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THIS STUDY WAS MADE IN AN ATTEMPT TO DISCOVER HOW MUCH
ENVIRONMENTAL STIMULATION IS NECESSARY FOR NORMAL LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT IN CHILDREN. THROUGH ANALYS13 OF rnansnoanartouAL

| GRAMMER, THE SYNTACTIC STRUCTURES OF TWENTY S-YEAR-C o
CULTURALLY DEPRIVED NEGRO CHILOREN IN BALTIMORE WERE COMPARhu
‘7O THOSE OF A GROUP OF MIDDLE CLASS WHITE NURSERY SCHOOL
CHILDREN IN BOSTON WHO WERE SUBJECTS OF A STUDY BY PAULA
" MENYUK. DIALECT DIFFERENCES WERE MINIMIZED BY A CONCEPT OF
. FUNCTIONAL EQUIVALENCE WHICH EQUATED STATEMENTS HAVING
DIFFERENT WORDS BUT THE SAME MEANING. THE TOTAL NUMBER OF
SENTENCES WHICH THE CHILDREN PRODUCED IN THE EXPERIMENTAL
_ SESSION, THE TOTAL NUMBER OF DIFFERENT SYNTACTIC STRUCTURES
 USED, AND AN AVERAGE SENTENCE COMPLEXITY SCORE WERE TAKEN AS
INDICES OF LINCULISTIC PERFORMANCE. A SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCE
IN STRUCTURE USE WAS FOUND BETWEEN THE TWO GROUPS, WITH THE
. BOSTON GROUP USING MANY MORE SYNTACTIC STRUCTURES. THE NEGRO
" GROUP WAS NOT HOMOGENEOUS IN PERFORMANCE BUT HAD A WIDE RANGE
 OF DIFFERENCE IN COMPLEXITY AND NUMBER OF SYNTACTIC 3
STRUCTURES USED. LARGE DIFFERENCES WITHIN THE ‘NEGRO GROUP
. WOULD SUGGEST THAT ENVIRONMENT PLAYS A MAJOR ROLE IN LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT. IF LANGUAGE 18 IMPLICATEC IN THINKING BEHAVIOR,
THEN IT 18 POSSIBLE THAT THE DEGREE OF IMMATURITY IN LANGUAGE
DEVELOPMENT IN EARLY CHILDHOOD 18 SIGNIFICANT IN THE CHILD'S
GENERAL COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT. EXPLORATION IN THIS AREA 18
. CONTINUING. THE NEGRO SPEECH SAMPLE IS BEING INCREASED, AND A
"' TABLE OF STRUCTURAL EQUIVALENTS BETWEEN STANDARD ENGLISH AND
. THE NONSTANDARD ENGLISH OF uaono»cuxuonsu 18 BEING oeveaopeo.
tus) ‘
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THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRODUCED EXACTLY AS RECEVED FROM THE |

. PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGINATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED 0O NOT
‘ iy uscm mmmo&mmm

" The syntactic structures of S5-yesr-old culturally

deprived ehildrm *

mm Olllt. : Pb.D.’

'D‘pnrmnt of !tychﬁtty‘ and Behavicral Sciences,
«iohms Hopkins University Schooi of »Mcmc

1 would lih to pose a general question: Hha‘t kind of environuntal"
support iq nééunq to:\ nqml language development? There are 'pcrhm neveral
p_ointq of viev on this question. One point of view ‘-‘-r*th;;;—ttfmi’é?

" learuning t!uoruta cuch as !hvrer nnd ntmct .- nuuutu thcc the enviromnnl

H

 support utcnnty for language development 10 the uu. tot any kind of bchavior,
'mly m ninforcmnt. | |

) A second potat. of view, held by a nusber of different r«eurchou,

- ducttbn hnmgc acquiution as & tyle-learning procus uniuﬂmced by
uinﬁor«uuc. This viewpoint is certainly tnﬂmad by the work of the unguu: |
Ncu Cl\ouhy \lho urnun the btoloziul (i..c. fnnate) coqoncnto of 1»3«30 | |
dcnum:, cm«ta tlut the only nﬁca-nty cn\riromnul. onpport is thc
uu presence in the child's euvirmnt of some sature opnkcu of the hnguuo
to be learned. | | |

low I would like to turn to a parttcular/quntion“ How NSB
mtmul acimhtton is nccuury for norwal hngugc devclopunc? Thie
B mttou in-dhtcly rauu the problu of whcehnr thero are norme available ﬁor

c!n diffcmt uug« of unguu:i.c dwclopunc. |

. l’umud at thc Synpociu on ‘.thc Couccpt. of Structuu in uuguage aud

‘nunktu lutcn hycholoucal umutm Annual nnoting, Now York Cicy,
Apru ISth. 1966.
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o tu Mr mimtc, uhould havo mchod the sm level o! dmulopunt. | _nu- -

''''''

| ,gmuuuuon may. ba made about the chud'- acqui 'um of elu c-ayat.-
| abouc vhich our uﬁomtion is wuch wore uuabla. e

clut by 3. 4. or S yuu ot uo children hcvo acqutrcd thc "bnic" ntruceuru
of thci.r uuuup. Nowever, tlu quution of vtut cmtitutu tlu eolhe.uon o!
| hasic ntructmu is still an opcn one, hrt of the mson ﬁot this is chat

. utmtutu as butc 'htch almdy exist in chi.l.dun'l op«ch lt 3, or 4. or 5
'yan of cp ic nnt helptul. A ducttptian of bui.c atmtum vlu hﬂo ,“

o snerge tron frequency studies of adul: ap«ch,
buic ntmtum o! tbott unm;c 1s that thcy ofun om to bo nblo

| co-m.utc vcty well {n cxpcrtuntc. such thu the upcrimut mclmc t:lut: |

,-mlopmt hu bocn atudud. the mbjccta hava boen chi.lduu from che dddlé. |
or nncr-ﬂ&dlo classss, {.e. fro- buhly vcrbal mimu-nu. nm uhctivc

L u tn ﬁct Chouky s v:lw. He does not dany :m oxiucnco of udividmi
o duzcmucu. but ouuuu that thoy axe only cri.vul onn. .;. 1u voubuury.

Although a great daal of inﬁomtion :I.a avuthblc tn:::h nuntm. 3
thcu ars so nny 1uecuuuuc1n to de ﬁm\d there that I bcum tt 18 uﬁ
o ssy that no relisble norms exiot for chtlém‘. hmuo mv!.o:. Hc
umoc say vith any certainty that at a .p.cmc ags & cma -m ordtnri!y Rt
have acquired a puruculat unnuuc temctm l'crhapo an umeion to thu

Some- m:dgutaz clsims have beeh made in recent yuu to chc cttuct
mnm-mn-u Qynm u far from bciu eo-phtoly ducrtbcd. ‘l‘o nun thon

Ouo maon fot thc claim that vcry young chndm hcvo mtcm chc ; B

thcrc u ] ml diacumcy betv«n thcir uuguuuc davelopunt aad chuz
"uon«uuuhttc” conittva dovelome. lu nost uperi-nu uhcn uam

uqling -uht have hd to the bcucf ia «rly unguhtte pmoctty. |
It only nini.al cnvtron-iaul. cti.uhci.ou is aocnnry tor uw

dmulopmt. tm all children ot a certain uo. tmmcuvc of. elu ditﬁmn




'nurc aro uvcul weays of oxmining Chouky ] uotiona. ono 1. to dctcrd.m uhat: |
kind of ditfucncu. if any, cxut m 3:0\;\;“ childtm of ut:rmly o
| divcrgcnt backgrounds. and anothcr uthod vould be to try to apcctfy di!tcmu ]

vhtch way exist within a group. |

Both of these apptoacbn wctc mloyed :Ln an cxpcriunt I carticd our.

with uy colleaguu, Arthur &:Caf.frey and Sheldon Frank, on the syntax ot 20 |

s-yursold Negro children from Baltinorc » who came from grossly daprtved i
auvttmnnu. I would like to compare their aynuctie structures to those of a o
,-.roup of nnlddlo-»elua white nursery a'm.al. childm who were 1nv¢u:igue¢! oy ’
th )hnyuk in !oaton. | In both expcriunt: the childun'o oynux m mxtyudv
by -m of ttaufomuonal zrnnu. -
| ~ One of :h. dttﬂ.cultiu in coquring t:he languagc ot :hne mo noupa
: u ol couru ehc dhlcc: di.ffcrcnco bccween them. 4n efﬁort vas uda to -!.uwu |
:nu di.ffi.culty by devcloping s o.oncopr. of W m. tohu
‘_,to the fact that a uq“cnce of words in one dicl.ect nay be :ouuhac diftame |

from & sequence in the ol:hor dialccc ’ yce the two uqmcu u-a cyntacucally

fuuctioully -quiulonc. e.3. his ngistcr hat iu the on-utandnta duhct u
functimny oqutvahnt :o ;g aigtgr'g hat in the aundurd dialect, and

mw 1. ﬁmctioully equi.valcnr. to ;_t,\g wuggc honng

Looktng at chc diffauncu tn thc ‘range of syntactic structures

avuubh to each group 1!: was found thu: there wcte in fact -ubauneul ‘,

differences betweqy the groupa, all of the di.ffeuucu favorcd the Boston 8““9 B o

umy of the tho chil.aron, for mnplc. did not uploy such ct:mccum as

' m_gg (de took 11: off), ehe Reflexive, the g;atgn Clause, _c_ggw

W (1 nnt to plly). and Compl epent Pu;;cig;al (I like oingtna) uhich
vwnrev all und by the uljority of chyuk'a nuple. ”




g 'v:{s"‘.";.-\:'i‘?"ﬁ m"”‘t “’v’""wy-; d ";; AN A 3 P T
-am«h«..t b 2 T D T el : N ;' N \ e PR GETE - a‘.m“

| The differences betwesn these two groups may ot couue bo a
m etructures which were available to the white childm. tnd vbich &d n lw
or urc. frequency of occurrence: 1n chc lcgto chud:cn ) op«ch. nuht be ao j g '»
"diuutud“ ia thc mgro children's speech that they could mc mtly be |
‘mmtud s mumuy equivelent to the uhi.tc childm'o omdnri muah
jictmturu. and ware therefors morrccely placed as to o;mucuc utqory. | !t -
;‘ is uot: logicauy noceuary that chc Negro children lm'o cvauabit tho nat unya
ot uynucttc ct.ructmn as t:hc wvhite children, bu: it ccmmy m nuliluly : |
me ﬂny do not use s sequence such ds "I ltko to phy" 1a cuhar itl_zltMatﬂ

or non-otandnrd for-. Another poui.binty is tlm: n d!.d aot obuin

‘ropucenntive umple of the u-gm childm s spuch. wo arc m mlysiu
another sauple of speech for each child. e s
~ Let we now turn to a brief di.acuui.on of the hffomcu |
Regro nq»le. ’!hcu were all smrcly deprived childrcu, yet 1n um oi chdr
1inguistic pcrfomncc they ‘were far from homogenoous. The total nunbor of
sentences produced by them in the cxpcriunul union rangod troa 7 to 47. vi.th
an mugc of abouc 20 untencn. The total number of d:lftomt mtucuc |
structures used by these chil.dnn shovcd a range of 3 to 22, with aa. mnp o! , "
| about 11 dtftount structures per chud. A qmn:iutivo indcx of M;g S
ml was dcvolcpcd nnd an avougg oentmce cowhxu:y score vu cowozad bt
| esch chud. The range fo: t.he avcugc co-plcxity scoru was quite hm, boing 8
from 2.8 to 9.4 units, with an average of 5.7 units. ‘nun thrce indicu of
utiguhuc perﬂomucc are mct.dcnuuy aigntfiunely mccrcomhted, 80 mc a
child ulw produccd an above aveup number of sentences o:htbitad a gtutor :-nge
of n:ructma and & hidur average sentence co-pluity score than a chtld uho
produced a bclov average nuubor of untq\cu. | o L
'nu thcorotical pocitﬁ.cu that dmgradu W hctora m ﬁvot
of mcuutioul uccou in language dovclomt has t.o accouuc net ouly for ut;a
dit&tmu m divergent groups but also larn ditﬁmcu m ;:oupt. b
| EKC
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| ‘_ If one \prc to take at hcu valuo the observed du!.:encu in unat of
.’avanablc ctmctux‘n m tho vhite niddle class childm in mnyuk’t uudy
and the ueg:o mor cuu children in our own study, then u couu u cm-ea | |
. that these di!!otcncu au far from trivul. mvet. there are aou -
utﬂenlnn al.s eho wey of boin. e.-ruin zhac the co-pariaon u a vaud m.
Woxk 18 conttn\ud.ng both in order to i.ncrouc the uuplc of :pe.ech and also to S
ddvclcp s ubht of structurtl cqui.valcnu bcmnen aundard Engush and the non-v R
ltlﬁ‘ﬂril ln:lhh of r.hc Negro children. o | - | ‘ - |
| In add.ttion, we have dovempcd cut- for evaluuius a child s ability" -
| t.o mnea and cowrohcnd a vtdc range o! oymuctic uructurn. . The infomntioc
' ~‘ “ hcvc obtai.ood tm :huo tests couplnmnto our knowledgc of ] child'a | ’f‘ SR
o pmnn abnity. ‘, | | B
“ m hrp duferencu on the three 1ndi.cu of unguhtic purﬁomucu
| ! }m the llc;ro group are, 1 would uintun, far iron trivial. .ud atmly
“ ut.-* clut ehc envtrcmn: playa wmuch more then & ntnor cupporttvo ralc i.n ‘
| lmgc dovolopnnt. E\w to account for thcu dtffomcu is an 1m:r1;uing '
‘,ptcblu and vi.u dunnd nuch clour mlyou of environments mn&«n B |
 : provimly urri.od out. o - | o | | |
| ~ One could. of course, n-.uo tlm: even if l.argc ditfouncu wm G
obmtnd bomcn or vithi.n groups of young chudren. Lg__hg_}ggg_m i.e.
at 13 yuu. 18 yuro ‘or 21 years ctc.. everyone is likely to be lin;utotiully
. oqual. This ey bc cme, ‘although I am dubious tbout thtt. .buc if hntucgo i.o
‘at an 1nuc¢t¢d in thtnktng bct*.wior. then it is quit:e poume thu any |
| dcgru of uuturity in language development ic urly chi.ldhood could be

ugai_ﬂcant 1:: the child's gomul cognitive development.




