that ‘the listener knows

a

They also found on an abstract design description measure that the LC

child. Williams and Naremore (1969) foond that on descriptive tasks raﬁgg
ing from reporting on last nigho's,television program to discussing pareer'
choice, LC children.used more,impiﬁcjtiand concrete forms of nouns and |
pronouns than MC chgldren. The pbserVaEfoﬁs\?ade by Hess and Shipﬁ:g

0

(1965) on differences between MC and LC mother-child interactions also
-‘t ' "

, : o , ' -
_sepm. to point, to the use of these specific codes within the classes.

~The LC mother was more authoritarian and less’verba11y7he1pful than the

. . .
. . . ‘4
; .. . ’ Co, e
A i .
Yer . . v M
*
.
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. o . . / o - :
MC mother which zs'character1st1c of the restr1cfed code. o
e Examp]es ofithe LC ch11&rus1ng an elaborate~code have also been
given Upon more closely ‘examing the results of the1r study w1111ams and ’
Narebore found that the LC ch11do§h were answer1ng the quest1ons with what
was m1nima11y demanded,wh11e MC ch11dren went beyond what was expected of
‘them Wh\n the LC children were asked to be more explicit; they comp11ed ,‘.
They in fact used the same perceﬁ: of e1aborate utterances as MC chil-
-dren. - " - - ' j . : ]
~ Robinson 21965) in oiving th letter assionmentS‘to MC and LC .
twelve and. th1rteen year old boys and g1rls expected to f)nd that the
‘first assignment (to write to a good friend about the news of the pastfbrt:.
n1ght) would presumab]y e11c1t 1nforma1 language (or restrxcted code) from
all subjects and that the second assignment (adyls1ng a Governor of the
: school how same money he had donated might-be spent) would presumdbly.
e11c1t forma] 1anguage (or e]aborate code) from anyone who could use it. .-
Cbntrary to his expectations there ‘were: no signifiobnt differences between
the(rc and, LC forma] letters. This indicated that at least in the writ-

o
ten form, LC children-are capab1e of usihg an elaborate code comparable

to that used by M@ peers, when the task is clearly specified..
Finally.the incident recountbd'by Kernan (ErVin-TripP, 1973)in'hhich‘
the(LC child could give a detailed explaration of where he Tived despite

Ephdvior to thé contrary at dn earlier time,is a good example of the LC

child's ability to use elaborate lapguage in certain instances.

€ *

ol




B Statement of the Problem e ' ST {
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Results of these studies-indicate that LC children can and do use

. ‘ elaborate language in certain circumstances. Some of the conditions noted

-are ones in which o . . L

1) the child is asked to be exp11c1t unt1] some criter1on is

‘ a. ‘ 1} reached ‘ ) r

| - ' 2) the s1tua§ion is meaﬁingfuf’ﬁo the child;. - ' ‘ﬂ
l \ 3). the child has been directly taught to use elaborate language.
In both the c]assroéﬁ’sétting and in aesfing'situatfons theae abnditigns
are"not always found. For exa;ple, many tasks 1n the c]assroom are redun-
dant anaj;ep1t1tous, testing procedure often does not allow for extens1ve , A ’

probing ® the child's know]edge, Tittle time is spent at schoo1 1n teachu .

>

- .~ ing children these skills (Erv1n Ir1pp, 1973)5 _
' - 7§¥uck and ‘Tucker (1972), i reexamin1ng the story retelling test
: uséd in thei?fétudy sugges téd "The LC’éhi]d may "have assumed that'the- '
. 2’ ; 11stener knows all the relevant 1nformat1on (i.e. he knows the story...) .

and for this reason d}d not use exp]ic1t‘

eatures to the same~extent‘as

is an instance of a situation

which is. not meaningful to, the LC child ahd hence his failure to use ela-

’fanguage. ~ o

the MC. child." p..46, In other words thi

borate

o8

’

The problem that remains is:' how/ can the LC child be gnoodraged to

,he'classroom situation as one i which he should use the’elaborate lan-.

assess

le to him? Prob1ng, unti] the chi]d'produces such’ language

3

ev1ng this end (will ams and - Naremore% 1969} "However,

’ v
E : ) guage avai
| o
; is one way of
[
|

. such a method is time onsuming and may. have i1l effects on the.motivation ’ \\“



| ) . L
of the:child. Another method, that of making the situation meaningful to. >

- . - .
y ~ N '
{ S .

the chkld does have the adVaﬁtage thqt?it takes motivationai'factors into -
acth::Lbut it m1ght be 1mpo7s1b1e ;o use this methbd in the teaching of

cert suLJects A way of avo1d1ng thlS difficulty might be the use of

a game in which the Jn§tnuct10ns encourage the use of elaborate language .
for’suacess. Finally, the child could: be taught how to usel]anguage to
imphove communicative skills in the classroom. Of course.a combinatioh.of
:‘ the§5‘ﬁ7§h} be the most effective in altering the LC child's Iingutstic . .
" behavior in the classroom. . Q\\\‘L\\ _;

The present study .investigated the.use of different instructions - .

&

and situations on the YC chily's assessment of the communicative demands - ‘
of a barticu]ar task i.e. retedling a story As the story is usually

retold. to the reader, such a ta k has the 1mp11c1% of unspoken demand. that

accompan1es it: "Tell me the story as if 1 don't: know it." Because MC ‘-7:
ch11dren include many more explicit features in their, st ries, (Bruck 1972;
John-et a].ﬁ1970), it 1s assumed that the MC ch1]d under;tandf this demand,
whereds the Lc.child does not. In order to deternine whether LC children ,ﬁ

wouid'become more exp]1c1t if they yndérstood this demand the following

_‘cond1t1ons were used In one group the children were asked by the reader )

°

to pretend that she did not know the story when they were asked to retell
it. This is an example of a kind of "game".that could be'used in the classf a

room. fn the second group the chtldrEn'were~asked to retell the story to

an out51de person who did not.know the«Story It was hypothesized that the ..

‘LC ch11dren wou{d~1mprove their 11ngu$st1c behavior i. e. they would use

U \

more exphci t and fewer impHut features, as the conmumcative‘. demands of’

the situation were made clearer, than those.LC children for whom the demands{

o
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af were not made cfear. It was also hypothesized that the LC child's perfor- ,
' mance would approach that of the MC child under these circumstances. It
was felt, however, that the MC chﬂd's)performance would not be signifi-
.cantly affegted because he already understoad the demards  of the situation
- and wasdoing the best he coyld.’ B ;
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6\3 study- », v
" were similar. Two “of these ‘schools ‘were in a LC area and one in a Mc

September and were tested in May.

METHOD - s . e
' : . ' e
Subjects . B . L .o
""" Forty English speak{gi;kindérgarten children from a MC area”and

‘forty English Speaking kindQrgarten children from’a(LC area were the

subjects. The children were selected on the basis of their fathers’
occupattons which served as an index of social tlass.: The fathers'
occupations were obtained from the school or the parents and were rated *

according to the Blishen Scale (195@) The rating ass1gned to a g1ven

i

occupatmn on this sca]e is a functwn of mcome, _years of sch?«g,_

and sex. Occupations are ranked and grouped in seven categorn The .~

'\
mean rating for the MC group was 2.2. This rating indicates a profes-

r'sipnai, semi-professional or‘manageria1 1eve1'andlﬁnpiudes occupations "

such as, engineer, teacher, librarﬂinﬁ commergial artist and insurance .

agent.. The mean ratiny far ‘the LC'group was 5.9, indicating that these ,

parents were employed as semi skiﬂled and unsk111ed labour. Occupations f _ o
Q . L

typical of this group were construction foreman, carpentery teamster,

i A L3

Janitor, and ‘Tabourer. .

4

The sué:ectS'WEre infornafly screened by their teacheré' " children

with obvious speech defects or emotional problems Were not inc]uded 1n

° Y

‘ ‘ 5 . , -y
The schools attended by these children were all members:of the

Protestant School. Board Therefore, the program goa1s and curricula

i

area. : . - ‘
< .

A1l the children had been in their respective classes since

. 1)




- the children to understand The revised vers1§n was used 1n|this,stydy. )

The text?1s jncluded in Appendix A. » e

-~

A story rete111ng task was used in the assessment of Ianguage

production and communicative ab111ty of the ch11dren This techn1que ’
was originally devised by John’and Horner (1965) to provide 1nformat1on
about the child"s -ability to narrate 1ogica11y and exp11c1t1y a sequence ’
of events E:hat had just been read to h1m

The story selected for th1s study was “Sylvester\and the Magwc '

.. Pebble" wr1tten by William Steig (1969) In 1972 Bruck rev1sed the text

and took out some of the 111ustrat1ons to make; it shorter and easier for

s

This story was chosen because it was’ cgns1dered 1mportant that//f\

‘. the story se]ected be unfamiliar to the children in the study. At the

time of test1ng the book was unavailable in Canad1an bookstores and was

not known: ;o any of the, taachers Before Ytesting began each child was -

asked Af he recogn1zed the story ‘0n1y one child had heard the story

before and was aliminated as a subject, Another reason for the choice

!

\.
of this story was to make it poss1b1e to compare the findings of the

T present study to those of Bruck (1972). | | : -

by

Testi_gﬁ?rocedure . ' ) : b

There were two female testers. In.prder to estahlish rapport both

;esters visited the classes for three days each before formal testing v

3

began The time was spent pTay1ng and talking with the children, he1p1ng -

“the teachers if they needed assistance and obserV1ng the instruction that

. 1

. occurred.




- > The MC and LC.children were divideq into four: gr‘oups 'of ten-with
' -y

A boys and girls equaHy represented in- each grou% The groups d1ffered

1n three ways: the conditions under which the story was. read, the con-
: \

d1t1ons under whmh the story was reto]d and the mstruct'aons gwen

2 N " (See Table 1).

o For aH the groups the exberimenter. (EY, 1nfomed each chﬂ‘d that

»

2 she wou]d ask him to retell a story she was about to read After readmg

the story and showing the p1ctures as. she went along, E gave the child’

E , 'the book and asked him to te\,, 1 the story as‘ best he coqu usmg -the pic~ ' o
' ( tures as a gu1de . ‘ , °
<N T S As can be seen in, TabIe 1: group 1 only E was present during both

the reading ~and the - reégnmg of the story. The instructions to the child
- [~ were, "Tell me the story\as best you can."
_— Y K In group 2, on1y was present during both the reading and the
- /'” retelhng of the story. The ¢hild was asked "Tel] me the story as bestW
O~ you can. but pretend that| I don't know the story.“ . L
In group 3, both tké E and an observer, 0, were present during the

P \

g " reading of the story, during the reteﬂ{ng, only 0 was present. The child
‘ RN . L

A2

-

- | was asked, “Tell 0 the ;ta?*‘y as best you can." - .
. ’ ‘ >
In grqup 4, only E was present durmg sthe reading of the story. . B
on1y 0 waypresent during -the- rete]Hng of the story. The thild was

1 nstructed "Tell the ‘story-as best you can .to 0 who dpesn t know the

‘ “"s’tor;y." Cae was taken to ensure that the children did not suspect that e
r . - . 1
| e .« 0°had actuﬁﬂy heard the story on- numerous occasions! . . “ |
| . . 4
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".Jesting Procedure in each Group
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AN Condit"rons’ -\:;:gi" . ) ' P
Groug / v ?:5;/ N Name -of
Y| Reading Retelling Instructions Conditions
LI ‘ E present E present Tell me the K k
0 absent ~ 0 absent story” ..
-2 E-present ~E present Tell me the . DK™
. .0 absent 0 absent story, but =~ . ¢ °
‘ ' pretend I v
- don't know it
- ° v -
3 E present . E absent: Tell O the K .
0 present 0 present story \
4 - Epresent Eabsenf  Tell'the . . DK
0 absent 0 present .story to 0 .
who doesn't .
& know it R
'y AA & ’
a - i - .lt, ) e . !
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. Group 1 and 3 were designated-as the K condition, i.e..the Tlistener *
- "knows" the story; group 2 and 4 were designated as tﬂe DK condition} i.&

. ﬁhe listener “doesh't know" the story. (See Table 1) -

~ During the rete111n§xof the story the only comment made by e1ther

~

‘%'_1$§tener, E-or 0, was "Turn the page", or once the page was gyrned "What

happened here?" If the ch11d had difficulty starting thé story, the lis-
tener asked,” "Who is in the story?" While the child retold the story the
listener looked at ;hé pictufEE.' The chiid's retelling of story was tape
recorded. 7 . o

Scorin <

t1 e were noted and_fa]se~sta}t5'weré ignored,

Product1on , v ¢ v-“”f*

‘ ’

- The fo11OW1ng were used to measure product1on . A

) Grammataca1 units. A un1t is defined as a _group of words .

preceeded and followed by a pausg that’ expresses 3 complete ’

/'thought %ach of the fp]]o;ving ex'embh‘ﬁ'es one unit:

.\

"The donkey was scared becaus€ he sav a Tion."

ks

J - - '
- Np M . .

This measure was‘erfginal1 ised by Loban (1963).

-

',Q).Narrative details. The total humber'of'detaiis in the story

was counted. Th1s tozaﬂ Was the sum of relevant, 1rre]evant
and other deta11s 3s def1ned below' : _ ‘\‘

i. Rg]evant Details. A list of the 48 most re]evant detai]s

o

in the story was prepared by Bruck (1972). (See Appendix B)

.
r +
=
s

" The stories were tEanscyibed frdh the tapes. Pauses in the narra- -

< "He was scared e o

..'

Ne

~,



‘ ~a}ii.,_InreIEVant Detaf]é An frrelevant detail is either:’ ~ .

/;' "In th1s stud

_é]_ " _ , -

'a deta11 that repeats ohe prev1ous1y ‘mentioned; a dg¢a11
' that is not important- to the, mean1ng of the stony,)%%
a detail that expresses a ihought,that is 1ncons1stent
) ‘WIth the meaning of the stony. _-
iid. Other Details. These include those details thaz§;Bn§ ‘
not .complete enough to be oOUnted as ro]evant details ~,

but could not really be counted as 1rre1evant details.

-

c) Nomlnal Group? The number of nomanal groups that the.child
used in his nanrafive flas counted. The nominal grodp is a -
feature of Hal]ida&'s "Sca1e and Category Gramnar" (Ha]liday,

:-1969). It is made up. of three parts, only one of which 1s : _
" relevant tq this study, the head. The head is an ob1igatony . ?41
part of th?“nom1na] group and cons1sts of e1ther a noun or ‘

. *a pronoun which acts as a subaect of.ipmpTement within a

y . e’ B
The fo1low1ng exemplify heads with1n nomina} groupS‘ . >

clause.{’

- "It stan_éd to rain wo o s

v- “The onkex with the stone in h1s hand."*

hex asked the dogs and cats and mice."

if a subject was de]eted -before a verb.

this deletion was amrgo counted as a nominal group (e g. "The .

dOnkey saw the;11on 3nd was-scared" ‘Here are three nominal ' . .

“deleted he"). ,

. £
- The number of nomipat groups was used'as an additional

fo

' groups donkey, 1ion

’
\

measure of production bedause it 1s thought to be mong‘sensi-

o -

tjv?"to grammattca] complex ty than the measure of “granmatical 3 '



-t

units“ Grammat1ca1 compIexity mey be - conswdered an 1mpor-

tant factor 1n.9eterm1n1ng how much stqry is retold.

ol v’
» * - . - . *
' » %
- \ N 3 b

COmmun1cat1on. T L R S ) 1\

[

- COmmun1cative ab111ty was assessed by measures of bdth c]arity

. and ambxgulty The former refers to how accurate]y and‘exp11cit1y the

¢ . child reto]d the S and the 1atter ‘to ‘how much of the text.was drre-

Ievant and. confus1ng Because productJon was measured eﬁsewhere

pércentages were ca]culated for all measures of commun1cat10n in order
L

to insure thdt battér scores on the measuces of comminicative c]arwty

were not simply a reflect1on era h1gher score on the measures of pro-

5

N > . N\

. \
duction.- o . , . ‘," A

©
a
- K [

ot The ﬁo]]owung were used to measure c1ar1ty . o

a) Parcent of reIevant deta1ls. This measure was' obta1ned

by dividing ‘the nunber of?re1evant deta11 S as def1ned
- 'X' in the previous sect1on, by the tot:l number of narrative
details and calculating the percent. ' , _ }

{ ,\'
‘. b) Percent of c{ear1y refenenced pronouns. The tota1 number

e

C s " of pronound used as heads of nom1na1 groups was counted. ~
- ..

The pronouns were examined to: determine whéther the chi]d

had previously mentigned the noun to which the pronoun

L 1]

.o~ refers and if he usedfazreferent ‘how clear the connec~-

¥
tion was. . S . N ¢ ”

14

ws:] " A dlearly veférenced pronoun is one wheré the noun is

i «e\usually used Unned1ate1y preceding the tmag§1t1on from e

»

]
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®

, noun to progoyn. (e.g. '“The'donkey was scared and he wanted

/
tq go home" ) The percent of pronouns that were clearly

e -

4

referenced was ca1cu1ated -
§§ - w"ﬁ;&}

- The fo]10w1ng were used to measure amb1guity.

“,._l.~

a) Percent of irrelevant details. This measure wee“ca1cu1ated

- by tak1ng the~humber of 1rre1evant deta11s as difined in the

previous section and dividing it by the number of narrative

-

o deta11s.

. b) Percent of qmblguous1y referenced pronouns. These pronouns
fall inté one-of two categor1e5' . Cod

The pronoun does not»refer to any. preV1ous1y used noun.

————
———

Hawkwns (1969) ca1]s these exophor1c pronouns
i1, The pronoun has a noun referent bu% it is uhclear for
: ~ either of two reasons: ' ‘
. The chiid has used two houns in the previous sentence and
then swwtches bo\fwo pronouns whwch are the sgpme gender or
. number. (e.g. "The donkey saw the Tion. He was scared. He'
R wa]ked away.") or the néun to wh1ch the pronoun refers appears
¢ osevera1 ideas back in the'story Be~ween the noun reference
\end the.pronoun.other nominal groups have appeared. The per-

cent of pronouns that Were ambiguously referenced was calculated.

¢) Percemd of Wrongly Referenced Pronduns . These include number

afd gapder changes from noun to pronoun (e.g. "The donkey
) PN

RN
. went outside. She found a stone."). S SN
Y' ’ \ (
b . ;
° R .
- ! -

o




 Reliability: L | - :
_ E scored a1l 'the potocols. A scorer who had not participated ‘

o

. in the testing procedute was trained in the scoring procedure and also
sbB?ed‘Tprty of the eighty protoéo1s. Results were compared. Discrep-
ancies in the scoring were discussed and a,compromise reached. This - - o

scorer then scored a random. sample-of five LC and five MC protocols. PE '

2

A Pearson's r of .82.was obtained indicating that .it is possible to . -
<. PR . o

- reliably categorize the responses of the sdbjecté.;,

~. . , “r
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RESULTS.
Production . o . ) '
! __To determine the effects agsdciated with social\glass, condition .

end listener Jbon Ianguagé produd??bn: separate 2 ;02 x 2 analyses of

'&) variance (e =. .05, df = 1,72) wegre performed on each dependent vaniable.u

‘ Tne independent variables were social class (LC Vs, MC), condition (K vs. ' - .
DK).'and listener. (E vs. 0) The dependenf variables nere the numben of
'grammat1ca] units the number of heads of nomihal droups, and the number of
narrative deta1ls. The means of the dependent variables are shown for h -

" each of the groups by class in Table 2 '

\ “ A s1gn1f1cent effect due to social class was found for all of{the

. ' dependent var1ab1es with the MC group having a hmgher mean ecore than. the

L re igr‘o_urb. The' éoignificént F values and alpha levels for each-production
- ) o s,

- measure are shown in Tab]e 3. ' ,
“I‘

On the measure of number of grammatical-units a s1gn1f1cant effect ',

(p < .05) was found in the cond1;1on by Iistener 1nteractlon W1th/j§ KO-~
DKO mean d1ffer nce Jarger than the' KE-DKE mean difference. From Figure 1
it can be seeti that cond1tion and 115tener 1ntera€ted in the fo]10w1ng way / .
' DKO Fesulted in the highest prbductlon of grammatical unlts. whlle K0, KE E
_and DKE resu]ted in fewer units and comparab]e Tevels of prodhct1on

No other £1gnificant main or\intenaction effects were found.

In summary, -the ME children produced significantly more lenguage n

than the LC ch?]dren‘in'the retelling of ,their stories. Neiiner dondi;ion

'ﬁ‘?tzliétener significantly altered language prqdugtion excentwon the B
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' ‘TABLE 2 \\.
{ ) S.unmar,)" of the Means for each Group on ",;\\ ‘
o « the Measures of Productien .
i * - et —K\ N T - e . \\\\,
Measure - - Know. pon & Rriow— '
. E o - E o ¢ o
1. Number of “LC 21,7 .19.0 22.0 24,2
] Grammatical - : ' g
", Units MC 24.9 23.4 22.4 " 26,3 '
2. Mumber of - LC 56.7  47.5 5251 80kl :
. Heads of Nom-, ) o
inal Groupd . MC 62.4 67.3 62.6 . 66.3
vl \
3. Number’of LC-27.7 23.7 27.4 29.3
S Narrative . .
' » Details MC 29.5 31.8 30.2 31.3 '
] ‘ -4. i .1’
¢ ). - , ! - 1 . .
i
~ « M . X\‘_
: ' . |
'\ o « ‘| N
RN | IR -~ \\ '
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TABLE 3 - SR

-

¢ : Resu]ts of Analyses of Variance for the ot
’ © Measures of Production . .o
. ) T P .
o s . F- Values
= R ' ’ . " ' Class by
. / Class Class “Condition Condition -
) by by by - by

Class Cond1t1on L1stener Condition L1stener L1stener Listener

1. Nu;;jg§\ B
. of A47*% 1.42
Grammi-
ticals
Units . -
. a8 -

il

2. Number - ,
- of 8.10** , 0.33
Heads .
*of
Nominal
Groups - - ..° -

1
’

. of  '5.63* 0,79

3

0.15 1.06 °  0.34 £.34*  0.01 .

; . “ 1

d.04  0.68 0.7 ~0.68  1.31 . -

tive-
Details

2ﬁ< 01 - )
, *p<.05
for all measures df = 1, 2’

»

-
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{nter5ctihp suggests that the children of the group %n:which the listenér
did not know the story, DKO, reacted differently from those of the group

in which they were askéd to- Qretend that the listener did not know the
story, DKE (See Figure 1). Because s1mrlar, though not s1gn1f1cant 1nter—
action patterns were noted in the other two measures, there is reason to

’ ‘ . s

. suppose that these are not parallel groups as had been assumed when deciding

Jpon the research design. (See Table 2). The conclusion then that the .
4 . . children did ndt modify ;heirTanguage in respohse te\%he varying commehicat-
" ive demands that the :Zyditions presehted is not entirely rf1fd because

af this confusing elemént in the DK condition. Inspection of the means

in Table!2 reveals that productﬁon gg% highest under the~DKO 1.e. the

.

fb be

~ true don't know, condition. Furthermore, the LC children seem
(See.Table .

. . - , . -
improving more noticeablyunder the DKO condition than C.

°f

2). Therefore} an analysis of variance («= .0557df = 1,36) was performed

on thé LC results to further exb]ore the effects of condition and listener

v o on the production measures. No sizgificant results were obtained. ‘Wev .
T ' must then coﬁp]ude that the LC child did Mot alter his verbaT production
- significantly under the different conditions. et '
Communlcation e

‘Because the measures of communication are expressed as. percentages

nonparametric statistical tests were used to determ1ne the effects asso-

éb on these measures. The Mann- thtﬁ'“\ﬂ/iest (Klugh, 1970, p. 304) was us:?l

to ana]yze the main effects of the 1ndependent var1ab1es. The Kruskal-Wal-
»

115 one way ana]ys1s of variance by ranks test (Klugh, 1970 p. 305) was

?

“ciated w1th the independent variablesg social class, cond1t1on,and 1istener.l

T




A

. group. On.the measure percent of clear pronouns the significant differ-

I

used to analyze interaction effects. This was done by doing c&stribution-

njfi;ant H was obtained -on the Kruskal-Wallis Test (Hollander and Wolfe,

»WatTis Test for both measures. These values can be seen in Table 6. Mu]—

-30- ¢

free multiple comparisons based on the ‘Kruskal-Wallis rank sums if a sig-’

1973, p. 124). Tné“dependent variables were percent of relevant detai]e,
and oercent of cleary§pronouns which were the measures o} communioative
olority, and percéent qf irrelevant details and percen£ of ambiguoue pro-
nouns, which were theémeasures of ambiguit& A summary of the mean per-
cent of .the dependent measures obta‘ned in each groud by class is found

[ N L 4

in. Table 4. , ;

" With regqrd to clar1ty,iTab1e 5 shows that a 51gn1f1cant'd1fferenre
(p< 05) exists between the MC and LC chdldren with the MC group having Ja,
higher mean percent of re1evant detai]s and clear pronouns than the LC
ggoup. No s1gn1f1oant main effeots due to condition or 1istener were fodnd
by the Mann-Whitney U Test. . (See Table 5). These results are consiftent
with the findings on the measures of productdon i.e, MC children do better
that LC children. . ° | " { o .

A s1gn1ficant H value (p € 01 df = .3) was obtained on the Kruska]-j.
tiple comparisons of the means for each group were mdde‘ These results are

also in.Table 6. .On the measure, percent of relevant detax]s swgn1f1cant

differences h) <.10) were found between the MCKE group and the Lcnﬁég:

ences were between the MCKE group and LCDKE and between MCKE and LCKO.

These results indicate that the differences between the performance of MC

and LC are due mainly to these groups. Within each class no sjgnifjcent '

yos
1

! H : ’ ' 3 ¥ \‘\ ’ '
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TABLE 4°

-

A

'Summary of the Mean Rank Sums for each Group on

the Measures' of Communication

Clarity

~ ¥

. Percent of
Relevant '
Dstails

Percent of
v - Clear
Pronoung

" Ambiguity

Peréent of
Irrelevant
Details® -

. Percent of
Ambiguous
“ Pronouns

] .
- r

Q

T
Means- '
 Know
E 0
BC 47.15  30.90
MC 561.90 -47.80
A
LC 3.90  30.75
MC58:80  48.45
©LC 33.20 4215
€ MC 30.65 36.90
LC 45.25 48.70 .
MC'23.15  31.70 -
_ 8.
o e
‘ B

3

Don't Know
E 0
26.90  29.85
46.00  43.50
| 30.95°  26.95
43.80 - 47.40
. 55.50  48.05
42.70  36.85
51.80 * 53.90
37.25 3.5 x
’ v
>

<:




. . [ 2 t . . . . - - ) ‘
. - - ' .

o .. . _TABLES . L -

3 * N

Results of the Mann-Witifey U Test o :
"~ . for the Measures of Communication "

. / ., . . ' \
' Significanﬁ Zu Values
Measure . Cfass Condition sListeder: ) " i TN
—— . - — . T N .
a‘ Clarity , .o ‘ s FE . - ¢
Percent of 2.61%* . 1.5 0.96 . o~
Relevant ) ' . . : o c U
_ Betails. oo, . . . i
. i g . gES : ' .
Percent of - - 3.50*% 1.2 - 0.81 -
- Clear - 1 vl S
Pronouns )
‘- . A
" Percent of. - 1.4 1.80% 018 4 -
Irrelevant o - A T \ /
Details L . % - .
Percent of . 3.60%% 1.21 0.67. - : .
Ambiguous ) ‘ x : B “ .
Pronouns - ’ . . ‘ _ e
*k e’ - o . ' o _
E(CO] 7 . . Y . ‘ n
* 2( -05 : ) '. . : . ’ T
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o § | TABLE 6 - - .
Results of Kruskal-Wallis Ana1ys1s and the comparison of ) )
means based on the Kruskal-Wallis rank sums '

for the Measures of Communication. : - ' ’

. . < . .
' .
W . ! . ' /
) .'
5 . . a_
,

: o Significdnt _ Significance differences between
Measure " H the means 6f each . '
Lo ‘ yalues class x condmon X hstener‘ group _
. . ) ‘ ‘ . 4 i
: st - && ‘/‘ .
;. *. C'lar“it! ' h j
~ - 'l . - «
, » s Percent of 18.8** MCKE - LCDKE =25.0* ) . P
Relevant IR _all other differences N.S. S
Details e o T
. Percent'of 22.3% .  HMCKE - LCDKE » 3].85* "
Clear - ' . MCKE .- LCKD = 28.05'
Pronouns . . aH other differences N S.
<
v Ambiguity = C - o
’ Percent of 14.1% ° 4 CHCKE - LCDKE = 25.15' » -
~ Irrelevant all other differences’N.S. L
' Detalls ' : - - '
Percent of . 24.3%x ~ MCKE - LCDKO = 30.7’ S
Arbiguous - » all other differences N.S.. ' ‘
. Pronouns , - T ‘ oY
i o ' ’ ’ Lt . ) ,q'
- N % pe0l . s S
- . AR B_‘-OS . . ) ¢ .t e ) . - -
- ' pa- 10 1 . , . . ‘ '
b \ ‘ C ST ) (/
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Q%difference in perfcirmance‘wa?e fou'r}d as a r:esuﬁ: oi" the \;aryjng ‘conditip.ng '
’ in each group. ' ‘ w _-;“‘4
N w1th regard to ambigui ty, the Mann- wmtney U test mdwated a 519m—
‘ ) f1cant effect (p € .01) dug to class on the percent of ambiguous pronouns
W(See Tab]e 5). No signifi }]t effects due to “condition or hstener were
found. A s1gmf1cant H ve;]ue A(-pr <.01) was obtamed as can be seen on Table
6 'and significant differences (p'. <.$ were found between the means of
the MC‘KE and LCDKO groups. Once agai'n on this measure MC and LC chﬂ&ren
performed d_ifferent]y with the MC children giving a Tower mean percent of
ambiguous pronouns. ~ The performance of . the chﬂdren in each class did not\
vary as a function of listener and cond1t1on vamab]es in each group. - ¢
On the meas%e percent of irre}evant details the Mann-Whitney U
. Test revealed no significant effect due #qQ class. This was the énly mea-
sure on which LC and MC children perfqrmed at approximately the same level.
A sigiificant difference was found (p"'( ‘.05) between the K and DK condi-
tions. The subjects in the K condi tion gave a lower mean percent of irre-
Tevant details than those in the DK condition. (See Table 5). No signi-  »
ficant listener beffects were found. The ‘comparison of means ‘indicated :
that the 1arg:es,f: mean differences (p £ .10) were betwegn the MCKE group

!

and the LCDKO group. (See.Table 6). /

!

In summary, the MC Qroup’ did better on the I;Leasures of communica-
.tive clarity as they gave a higher pegcent of‘these measv&nes than the LC R
group. HOWever, the MC chiYdren did not perform cons1stent1y better than*® -
the LC chﬂdren on the measures of amb1guity They both gave approxim—
ately the same nge n Percent of 1rre1evant detaﬂs a]though thf MC did gwe

| g‘a lower. mean percent of the amblguous pronouns.

© 5 o
.




: ‘;‘ Cond'at‘lon K vs. DK, affected only one of the four measures of

commun1cat1ve ability.: The DK-gwoup gave a h1gher meah percent of irre-

mggvant details than the K group. This result was. contrary to expectat1ons

as it Was“hypothesized that under‘the'DK condition bhiidren woufgfgz'less : "

ambjguous. .o ‘ ' -

2

a - A

. The multiple comparison of means test indicated that within the
LC  there was no'siqnificant chahge in communicative behaviour‘ﬁs the con-
ditions and'listenerf varied. This result was also contrary to the ;ne
. ' expected. In addition, inspectidﬁ of the means.(Table 4) shows_that’all«
the children did the best on. these measures in the condition 'MCKE which

is believed to resemble the c]aséroom situation. They gave the highest per o~

A

- cent of the measures of c1ar1ty and, the Jovest rercent of "the measures of

ambiguity in this situatlon. . ’ N
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. of the MC éh}ﬂd as the communicativ# demands wer‘eklarified; The MC

.

* child's langhage'wis not expected to improve as "ﬁas asspmed that the
© MC child had already correctly interpreted the co

" . ~36- B

° b‘-' ’s h @ . . .
¢ DISCUSSION , o -,
SN ' T a L

Three guestions were i'nvestigated by this study. How is the LC

-
4 . N /
- e . -

chﬂd's.'lahguage affected when the communicative demands of a situation

]

are made cleare{? Does the LC child's 1anguage resemble that of the MC
’ ,chﬂd under such conditions? Finally, how 1s the MC chﬂd S language

affected when communicatwe demands are chah'qed? It fas- hypothesued

L

. ]
~ that the LC *hild's linguistic performance would improve and apRroach that

[/

%

‘. k ]
nicative demands ﬁof"

the task a’nd thus could respond appropriately. The 1nstruct1ons to he

«children and the Fstener cond1t1ons in- this study were des1gned to encour-

. age the LC chﬂdren to 1nterpret the conmumcatwe ‘defhands of the story

l

rete'mng ‘task in the same manner as’ the MC chﬂdren.

.
¢

Q

The resu]‘ts of th1s study indicate that neither the pretend coh‘-J
d1t1om nor the different observer condition s1gn1f1cant1ywa1te’red the per-
formance of the LC child on the story retelHng task. More Specwﬁca]\y
his language remamed the same on measures of production and cou}mumcatlon
and.did not approach that of the MC chﬂd who recewed better scores on.

all the \measures except one. . The only measure on which their peri‘ormancé’

s“

wa's smﬂar was the percent of irrelevant detaﬂs a measure of ambiguity.

The results also show tha the MC chi]dren did not a]ter their verbal
- ‘behavi }r signifi‘cantl/y{u,\dxthe di fferent condftions. as was expected

8,

o N

——,
+

°
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" as the MC children seemed to be assessing them.

-37- . o . ¥

. The ﬁwt‘e of the LC chﬂdren to imbrove their language perfor- .

mance in the conditions with more explicit commun1cat1ve deéands make§

'y

one <of two conclusions possible: (1) The LC children were a]ready func-

: t1onjng at maximum capacity. Encourag1ng them to reassess the demands — l

of the situation did not change their performance becduse they could do

.
8

no better. (2), The manipulations of instrug}iohs and listener attributes

were not sufficient t&(make the LC children assess the demanqs of the

experimenta]-condition differently from the original task-. Nor'werg,fhéy"

' sufficient to'allow_the LC children to assess the demands in the same way

§

The first conc]us1on implies that the LC child has a 1anguage
deficxt and’ for this reason cannot 1mprove hlS Tinguistic behavior no .

matter what the circums§@nces> This pos1tion is supported by the’ data

‘that the deficiency theorists (Bereiter and Englemann, 1966,‘9ensep, '

1969; B]ank and Solomon, 1968) present §!~e11dence of the validity of
their. thebry. In addition, developmental theorists and researchers
(Piaget, 1959; Flavell, 1968),emphési;g the kindergarten:chi1 s limited

abi]ity to perceive a situation from another's point of view F]avell .

‘ (1968) 1pvest1gated the communlcatjve ab111ty of children on a game des~

cript1on task and found that ahe capacity of a child to adjust his 11nguis-

tlc output to the needs of hws 11stener 1ncreased as a function df age

Six year old children did not change their descriptxons of the game sig-

e
{

nificant]y‘from 1istener to listener. From the above argument one is led.

1\ o . ', . o S

»
o= M } [

-
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, L : to'be]ie;e>that.the LC children in this study were hindered by develop-

a , méntal as well as linguistjc factors from improving their behavior in ‘

respdnse td the demands of the tasks. \
The fallowing objections are raﬁsed in reply to th1s conc]usion.
&n Arguments 'ha)‘ been presented in a previous sectwon of th1s paper which
" ) o have questioned the validity of the def1c1ency position. Furthermore,
the majority of devé]gmenta] theorists draw. their cohc]usiohs from - ®
research which examines the behav1or of children who, are predominantly .
of tﬂe MC. The inferences ebout t;;1ca1 deve1opmenta1 stages based on |
sych ddta are not necessarily applicable to LC children.. The factors !
o . which affect their behavior in a Ianguage s1tuat1on may be d1fferent than © -
those which affect the MC children (Houston, 1970 Cazden, 1970). \/F1na11y, |
_on reexamination of the protoco]s of the children's stories it was noted
,": that a 'factor other than listener cond1t10n'3ffected the LC child's assess-
‘ ment of the demands of ‘this task. The story told by the LC child was one
‘ wh1ch was Jependent on the pictures in the story for best comprehension '
T;?s observation has, been made by -other researchers (Hawkins, 1969;
Bruck, 1972; Mﬂgram, et al. 1971). In these studies both the child .
e rete111nd‘1he story and the 11stener '‘could see the prgtures but the -
N scoring systeh rewarded to QSe o?’]anguage which assummed the absence of

the pictures i.e. explicit 1anguage.

. r L E]konin (1971) has noted that pictures elicit situational, or . N
, d‘yplicit speech. \‘jupthermore “the 111ustrations of the stories used in- = i
T
o the studies by Bruck (1972) and Hawklns (1969) were such ghat one could b
" - R 7'



_to be more explicit even in the different Tistener conditions because "the -

, references c]earer_and did not irclude a1} the relevant details. The lan-

‘guage the LC chi]dren used was,simi]ir to,the restricted code which;is,' \{

’ected in a communicative situation has a1so been noted Y w11lda

eas11y der1ve the essentials of the story 1ine thhout benefit of the text.
It seems possible that the LC chi]dren "did not feel that it was necessary

>

pictures,;old the story". ‘for this reason they did not make iheir pronoun

believed to be used in situations which assume a shared experience.’ In
this case, in which the listener could also see the pictures, the LC
child may have presumed, that this type of Tanguége was sufficient‘and . B

acceptable. This tendencyaf the LC ch11d to give‘what- 1s'm1n1ma11y exp— )

“and
Naremore (1969). Thus in the prgfent stggy one var le i, e 1istener

who doesn t know the story, was accounted for in an effort to encourage N
the LC child to assess the communwcative demands of the situatior in a MC . N
manner. Howéver,'th§s second variable, availability of the pictures ;o :
the 1istener,was not controlled and may have been one of the factors which
caused the LC child's failure to'respond'differentie]Jy to the various
listener conditions. It is suggested that if theilistener were pot ab]e'}

to see the p1ctures the LC child's -Tanguage might change. -and becomé more

exp11c1t in response to these demands This suggest1onsis made in the .

light of the fac} that our knowledge of the LC child's linguisitc ability
s 11m1ted It is felt that some effort should be made to find optimal |
'cond?£1ons for measuring the extent of LC child's abi]ities.so that more

valid mathods for he]p?ng him use these abilities 1n the classroom may be

developed. L : . . e
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C TheQ(inding of this study that the MC 5 LC children performed

e ( ‘sim11ériy on one of the two measures of ambigﬂity lends some support

| to. similar findings by Bruck & Tucker (1972). They noied that on both

a story retelling task ézd on an abspract'désign description task that

théchichild'S Tanguage contained as many jmplicit’or Smbiguou§jféaturgs

as that of‘tH;:EE\Ehild.' The factorgwhich differentiated their speeéh

was theé greater amount 6f'e§plicitness,jn‘£he MC child's speech.  This -

use of explicit features h&keé it easier to understand wﬂat the child is

trying to communicate. The presence of ambiguous features, however, does

interfere with communicat1ve ability. - . T o

It was also noted that while the DK condition did not affect the,

behavior of the children W1th1nleach class, it did affect the behavior of

the‘childrén‘as a whole on one measure i.e. the percent of irrelevant

~detafls, d'measuge of ambibuit&%‘ If thig is a reflection of gﬁf ch%ldren‘s

attémpt tI:o alt%% their behavior in response ti)l the Hstener‘ "not knowning - |
. . : v .

the story" one can only conclude that their attempt was not one that would

be Jeny effective'in increasing"qﬁe 1i§tener's gbility to understand the

story. | ‘ e,

It seems then,-that all kindergarten children would benefit from

some instryction in the ef%ective use of 1anguage in differing commu ica-~

i n situations. This need to teach communicative sk1115 is furthe

rlined by Bruck (1972) who noted on the basis of her study that w ile

the ch‘ldre;fwere acquiring grammatical skills over the ceurse of the -

.

school y they were not making similar gaizs in communicative skills.




Others (%oban, 1966; Will4ams: and Naremore, 1969; and' Ervin- Trlpb. 1973)

. remark too that very little time in the school curriculum is devoted to
;a ’ . Ny
teaching commynicative skills. ; »

— ..Shantz and Wilson-(1972) give evidence that these skiils can be 7
\?ﬁﬁght inh dome degree to seven year old children. They ‘trained children

’ Sy involving them in the both sides of the communication situation; by .

S " allowin them to observe the behavior of other children and by giving
suggestions as to how to.improve their language for most effective comm-’

‘ unication : The children who had been trained, transferred their skills
y o, y

to a test sxtuation and performed51gnificant1ybetter than they had ona

pretest They also performed significantly better than a control group

4

“who 'MAd not received this training. Shantz and wilson;” m'f;oed parti-

« - grouo,of‘kindergerten children from the;Montrealregion.Herver, on’ the

basis of other research in this area and in the iight of present findings .
'’
- spme conclusions can be drawn.. LC children do not respond to the-demands !

of a communicative situation in the same way as MC children. They respond

by using less expiicit 1anguage in these situations. but this behavior is

"thought to be a response to situational veriﬁbles rather than a lack

tinguistic ability. Some suggestions were made as to ways in ch situa-

“

ational variables of communicative tasks could be a]te in orde?‘to

f ‘ help the LC ehiid\assess the demands,of these tasks™ moré appropriatety\
b ‘i /. : '; . . )
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) Increased khbW]edge of factors which influence linguistic performahce of
'/ e N _ , N ‘ 1}
; ) " LC children should be useful in developing ways of helping the LC. N
) c . . ' ) ' ) o .
s * . children adjust to the communicative demands of the cTassreom. It was
| N . K ’ ~— ” , .
i SR also suggested that the teaching of communicative'gkills be more enten-
\ . sively included in the present school curricula. The success of Shantz -
‘ . ° ! N 0
| .and Wilson (1972) implies that these skills can be taught. -
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RPPENDIX A ‘ . :
v ' o Text of the Revised Story: g - '

§yjnester~and the Magic Pebble

. . - .

~a
~ Once upon a time there was mother donkey, father donkey, and baby

donkey who lived together in a house. Babykdonkey 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

rainjng." And jmmed1ate1y the rain stopped. Baby donkey was so sur- .,
prised. . "Maybe this red stone is magic," thought Baby donkey. So heesaid;
“I wish it would rain-again” and so it did . Baby donkey Was so happy to '
have found- a mag1c stone. "Now I can have eVerything I want. I'N

bring it home to Mommy and Deddy and all my friends. ' Then they’ceﬁﬁwish
for everything they want." But on his way back home, he saw a hungry- ' Gl
lion and he was so scared he said, "I wish I were a rock.” And he turned,
into a rdck The 1ion sniffed around the rock and cauldn't find the .
donkey;so he feft. Meannhile baby donkey was now a rock-and ne:coujdn{t

turn into a donkey again because he couldn‘t pick up the migicstohe that -
) ' - . - .‘ ! ‘ s,

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". They asked the chl}dr

the k1ttens. the puppies, and the p1glets if they had seen baby donkey but
they sa1d that the/ hadn't seénh him for two days. They went, to the poHce. '_ ‘ a

. t

The‘police couldn't find the baby donkey. ANl the'dogs were looking for

. . i
‘e N



baby donkey'. "'They sniffed and sme11ed a11 through the forest hut they

couldn t f1nd hims

pi ked: 1t up..
¥ n,‘

he .said.

thought "I w1sh I were a donkey agawn."

.
* s
v i
b,
o0 «
. L

“

e
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‘ /
ne day they decided to go on-a picnic.-

- Then he put it on the rocky

again bécause the magig stone was on his back.

Mother donkey was-so sad and S0 was father donkey.

So they went and they sat on a

"Baby donkey would have loved this stoneffer his collec-

and wished that their baby-was with them.agaxn vBaby donkey; the rock,

And he changed back to a donkey
Mother and father donkey

were 50 dkppy to see him aga1n.v They all went home and they put the

stone 1n a box and they never touched it again.

) | :
. 7/ :r

Eé Father donkey found the ]1tt1e red stone 1y1ng.on the grass and he

Mother don(ey was st111 sad

-
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APPENDIX B

Relevant Story Details

—t

. . Three donkeys 1ived in a house.
The baby' coltected stones. .
He foynd a stone.

It was raining. -

v e
—

2
3
4
5. - He wished ft would stop. |
5f61,'it stgpped{? o . L
7. He thought the stonewas magic. " 0
8. He, wished it wou1d rain again. Ce
9. It did rain, ‘
10. He was happy to have found it. ]
11. ‘He wanted to brzng it home to his parents dnd friends.

*12. He started to walk home. “?’

L

i

-13. He saw a lion. = - R Di et

7 14, The donkey was scared.

15. He wished he'were a-rock. _ B
16, He turned into a_ rock. . o -
“17. The 1Hon sniffed aroqnd the rock.
" 18. He couldn't.find  the donkey.

" 19. The Hon, Teft. C

" 20. The donkey cou1dn t turn back to a donkey again.

21, Becausse he cou]dn t pick'up the stone..k

'22. The stone was beside hime )
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. - .23, H'i(ﬁ.parenip:s were.sad.
1 ', 24.‘ Because’ they had Tost th_éirj baby.

25. They asked the neighbors. S

26. Had they see;l thé bagy. , |

e ' 27. They said no. 7 ’

28.'.They’ asked all Lh; 'animals. T ' : ‘ Bf o . |
A~ 29. Had they seﬁn‘thg baby; | S A  ~ b .
\ - 7 30. They said na. . S R
oA, They weht to the po.Hce.\ : - s
32. ﬁey sai& they couldn't find~hjm.’ R -~ " o, :
' . ' 38.”1"h’e dogs Tooked for him. , 4 5 L '
. 34, They couldn't find him: - -
35. The parents ‘were sad,
" 36, .They-went on a picnic. | .
o ©37. They‘sat on the rock. " R
38. Father found the stone: -
30. Baby would love this. - L . ,
‘ 40. He 'put it on the vock. ~ Lo R .
41. Moth”er.uiigd the baby' was there. o L . |
42, The baby wished he was a donkey again. ~_ |
- 43. He changed into a don‘key again.
44. Because t‘hg stone was on h;'.s’ back. w\ _
45, They were happy. . \
4. They went home, °
L AN * 47, They put the stone away. _ | '
28. They ne\;er pbuoh'eq it. ' L S Q T .\1'
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‘Source

Total
Between
Class
Condition;

Listener

i .

X Listener

- Within

APPENDIX C

Summary of Analysis of Variafice for
the Namber of Grammatical'Units

S

Class x Condition
Class x Listener
7 T ' Cond. x Listener -

-Class x Cbndition

[a
.

A

Mean Square °~  df

-

32.291 79,

50.213 7.

! ] ‘ N
127.513 1.
43,513 .
4.513. 1.
.512 ° — . Wl
10.512 ]
132.613 ' 1.

°
.312 : ‘1.
{ ™ . Y.

1%

© 30,549 R N

. 235

.042

.704
'306
.566
.038

916
Y
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APPENDIX D -

L 4

Summary of Analysis of Variance for
the 'Number of Heads of Nom" Groups

-

Source 9 Mean Square df F-ratio P - .
; . ‘ « ! |
Total ' . 299.757 - 79. u | ‘
Between . 475.144 YT, - ‘
Y S
Class 2289 800 ST L 8,099 006
. Condition 02.450 A 327 576 -
Listener . | 8.000 -~ T, 2830 603
NS ‘Class x Condition 130.050 - - 1. 460 507
Class x Listener 105:800 1. .374 550
Cond. x Listener - '266.450 o 2 eed
J , . ' s S ‘
' Class x coadition 361.250 1. 1.278 260 .
x Listener” ) : . f L '
. . MWithin 282.708 72. i
—— \\ ) ' -
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APPENDIX E

¥

Summary of Analysis of Variance for S o s
the Number of Narrative Detai-ls .
T | N \_
Source ’ ', Mean Square df F-ratio P "’
. Total S e . | T
T ~ | Between" . , 67.27 . | 7. ) ) ‘
- Celass 200 7 S P sjss ; 0.018
] Condition T P £ 0.620
K Listener R PP . .oa 0.830
Class x Condition = 32.55 L 79 - 0.6%0
Class x Listener 37.8 : i P : .80 | '_ 0.623{
Condl x Listener . 27.6 . T “0.58 ¢ 0570
- Class x Condition- 6.0 sl 13 " 0.262
— x Listener . : .
. Within A T S B
. ) | ‘
o o ’ .
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