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SUMMARY

This study examined several aspects of language development in
young children. The purpose of the study was to gather base line data
from Southern urban higher status whitec and lower status white and
black four year old boys and girls on measures of their: i

L

(1) Proficiency in certain aspects of standard American
English, ?

(2) Use of attributes in description, and

(3) Ability to imitate, comprehend, and produce selected . ;
grammatical structures. :

The sample consisted of 147 children (50 higher status white; - 3
40 lower status_white, and 57 lower status black) who were attending : ;
public school pre-kindergarten or private nursery schools. They were
administered the Day Language Screen in the fall and spring of the g
school year as pre- and pcst-mcasures. Part I of the Language Screen | 3
weasures the child's proficiency in selected aspects of receptive and {
expressive langusge skills. Part II of the scireen assesses the child's 3
proficiency in the use of attributes in describing objects. The attri=- .
butes were scored 'using a modification of Sigel's system for describing 4
children 8 grouping preference behavior. In the winter of the school ) j
year the children iere given the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test of Gramma~ i
tical Coatrasts which tests ‘théir ability to imitate, comprehend, and
produce 12 grammatical contrasts. Data concerning the language program

- in each of the classrooms and demographic data on each subject were also

coilected.

o

The lLanguage Screen data were analyzed by analysis of variance and
planned comparisons among the means. Significant effects due to status-
race vére found for the pre-test, post-test, and gain scores. The
higher status white group scored éignificantly higher on.the pre- and
post-tests, buf the two lower status groups obtained significantly
greater gain scores. :

Kruskal-Wallis analyses and Mann-Whitney U Tests weré performéed to.
determine the effects of status-reée upon the six categories of .attributes:
contextual-relational (functions), descriptive-part whole (nouns alone,
adjectives alone, modifiers with nouns and verbs), conceptual, and total
attributes. The higher status white group used significantly more
modifiers on the pre- and post-tests, and more total attributes on the
pre~test. However, the lower status black group used significantly
more nouns alone and total attributes on the post-test and gained
significantly more in the use of nouns alone, adjectives alone and total
attributes.

The Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test scores were analyzed by analysis
of variance and planned comparisons between group means. Significant
effects due to status-race were obtained for all three tasks--jmitation,
comprehension, and production. The higher status white group performed
significantly better on all three tasks than did either of the lower
status groups. The lower status black group performed significantly

1




better than the lower status white group on the imitation task. However,
the lower status white group scored significantly higher than the lower
status black group on the comprehension tesk.

t-tests between task means revealed that the production task vas
the most difficult for all of the groups. There was no difference -
between the imitation and comprehension tasks .for any of the groups except
the lower status white group. These children performed significantly
better on the comprehension task than on the imitation tack.

The language program in the lower status white and black children's
classes was designed to improve their proficiency in standard American
English and to ~i'se their level of language maturity. The éhildren's
significant gains on both Parts I ar1 II of the Language Screen indicate

Bellugi Test data. . An alternate scoring system was devised to account"
for possible dielect differencee betwesn the. test end the lower etetue
children. Both groups' production scores improved significently'with

\ this system .and the lower status black ﬁroup s imitation scores also

4 improved significantly. It is possible that the scoring mcdificatione _
were more.appropriate for the lower status black children's dialect than
for the lower status white children's dialect.

; that this program was at least partially successful. The lower status
vhite children did not improve. as much on the. language measures as did

_ the lower status black children.

E N

; ‘Several edditional enalyece'were performed on the Brown, Freeer,

An enelyeie of the percentage of correct reeponsee for each gremmatical
contrast revealed that the three status-race groups found the same contraete
to be either quite difficult or quite easy.

Dl ik o fon ciatn

" The reeulte oﬁ this etudy of language development indicate thet
there are:status-race differences in .four year old's languege skille.
Differences between higher and lower status.children on measures of ‘
Standard ‘American- English, language maturity, and ability to imitate, ‘
comprehend and produce selected grammatical contrasts have béen demon<
strated, Pre~school programs need to address themselves to thése differ<
ences in order to prepare the children for later success in school. This
study.also. has revealed that the differences between higher end lower ,
etetue ‘children's use of. language can be deereaeed by languege inetruction.

e




INTRODUCTION

The inter-relationship between the languaze deévelopment of
children and euccess in school and the wide variations in level of
language maturity when children enter school are familiar to most
educators (Lobgn, 1963). Several researchers have investigated the
acquisition of lenguege in young children (Strickland, 1969). Much
is currently being written concerning the level of language proficiency '
of lower status children and its limiting effect on their success in
school (Cazden, 1966). Tittle is kaown, however, of the differencea
in dcquisition of grammatical structures in higher and lower atatus:
children. .

Related Literature ‘

Social Status and Language Development, That lower status -
childreén have’a smaller vocabulary, use sentercés of shorter length,_
and do less well in tasks of verbal comprehension than higher status
children has been clearly documented (John, 1965). There appears to
be a relationship between quantitive measurss of language development
and verbal measures of cognitive functioning, but a causal relationship
has yet to be documented. As important as studies of the amount of .
language production have been, data are needed about the degree to
vhich there aze qualitative differences in the languege of ‘higher and
lower status children (Brown, 195¢; John, 1964; Labov, 1967),

Language Development, Cognition, and Séciél'Stetua.',Sigei (1%67)
has studied the effects of status on children's grouping preference
behavior. He identified three major styles: (a) contextual-rela-
tional, (b) descriptive-part whole, and (c) conceptual, for usé in °
ordering the ways by which young children organize phenomena. Sigel's
work has been primarily concerned with réceptive lenguege he has -
asked children to make groupings "6f objects or picturés of obJecta.
Higher status children used descriptive-part whole and conceptual
styles most frequently, while lower status children were more likely
to use a contextual-relational style. Sigel's work may be interpreted
as evidence of a difference in inte’lectual waturity between children
who otherwise are differentiated by status only, That this reflects
a difference in language maturity must remain a deduction, It seems
valuable to use Sigel'a gchemd for enalyzing grouping prefereﬁéés ‘
across status lines on: teaks fequiring expresaive language to identify
differences in languige uae and inferred cognitive development.

As young children's language develops, one might ask’ whether it
is necessary for them to comprehend a given syntactic structure before
they can produce it. To angter this question, Fraaer, Bellugi and -
Brown (1963) studied ‘the relative difficulty of three tasks:. imitation,
comprehension, and production,  They had a sample of 12 thrée year old
children in a suburban Nortliéast cowmunity imitate 10 different gram-
matical structures, The children's proficiency in comprehending and .
producing these same ‘10 atructures‘was also aaaesaed. The ‘tasks ordered
in difficulty from efg ieat to hardeat as follow5‘ imitation, compre-
hension, production. ‘Bécause imitation precaded comprehension for
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these children, Fraser, et al. conclude that imitation is an
expressive skill separate from comprehension. This suggests that
comprehension and production are cognitive tasks which require an
understanding cf meaning or reference in the language. A question
to be tested in this study is whether this sequence in the control
of grammar occurs for higher and lower status chiidren in a large
Southern city.

The theory that language skills develop in a prescribed sequence
supports tne hypothesis that the sequence will be the same for all ’
children. TFicwever, the data related to the effects of environmental
stimulation {or lack of it) upon language development indicate that the
language of children from lower status homes will be less developed than
that of children from higher status homes.

These two positions suggest that the sequence of mastery of
imitation, comprehension, and production of grammatical structures,
as well as the use of attributes, may be the same for all children.
7."ever, the age at which each task is mastered will be influenced by
sv ,ironment.

Staliumt;_ of Problem

The purpose of this study was to gather base line data from.
Southern urban higher status white and lower status white and black
four-year 0ld boys and girls on measures of their:

(1) Proficiency in certain aspects of standard .
American English,

(2) Use of attributes in description, and

(3) Ability to imitate, comprehend, and produce
selected grammatical structures.

Hypotheses
The folloving hypotheses were tested:

(1) The higher status white children will be more
proficient in expressive and receptive use of
certain aspects of standard Awerican English
than will the lower status white or black
children.

(2) The higher status white chi.ldren will be more
likely to describe objects using a conceptual
or descriptive-part whole style than will. the'
lower status white or black children,

(3) The higher status white chiidren will be more’
likely to comprehiend or produce the grammatical
structures than will the lower ﬂ:atus whi.te or
black children.
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Subiects

s EE TR

The subjects wer: four year old Southern urban children
enrolled in a pre-kindergarten or nursery school program. Only
children who will be eligibie to attend first grade in September,
1970 were included. They represented higher and lower status
groups, defined by parental occupation. Warner's scale for ordering
occupations of heads of households was modified as follows:

sl L

1. Professional, sales, supervision, business
administration = 1 point

2. Sedond level management, public school S
teaching = 2 points

3. Skilled industrial or building trades worker,
truck or bus driver, enlisted military = 3 points

4. Unskilled business or industrial worker, day
1aborers, public sanitation employee = 4 points

ahinaad | Lo i

5. Unemployed, relief, imprisoned = 5 points

Subjects scoring two or less were judged higher status; scores
of three or more were called lower status. All subjects included in
the study were selected accordimg to theje criteria.

Three groups of children were tested beginning in the fall of
1968. One group consisted of lower status black children, one of
lower status white children, and the third of higher status white
children. The lower status black and white children were selected
from children enrolled in nine of the pre~kindergarten classes in the
Atlanta Public Schools. These classes are located in schools in which
a high percentage of the families have incomes below $2000 per year.
The higher status wvhite children were selected from those enrolled in
four classes in private nursery schools. All schools had five-day
per week programs.

The original sample contained 188 children; 59 higher status
white, 55 lower status white, ard 74 lower status black. Seven
children attending the public school pre-kindergarten classes had
to be dropped from the sample because they did not meet the above
criteria for lower status. Twemnty-six children moved during the
school year, (four higher status white, twelve lower status white,
and ten lower status black); eight children were dropped for other
reasons (bilingual hcme, excessive absences, or failure to meet
chronological age requirements.) Table 1 gives the distribution of
the final sample of 147 children by status-race and sex.




Table 1

Distribution of Final Sample by Status-Race and Sex
Status-Race Boys Girls Total
Higher status white 32 18 50
Lower status white 21 19 40
Lower status black 30 27 57
Total ' 33 64 147
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Instruments

Two instruments were used in this study: the Day Language Screen
and the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test of Grammatical Contrasts. Both
instruments were adminiecterzd individually by trained examiners.

~ Day Languagze Screen. The Language Screen consists of two parts,

one of which assesses proficiency in receptive and expressive aspects

of Standard American English grammar. It includes items in which the

child is required to use complete sentences, identity statements, sing-
ular/plural and negative forms, prepositions, polar opposites, and class-
ifications in both receptive and expressive forms. This part of the

screen consists of 46 items scored correct/incorrect. The examiner

records the child's responses on a separate answer sheet. The total

score is obtained by adding all of the correct answers (maximum score = 46).

The second part of the Language Screen measures the child's ability
to ugse attributes in describing various objects. His responses are
recotded verbatim and are scored using a modification of Sigél's system
for describing children's grouping preference behavior (1967). Words
and phrases used to describe the objects are ordered in one ¢f three
major groups: (1) contextual-relational (functional), (2) descriptive-
part whole;, and (3) conceptual. Prior uce of this system has indicated
that descriptive-part whole should be sub-divided into three groups:
nouns alone, adjectives alone and nouns or verbs with modifiers (Day, 1967).
Describing any object on the basis of its characteristics is different
from describing it by function or classification. In addition, to say
a turtle has legs is not the same as saying the turtle has four legs.

To provide greater specificity in analyzing the nature of descriptive~
part whole responses the sub-categories nouns alone, adjectives alone, and
nouns: or verbs with modifiers were created.

The c¢hild's score is obtained by countinz the number of acceptable
attributes given. Scores are obtained for the total number of attributes
and for the number within each: of the five response categories.

Appendix A contains a copy of the Language Scireemn, the answer sheets,
and the criteria for scoring both parts.

-~  Brown aser, Bellugi Test.of Grammatical Contrasts. This instru-

ment measures the children's ability to comprehend, imitate, and produce
certain grammatical structures. Each of the 12 grammatical contrasts is
measured by two pairs of sentences in both of the ¢quivalent forms of
the test (Moximum possible score = 43). Accompanying each pair of
sentences 18 a pair of pictures, one illustratinz the first sentence and
the other the second. The 12 pairs of grammatical contrasts used in
each form are: '

1. Mass noun/Count noun
2. Singular verb/Plural verb (present indicative tense)

3. Singular verb/Plural verb (is/are)
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4. Present progressive tense/Past tense

5. ?reseqt progressive tense/Future tense

6. Affirmative sentence/Hegztive sentence

7. Subject/Objecp (passive voice)

8. Indirect object/Direct object

9. Singulhg pronoun/Plural pronoun (third person possessive)
10. Subject/Object (active voice)

11, Adjective in two positions

12, Preposition

For the comprehension task, the subject is shown the two pictures
accompanying each sentence. The examiner says one seritence and the
subject points to the picture named. For example, for the mass noun/
count noun contrast, the examiner shows the child a picture of a plate
of fried chicken and a picture of a live chicken. He says one of the.
structures, "A chicken,” and the child is expected to point to the correct
picture. Then he says, “Some chicken," and asks the child to point to.
that picture.

For the 1ﬁitation task, the examiner says one of the structures,
“"Some chicken,” and asks the child to repeat it. Then he says the other
structure, “A chicken,” and asks the child to repeat it.

For the production task, the examiner “names” the two pictures by -
saying the structures accompanying them. Then he asks the child to "name’
first one of the pictures and then the other. '

All the items are scored correct/incorrect using a modification of

the scoring procedure reported by Fraser, et al (1963). Each subject is
given two practice items prior to each task. Form A of the test was used
for the imitation task for all subjects. One~half of the subjects were
given Form A for the comprehension task and Form B for the production task,
and the other half Form B for comprehension and Form A for production. The
three tasks were presented in each of the six possible ‘orders, one to every
sixth subject.

Appendix B contains a copy of Forms A and B of the test, directions
for administering it, a sample response recording sheet, and the criteria
used for scoring €ach task. Fraser, et al (1963) give no reliability or

validity data. They do indicate 99% agreement among scorers, no significant

differences between Forms A and B, no significant order effect among the
three tasks, and answers well above the chance level of performance.

Pracedure

All subjects were tested individually in a separate small room near
their classroom. If possible, a small table and two chairs were used.

|
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Approximately 15 minutes were required to administer each test. The
two examiners visited in each classroom prior to beginning testing

so that the children might become acquzinted with them. The Day
Language Screen pre~test was given during a two and one~half month
period in the fall of 1960. The 13 classes were tested in random
order with both examiners testiag in each class. The Language Screen
post~test was given during a two month period in the spring of 1969.
The same testing procedures as in the pre-test and the same order for
testing the 13 classes were used. Approximately five months intervened
between the administration of the pre~ and post-tests.

The Brown, Fraser, Beliugi Test of Grammatical Contrasts was
administered by the same examiners under the same conditions as the
Language 8creen. It was given during a two month period in the winter
of 1969. The classes were tested in the same order as they were tested
with the Language Screen.

The remaining time during the winter of 1969 vas used to obtain
demographic data for each subject and to observe the language instruction
periods in each classroom. Appendix C gives the demographic data sheet
completed for each subject and Appendix D gives the observation schedule
used for the language observations.

ngté Analysisg

The data f£rom Part I of the Day Language Screen were analyzed by
computing two-way analyses of variance (sex by status-race) for the
pre-test, post-test, and 3ain scores. DPlanned comparisons were made
among the means vhere significant effects were obtained.

=4

The data from Part II of the Language Screen (attributes) were
analyzed by a series of Kruskai-Wallis tests, assessing the effects of
status-race upon the pre~test, post-test, and gain scores in the six
categories of attributes {contextual-relational; descriptive-part whole-+
nouns alone, adjectives alone, and nouns or verbs with modifiers; con~
ceptual; and total). MannilWhitney U tests weze performed on pairs of
individual means. The g2in scores on both parts of the Language Screen
were tested usinz a t-test to determine vhether or not significant gains

had been made by the childzen.

Three one-tjay analyses of variance were performed on the Brown,
Fraser; Bellugi Test data to assess the effects of status-race upon the
three tasks~-imitation, comprehension, production. Where significant
results were obtained, planned comparisons were made between the pairs
of means. In addition, t-tests were calculated between pairs of task

- means within each statugs-race group.

The .05 level of significance was used for all tests of significance.
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DESULTS

Reliability and Validity of Instruments

In order to assess the reliability and validity of the Day Language ,
Screen, a separate samp’e of children was tested in the winter of 196S. g
These four year old children were selected from another public school E
pre-kinderzarten ciass comparable to those included in the study. There
were 19 lower status black children; eight boys and eleveh girls. The , 4
same testing procedures-were foilowed for this sample as were used for i
the main study. The Language Screen pre-test was administered individ- .
vally and the post-test was given two weeks later. In thé intervening
time, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Dunn, 1959) was administeréd ’
to each child. Corrslatiosns were obtained between the test-retest scores ¥
on the Language Screen and between the PPVT and Language Screen scores.
Table 2 reports these results.

The reliability of the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test of Grammatical
Contrasts was assessed by calculating the odd~even correlation between
items and correctinz for attenuation by applying the Spearman-Brown
Formula. For the sample of 147 subjects correlation coefficients obtained
for each task were: Imitation .95, Comprehension .68, and Production .%4.

Descrggtion of the Sampie

The demographic data obtained were used to further describe the
gsample. Table 3 gives the mean and standard deviation of the chronological
age and status rating by sex and status-race group. Table 3 also gives
summary information regarding the number of sibiings and the number of
oldest, youngest, and only children in the sample. A1l of the subjects
came from homes where American English was the only language spoken.

Laggggge Programs

An hypothesis stated in the proposal for this research project was
designed to examine the effects of different kinds of language -instruction
on the ability of chiidren to use a conceptual or descriptive-part whole
style in describing objects ‘(Nurss and Day, 1668). The basis for the
hypothesis was the existence of two clearly different instructional inodels
then in use in the Atlanta Public Schools pre-kinderzartens (Day, 1967).
It seemed clear that one could test the effect of each model on- language
maturity by using children in the pre-kinderaa;ten clasges who met the
status-race, sex and age criteria for sample gelection,

Soon after pre~test data gathering began it became obvious that
elements of both instructional models were present in most of the public
school classes. An observation schedule was developed from which data
describing the nature of instruction could be taken. Taspection of thege
data indicates rather clearly vhat had been suspected. It would be
impossible to examine the effects of different instruction on language
behavior; instruction in the pre-kindergartens was not markedly different
from class to class. 10

|
|
|




Table 2 j

Reliability and Validity of the Day Language Screen

(n=19)
Test-Retest Correlation
Language Screen Correlation with PPVT
Part I o815 T b6k ;
Part 11 :
4 Contextual-Relational J81%% .15 !

3 Descriptive~-Part Whole

3 Nouns Alone ‘ .19 -.08

| Adjectives Alone .29 -.22

E Nouns & Verbs with

; Modifiers | .« 6% . 54% |

; Conceptual =.10 .09 f
Total Attributes - sOT* 28

1 *Significant beyond .05 level
; **Significant beyond .01 level
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Table 3

Description of the Sample--Chronclogical Age, Status, and Siblings

Higher - Lover Lower Total -
Variable Status Status Status

White ‘White Black

(n=50) (n=40) (n=57) (n=147)

Chronolozical Aged
Standard Deviation 2.94  3.13  3.81 3.3
Statusb ‘
Range - 12 3-5 35 1=5
Median - 1 4 4 . . 3
Siblings . Ll
Range : g =6 C-6 0-9 0-9
Median - 2 2 2 -2
% only child S.4% 12.5% 1C.5% 1209%.“ :
% oldest child  20.0%  15.0%  15.8%  17.7% - -
% youngest child 48.0%  32.5%  45.6% - 42.9%

8In months on November 1, 1968.

bBaaed on parental occupation; range: 1 - 5, with 1 as high and
S5 as low. '




The observation schedule did produce data showing that only in the
lower status schools did the children receive small group instruction
(7 or fewer children). In each of the four higher status schools what
language instruction did occur included all pupils at the same time in
one large group. . _

Daily language development lessons were held in each lower status
school class, giving all lower status children regular instruction.
Only one of the four higher status schools had daily language instruction.
If the attitude toward special language instruction in the higher status
schools could be characterized, it might be said that the role of the
teacher was to encourage each child to talk and to listen carefully to
vhat they say. The attitude of the lower status scheel teacher might .
best be described as being convinced that language development instruction ]
was necessary if the children are to succeed in school. : ;

Instruction for -the lower status children lasted from 15 to 30
minutes per day. The mean instructional time per day was 23.5 minutes.
Oral pattern drills were used Quite extensively in the public schools,
Enphasis was placed on expressive rather than receptive language in all
but two of the nine lower status pre~kindergartens. . _

A summary of the differences between instruction for higher status ;
and lower status children would include: g

1. Small group rather than large group instruction in the
lower status schools.

2, 'Emphasis on direct instruction rather than casual
instruction in the lower status schoolg.

3. Concern for expressive language development in the

' lower status schools and uncertainty about what language.
3 skills if any were being emphasized in the higher status
_schools.

Day Laggggge Screen

Language Screen ~ Part-I. The results of Part I of the Language
Screen-were analyzed by three two~way analyses of variance assessing the
effects of sex and status-race upon the pre~test, post-test, and gain
scores on the screen. The means and standard deviations of ‘these
scores are given in Tab1e14, and the results of the analyses of variance
are presented in Table 5.

No significant effects were found due to sex or to the interaction
of sex with status~race. Significant effects due to status-race were
§ found for all three scores. Planned comparisons were made among the
{ pre~test, post~test, and gain score means for the three status~-race groups.

; 1H’aans and standard deviations of each variabls by individual
‘ class are given in Appendix E.
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Table 4 J

Means and Stzndard Deviations for Language Screen | t

Pre-test, Post-test and Gain Scores by Sex and Status-Race® ‘ ;

Group : . N Prae-test . : Post-test ' ‘ -Gain ‘é

Mean sd Mean sd .Méan 8d ’i

Total Grovp 147 27,77 - 7.89 . 35.43 - 5.52  7.66. ' 5.1 [Z

Boys 83 27,72 6.86 35,07 5,10 7.35 . 4u4S i

Girls 64 27,83 0,13  35.09 . 6.03 8,06 . 5,98 1;

Higher status . T "m L L_A“‘j 3

white total 50 31,98 5.56 36,92 4.75 4,94 3,65 fﬁ
Boys 32 3L19 6,00 . 36.09 . 466, 4,810 3,61

Lower status
white total '.- + 403 25,43 8.26-.. 34,53 5.82 ‘ 8,10 . 5,22

Boys 21  25.95 6,51  33.95  S5.54 0,00  4.4b
: Girls - . .- 10 26,95 10.60 =  35.16 . 6.3 . 8,21 6,10
2 Lower status o ) - 'ff
k black total 57 25,02  7.74 34,75 5,72 9.74 5,27
’: Boys 30 25,27 6.5 34,77 5,21 9,50 4,10
E Girls - -t 2T 26,74 T 9402 34,76 . 6.34 10,00 6.49
; - aM’axi.mum‘s.cor.e = 46, "
14




Table 5

Analyses of Variance of Pre~test, Post~test, and Gain Scores
on the Day Language Screen by Sex and Status-~Race

Source Sum of Mean Degrees of F
-+ Squares Square Freedom
. Pre~test
Sex . 0.40 0.40 1 00,00
Status=Race 1411.66 . 705.83 2 13,04%%
‘Interaction 47,97 23,99 2 0.44
- Error 7632.10 54,13 141 ——
Total - 9092.,14 P, 146 -
Pdét;test
Sex 24,20 24,20 1 0.81
.. Interaction 34.54 17,27 - . 2 0.58
Error - 4205,03 29,82 141 ——-
- Total 4450,00 | em- 146 ——
Gain
Sex - . 18,38 18.38 1 0.79
. Status~Race : 608,11 .. 304,05 2 S 13,12%%
Interaction 1,13 0,57 _ 2 0.02
Error - - . 3267.38 23,17 141 ——-

Total ° 389499 - 146 -

*Significant beyond .05 level
*%Significant beyond .01 level
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vwhite group obtained significantly higher pre~-and post~test scores than
either of the lower status groups. However, both the lower status vhite
snd the lower status black groups obtained siznificantly larger gain scores
than did the hipgher status white group.

- ———

Thus the first hypothesis, vhich stated that the higher status white
children would be more proficient in expressive and receptive use of certain £
aspects of standard American Enzlish than would the lower status white or "
black children, was supported. -

The results of these comp.risons are given in Table 6. The higher status -I
4

lansuaze Screen ~ Part II. The attributes used by the children to f'E
describe the three objects were categorized vsing the modification of the
Sigel system described above. The number of attributes in each category ]
was obtained and separate analyses wvere computed for these six categories. ]
The pre-test, post-test, and zain score means and standard deviations for
each category by status-race are given in Table 7. Kruskal-Wallis aralyses
vere performed to deteimine the effects of status-race upon the uge 0% ‘ i
attributes in description. These results are presenied in Table 8. Table § :
presents the Mann-Whitney U tests between pairs of means for the categories
in which the Kruskal-flallis tests were significant. Both the higher status .
waite and lower status black groups contributed to these significant diZ-
ferences. Of the gix significant comparisons iavolving gain scores, it
vas the iower status black group who ‘gained moie in the uge of attributes . )
in al! but one instance. ' »

The second hypothesis, which stated that the higher status white
children would be more likely to describe objects using a conceptual or T
descriptive~part whole style than would the lower status white or black : =
children, was only partially supported. There were no significant dif- .
ferences among the three groups in use of the conceptual style on either
the pre~ or post-test. The descriptive~part whole style was subdivided
into three categories, nouns alone, adjectives alone, and nouns or verbs
with modifiers. There were no significant differences among the three
groups in the ugse of adjectives alone on either the pre~ or post-test or
in the use of nouns alone on the pre-test. The higher status white group
did use more modifiers on both the pre- and post~test than did the lower
status white or black groups. However, the lower status black group used
significantly more attributes in the nouns alone category on the post~test
than did the higher status white group. . .

Language Screen Gaing. The Languageé Screen Parts I and II were given
in the £ai1l and spring of the year in order to asséss the gdins in language
proficiency which the children made during the school year. The differences
between the mean pre~test and post-test scores for the total group were
compared and t-tests vere calculated to determine yhiéther these differences
were significant. Table 10 reports the results of these tests. The gains
were significant in every case except the category of conceptual attributes.
Very few childran used this category of attributes on either the pre-test
or the post-tast,

[ S

| ——

1«!—”—-’} | JO -
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Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test of Crammatical Contrasts

A series of one-way analyses of variance were performed to determine

—
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Table 6

Planned Comparisons Among Means of Pre~test, Post-test, and Gain Scores
on the Language Screen by Status~Race

Comparison, Difference F
between
3 Means
E Pre-test

Higher status white &

E Lower status white 5.55 12, 64%*%

§ Higher status white &

E Lower status black 6.96 23,55%*%
Post~test

WY

] Higher status white &
Lower status white 2.39 4.26%

Higher status white &
- Lower status black 2.17 4.16%

Gain

Higher status white & :
Lower status white ~3.16 . 9,58%k*

: Higher status white & 3
. Lower status black : ~4.80 26.17%*%

ke bt e

*Significant beyond .05 level
**Significant beyond .01 level

b
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Table 7

Means and Standard Deviations of Language Screen Attribute
Pre-test, Post-test, and Cain Scores by Status-Race

Group Pre-test Post-test Gain
Category Mean sd Mean sd Mean sd
Total Group (N=147)
Contextual-Relational 3.33 2.65 4.50 2.95 1. 16 3.54
Descriptive-Part Whole
Nouns Alone 2.19 2.87 3.60 4.13 1.41 4.73
Adjectives Alone 1.03 1,29 1.76 - 1.91 0.71 2.05
Modifiers 2,73 3,00 3.46 3.11 0.73  3.28
Conceptual 0.13 0.38 0.15 0.44 0.02 C.58
Total - 9.39 5.61 13.21 6.53 3.82 6.67
Higher status white (N*50)
Contextual-Relational 3.68 2.30 4.18 2.66 0.50 2.86
Descriptive-Part wWhole : ,
Nouns Alone 2.4’0 2.75 2.96 3.4'0 0056 3082
Mjectives Alone 1.16 1.35 1.24' 1.48 0.08 1.75
Modifiers 4.04 3.28 4.60 3.63 0.56 3.72
Conceptual 0,22 0.46 0.14 0.40 -0.08 0.63
Total 11.44 5.62 13.02 5.43 1.58 6.42
Lower status white (N=40)
Contextual-Relational 3.10 2 082 4.05 2 037 0.95 3.7¢
Descriptive-Part Whole
Nouns Alone 1.58 2,75 1.60 2,47 0.33 3.72
Adjectives Alone 0.85 1,27 1.55 ~ 1.34 0.70 1.51
Modifiers 1.95 2,84 2,78 2.41 0.83 2.74
Conceptu_al ) 0,05 0.22 0._15 ' 0.43 0.10 0.38
Total 7.55 5.57 10,45  5.85 2,90 6.51
Lower status black (N=57)
Contextual-Relational 3.19 2,82 5.09 3.45 1.89 3.82
Descriptive-Part Whole
Nouns Alone 2,44 3.03 5.35 4.96 2,91 5.68
Adjectives Alone 1.04 1.25 2.32 2.40 1.28 2.46
Modifiers 2,12 2.46 2.95 2.81 0.82 3.26
Conceptual .11 0.36 0.16 0.49 0.05 0.64
Total 8.39 5.14 15.32 7.19 6.42 6.20

18




Tabie 8

Kruskal-Wallis Tests of Language Screen Attribute
Pre-test, Post-~test, and Gain Scores by Status-Race

Total Attributes

Source H
" Pre-test ’ .
Contextual-Relational 2.53
Descriptive~-Part Whole
Nouns Alone 5.15
Adjectives Alone 1.54
Modifiers 17.95%%
Conceptual 5.43
Total Attributes 10.33%*
Post-test
E Contextual-Relational 2.33
2 Descriptive~Part Whole
f Nouns Alone 18, 52%%
Adjectives Alone 5.66
Modifiers 8.92%
Conceptual 0.59
Total Attributes 12 ,G1%%
Gains
Contextual-Reiational 5.36
Descriptive=Part Whole
Nouns Alone 9.15%
Adjectives Alone 6.26%
Modifiers 0.30
Conceptual 3.83
13.85%%

(bt 2

*Significant beyond .05 level
i *kSignificant beyond .91 level
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Pre-test, Post~test, and Gain Scores by Status-Race

Compariaon 2z

Pre~test
Nouns and Verbs with Modifiers .
Higher status white & Lower status white 3.76%*
Higher status white & Lower status black 3.45%*

AJ — ‘_....vi paan o

Table 9
Mann-Whitney UiTests"Between.MEans of Language Screen Attribute

a0
{roe——)

Total Attributes

Higher status white & Lower status white 3,12%%
Higher status white & Lower status black 2.10%
Post~-test - | _ ::'
Nouns Alone a
Lower status black & Higher status white = 2.91%*
Lower status black & Lower status white 4.01%*
Nouns and Verbs with Modifiers
Higher status white & Lower status white 2.43%*
Higher status white & Lower status black 2,53%*
Total Attributes ) - ‘
Lower status black & Lower status white 2,95%%
Higher status white & Lower status white 2.16%
1 Gain
; Nouns Alone -~ - - - - SR
’ Lower status black & Lower status white 2,60%*
Lower status black & Higher status white 2.53%%

f Adjectives Alone
E Lower status black & Higher status white 2,24

Total Attributes
Lower status black & Higher status white 2.,62%k

*Significant beyond .05 level
**kSignificant beyond .01 level
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Table 10

t-tests of Differences Between Pre~test and Post-test Scores on
the Language Gcreen for the Total Group

Difference
Category Between Means L
Language Screen - Part 1 7.66 17.98%*
Language Screen = Part Il
Contextual-Relational 1.16 3.98%*
Descriptive-Part Whole
Nouns Alone 1.41 3.61%*
Adjectives Alone 0.71 4,22%%
Modifiers 0.73 2,72%%
Conceptual 0.02 0.42
Total Attributes 3.82 6.93%%

**Significant beyond .0l level
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the effects of status~race upon the children's performance on the three
tasks of this test: imitation, comprehension, production. The means
znd standard deviations of the scores on these tasks are given by group
in Table 11. The results of these analyses of variance are given in
Table 12, Significent main effects due to status-race were obtained for
all three tasks. Tests of planned compariscns were then made in order
to locate the source of these significant effects. These comparisons
are reported in Table 13, The higher status vhite group performed
significantly better than both of the lower gtatus groups on all three
tasks. The lower status white group performed significantly better than
the lower status black group on comprehension. The lower status black
group scored significantly higher than the lower status white group on
imitation. Theré was no significant difference between the scores of the
two lower status groups on production.

The third hypothesis, which statad that the higher status white
children would be more likely to comprehend and produce the grammatical
structures than would the lower status white or black children, was
completely supported. '

t-tests were computed between the mean Scores on the three tasks
for the total group and for the three status-race groups. The results
of these tests are given in Table 14. In each case the children scored
significantly better on both the imitation and comprehension tasks than
they did on the production tasks. There was no significant difference
g between the fmitation and comprehension tasks in the higher status white
y and the lower status black groups; however, the lower status white group

performed significantly better on the comprehension task than on the
3 imitation task.

T Ty
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;
Table 11 ' ]
i
Means and Standard Deviations of Browm, Fraser, Bellugi Test Scores?
by Task and Ctatus~-Race ;
9
i
Group N Imitation Comprehension Production ]
Mean sd Mean sd Mean sd :
Higher status ' ' ' ;’
white 50 39.84 8.87 41.28 5.02 31.64 9.40 ,
Lower status | e ﬁ
white 40 31.33 12.28 36.90 5.20 20.13 10.96 !
Lower status - B \ 5
black 57 35.04 8.02 34.49 5.52 21.54 9.12 ’
L 8Maximum score on each task ™ 48. - {
. .
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Table 12

Analyses of Variance of Brovm, Fraseéer, Bellugi
Imitation, Comprehension, and Production Scores by Status-Race

Task . Sum of Mean Degrees of F
Source Squares Square Freedom
Imitation ' ’
Status-race 1,647.57 823.78 2 8.89%%
Error 13,343.42 92,66 144 vm=
Total 14,990,99 oo 146 it
Comprehension | \ :
statUS"mce 1’244.54 622 027 2 22038**
Error 4,003,93 27.81 144 -
- Total 5,248.46 o= 146 -
Production = - : e e e _
Status-race 3,811.47 1905.74 2 20,06%%
1 Error 13,680,.04 95.00 - 144 ——-
i Total 17,421.51 - 146 -

**Significant beyond .01 level

G i aa
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Table 13

Planned Comparisons Among Status-Rzace GrouP Msan Scores
on the Drown, Fraser, PBeilugi Tasks

PR

PR Y ey

Task Difference F _
Comparison Between Means ;
Imitation ;
Higher status white & ' ;
Lower status white 8.51 17.37%%
Higher status white & - ;
Lower -status black 4.80 6.38%% ;
Lower status black &
Lower status white 3.71 3.54%
' Comprehension
¥ Higher 'status white & _ ]
;‘ Lower status black 6.79 43,62%% j
b Higher status white & | '
& Lower status white . 4.38 15,33%%
_ Lower status white & e
3 Lower status black 2,41 b4, 97%%
i Production
] Higher status white & :
] Lower status white 11,51 ~ 30.94%%
: Higher status white & '
‘ Lower status black 10.10 28,26%%

*Significant beyond .05 level
*kSignificant beyond .01 level

el R L
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Table 14

t-tests detween Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Task
' Mean Scores by Status-Race Group

Group Difference t
Comparison ' Between Means

Total Group A
Comprehension & Production 12,87 12 ,50%%

3 Imitation & Production 11,07 9.00%*%

3 Higher status white ~
i Comprehension & Production 9.64 6.38%*
. 8.20

Imitation & Production . 4 ,48%%
Lower status white .
Comprehension & Imitation 5.57 2.,64%
] Comprehension & Production 16.77 8. 73%%
4 Imitation & Production ' 11.20 . 4,31%%
; Lower status black ‘ ..
Comprehension & Production 12,95 9,18%%
Imitation & Production 13.50 8.,39%*%

*8ignificant beyond the .05 level
¥*Significant beyond the .01 level
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DISCUSSION

Day language Sereen - Part I

The analysis of variance of the Language Screen scores revealed
no significant differences due to sex. This was an unexpected finding
as many prior studies of language skills in young children had found
sex differences (McCarthy, 1954). No further 2nalyses were done using
sex as a variable because of lack of significant differences in these
scores. -

Gussow (1965), Horner (1966), and John (1965) have reviewed many
studies assessing the influence of socio-economic status on language.
They have concluded that children from lower socio-economic level
backgrounds tend to be less fluent and less proficient in their language
devélopment than their peers from higher socio-economic level backgrounds.
The Language Screen scores for the present samplé support this conclusion.
The higher status white children gave evidence of significantly greater
proficiency in the aspects of standaid American English assessed by
Part I of the screen on both the pre~ and post-tests.

However, an important finding was the fact that both of the lower
status groups gained significantly more on the Language Screen than did
the higher status group. The remedial language programs being used in
the pre-kindergarten classes attended by these lower status children
were designkd to improve their proficiency in several aspects of standard
American Eaglish, including mastery of plural subjects and verbs,
comparative adjectives past tense of verbs, opposites, verbal analogies,
negative forms, and prepositions; and in the use of language for problem
solving, making judgemeénts, and reasoning. The significant gains which
these childrén made may be attributed in part, to this language program.
The higher status whité group's gain over the year may be attributed
more to théit continued development of language skills than to any
direct language instruction in their schools. In fact, the language
program in their classes was much more informal and less direct.

Day Language Screen - Part II

The second part of the lLanguage Screen required the child to
describe three objects-=-a toy turtle, a glass, and two cars. The record
of these descriptions affords measures of two aspects of the children S
use of attributes--quantity and quality.

anhtity of Attributes. Cazden-(1966)~has indicated that .children
from higher socio-economic levels are more fluént in formal testing
situations than are those from lower socio-economic levels, This result
is partially substantiatad by the present data. On the pre-test the
children from the higher status white group used significantly more
attributes (tota‘ attributes catégory) in describing the three objects
than did the children from the two lower status groups. However, the
lower status black group gained significantly more in the use of attributes
than did the higher status white group.. Therefore, it seems that in
formal situations found most often in school lower status children may be
less fluent than higher status children unless 8 remedial language program
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of some type is undertaken. Such a remedial program appears to have a
positive effect iz increasing the lower status children's use of attri-
butes in description in structured interviews sucu as the Language Screen.

The lower status black chiidren were more fluent in describing the
objects on the post-test than ware the lower status white childrem. There
was no difference between these Sroups on the pre-test and gain measures.
One might have expected significant differences in the opposite direction.
The examiners in this study were white graduate students, Anastasi and
Foley (1949) report that white examiners often have an inhibiting effect
on black children's test performance. If this effect was operating in
the present study, it did not prevent the lower status black children
from surpassing the lower status white group in use of attributes.

Quality of Attributes. Sigel (1967) has postulated that children
exhibit a hisrarchical scheme in their acquisition and use of attributes.
He suggests that the first style which they use is contextual-relational
or functional descriptions. In most instances thia style was used more
frequentiy than any other style by all three of the status-race groups
in the present study on the pre-test, post-test, and gain measures.

The highest level style in Sigel's system is the conceptual categorye
This category was used lesst often by the three status-race .groups on all
three measures. No significant differences were found among the three
status~race groups on either the contextual-relational or the conceptual
styles of attributes. .

Within the middle category in Sigel's system, however, status-race
differences were found. Thia descriptive-part whoie category was subh-
divided into three groupg--nouns alone, adjectives alome, and nouns and
varbs with modifiers. The higher status white children used modifiers
significantly more often than did the lower status white and black groups
on both the pre~ and post-test measures. ilowever, on the post-test the
lower status black group used nouns alone significantly more often than
did the other two groups. Theire were no post-test significant differences
among the status-race groups on their use of adjectives alone. Thus,
there was a tendency for the lower status white children to use the
descriptive-part whole style less often than the other two groups.

This. diffurence was also seen in the gain scores. The lover status
black group gained significantly more than did the lower status white
group in the use of both nouns alone and adjectives alone. It is dif-
ficult to discern the cause of these differences in use of attributes
between the two lower status groups. The objectives for the language
developiment program suggested that the children be encouraged to use
attributes to describe objects. Apparently these cbjcctives were more
effectively implemented in the lower status black children's classes
than in the lower status white children's classes.

Another possible explanation for the difference in language gains

between the lower status biack and white groups may be the family and
community background of the two groups, Perhaps the lower status black
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children in this sample were from more verbal homes and were asked to
use language in a greater variety of ways than were the lower status :
white children in this particular sample. ;

On Part I of the Languzge Scieen the lower status black and white
groups showed less proficiency in standard American English than did
the higher status white group. On Part II the higher status white
group performed at a higher level of languzge maturity than did either
of the lower status groups. On both sections of the test, however, the _
lover status groups made large gains during the school year. In fact, 3
they gained significantly more than the higher status group. The lower '
status children were enrolled in programs vhich were compensatory in
design. Planned language activities, including direct teaching of
certain aspects of standard American English and the use of language
for description were a part of their daily classroom activities. It 3
appears that these language activities were successful in improving the
children'’s use of standard American English and raising the level of
language maturity. Even though the higher status group performed signi-
ficantly better on several of the post-test measures, the size of the
differences was considerably reduced. 3

Brgﬂg; Fraser, Bellugi Test of Grammatical Contrasts 3

Fraser, ot al (1963) found that for their 12 higher status white
subjects with a mean age of 40 months the three tasks on the Test of
Grammatical Contrasts ranked: Imitation>ComprehensionjProduction.
There were significant differences at the .01 level among each of these
tasks. For the present group of 147 higher and lower status white and
lower status black subjects with a mean age of 51.8 months the tasks
ranked: Imitation = Comprehension>Production, The scores on both the
imitation and comprehensions tasks were significantly greater than the
scores on the production tasks. Whether these differences were due to
the status-race differences between the Fraser, et al sample and the
sample in the present study or their chronological age difference or
both is difficult to know. Also, tke subjects in the present study
were able to score much higher than those in the Fraser, gt al study.
This increased level of proficiency on all three tasks was, no doubt,
due to the fact that the préséent subjects were nearly a year older than
those in the Fraser group.

i

On all three tasks the higher status white group performed signifi- " °
cantly better-than the two lower status groups. These results substan-
tiate the findings of many researchers (Gordcn, 1968) that lower status
children are less proficient in producing standard American English
syatactic gtructures than are higher status children. The lower status
black children were significantly better than the lower status white
group on the imitation task, while the reverse was true for the com-
prehension task. There was no significant difference between the two
lower status groups on the production task.

Further analyses of the data suggest that differences exist among
the three status-race groups in théir imitation and comprehension of the
structures. In each separate group, as well as in the total group,
production was significantly lower then both comprehension and imitation.
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For the total group, the higher status white children, and the lower
status black children there was no significant difference between the
comprehension and imitation tasks, Cherry~Peisach (1965) has suggested
that black children may have 6ifficulty understanding the speech of
white, middle-clsss teachers, Tae prasent study appears to suggest
that the lower status black children's understanding of the syntactic
structures used about equzled their imitsition of them. For the lower
status white group, however, their scores on the ccmprehension task
were significantly greater than their gcores on the imitation task. In
other words, the lower status white children were able to understand
structures which they could not imitate.

Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test--Alternate Scoring System. Both lower
status groups spoke dislects which were different from the standard

American English of the test. In order to investigate the effect of
these dialect differences upon the test scores, an alternate scoring

system was devised for the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test. This scoring

system was based upon features of nonstandard lower status dialects
described by McDavid (1967) and Labov (1967). Labov has stated that
"there are systematic principles in nonstandard English which differ
from those of standard English."” He has attempted to list these syste-
matic principles "go that educators can design their teaching efforts
with these other [ language_] systems in mind." (Labov, pp. 30 - 31)
To this end the alternate scoring criteria given in Appendix F were
devised.

The imitation and production tasks of the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi
Test for all 147 subjects were .rescored using these criteria and the
means and standard deviations were computed by group and by task. These
means and standard deviations are given in Table 15. Table 16 gives
the t-tests between these means 2nd the comparable means obtained with
the original scoring system. It may be seen that there was no difference
between the scores of-the higher status white group on either task. Both
of the lower status groups improved significantly on the production task
when the alternate scoring system was used. The lower status black group
also improved significantly on the imitation task using the altermate
system. The lower status white group's performance on the imitation
task was not significantly different, bowever. Thus the difference
between the two lower status groups oa the imitation task increased with
the alternate scoring.

Baratz (1969) reports the results of a sentence repetition test
in which half of the .sentences were in standard American Eaglish and
half in nonstandard Negro dialect. The results indicated that the Negzo
third and fifth grade subjects did significantly better in repeating the
sentences in nonstandard Negro dialect and the white subjects did signi-
ficantly better in repeating the sentences in standard American English.
These results were substantiated for the lower status black group in
the present study. '

However, thz lower status white group did not improve on the imitation
task with the alternate scoring system. Two explanations seem reasomable.
One is that the dialec: of the second scoring system was no closer to the
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Table 15

Alternate Scoring System Means and Standard Deviations
of Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test by Task and Status-Race?

Group N Imitation Production

ey

J

G Liiblety ok

el wysanaticd] §
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Mean sd Mean sd
Total 147 38.15 9.65 27,25  10.37
Higher status
- white 50 40.50 8.62 32.62 8.61
.i .
; Lower status
&
?‘ Lower status '
L black 57 39.18 7.87 24,91 9.56
f Maximum score = 48,
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Table 16

t~tests Between Mean Scores Obtained with Two Scoring Criteria on 4
Brown, Fraser, Beilugi Imitation and Production Tasks it
by Status=-Race Group -
i
Task N Difference £ “z
Group _ Between Means® ;
Imitation o !f
Total 147 2,48 2,15% :
Higher status white 50 0.66 0.38 1
Lower status vhite 40 2,40 0.89 _
E Lower status black 57 4.14 2,78%% ‘Hg
i Production o
! Higher status white 50 0.98 0.54
Lower status white 40 3075 1052*
Lower status black 57 3.19 1.81%

3positive difference indicates score higher using alternate
scoring criteria. .

*Significant beyond .05 level
**Significant beyond ,01 level

i o
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dialect of the lower status white children than the standard American
English of the first scoring system. Most studies being reported in
the current literature on language and the disadvantaged deal with
nonstandard black dialects rather than with nonstandard white dialects.
The alternate scoring system used in this study was based upon descrip-
tions of nonstandard English derived primarily from experience with
lower status black groups (McDavid, 1967 and Labov, 1967).

Another explanation may be that the lower status white children's
difficulty with the imitation task was not due to their dialect, but
to other factors such as their listening skills immediate memory span,
attentiveness, or limited verbal environment. They were absent from
school more frequently than either of the other groups, and the teachers
commented on the lack of interest in pre~school education within the
lowver status white community. Also, on the imitation task the lower
status -white children frequently omitted words from the structures and
often appeared not to have remembered the content of the structures.
This problem was eliminated on the production task as they had the
pictures to remind them.

Browm, Fraser, Bellugi Test Analysis by Type of Grammatical Contrast.
The 12 grammatical contrasts included in. the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi
Test were not of uniform difficulty for the subjects. Table 17 gives
the percentage of children giving the correct response for each gramma~
tical contrast on the imitation task by status-race group for both the
regulatr and altarnate scoring systems. Tables 18 and 19 give similar
information for the comprehension and production tasks.

The indirect object/direct object contrast was the most difficult
for all of the groups on all three of the tasks. The subject[objggt .
passive voice contrast was also difficult on the comprehension and
production tasks. The extreme difficulty which all of the subjects had
with the indirect/direct object contrast may be due, in part, to the
specific sentences used in the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test. These
sentenies used only position to mark the indirect object; a more common
marker in oral English probably is position plus the marker to. For
example, the sentence used in the test was, "The girl shows the cat
the dog," while a more common way: to express the same relationship would
have been, "The girl shows the dog to the cat."

The easiest contrast for all of the groups on the comprehension
and production tasks was the affirmative/negative contrast. The easiest
one on the imitation task was the mass noun/count noun conirast, however.
No doubt, the latter contrast was easy because it is only two worphemes
long and thus requires very little immediate memory span to remember
and imitate. However, the mass noun/count noun distinction was relatively
difficult for the groups to comprehend  and produce.

The affirmative/négative contrast wds also the easiest for the
subjects in the Fraser; et al study (1963) and the indirect-object/
direct object contrast was the most difficult one for them on all
three tasks. Fraser, et al conclude that "imitation is a perceptual-
motor skill that does not work through the meaning system" (1963,
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Tabie 17 "f

Percent Correct on E2ch Grammatical Contrast on the Browm, Fraser, o
Bellugi Imitation Task by Status~-Race Group for Two Scoring Systems

Grammatical Total Righer Lower Lower Alternate‘Scoring '
.Contrast N=147 status status status Lower Lower -
white white black status status ! ;
n=50  n=40 n=57 wvhite black -
. o | 0=40  n=57 %
é | I SR S % T % i
F Mass/Count Noun 97.4 99,5 95.0 97.4  95.0  97.4 -;
k Singular/Plural - ]
y Verb~Pres ent 58. 0 77. 0 47 . 5 48'. 7 58. 8 70. 2 f
Is/are 82.1 ~ . 88,0 67.5 87.3 68.1 87.3
Present Progressive/ o | { |
Past Tense 78.9 ’ 86.5 71.9 77.2 77.5 84.2
1 Present Progressive/
Future Tense 85.0 86.5 76.9 89.5 77.5 89.9
Affirmative/ . | | | o
w Negative , 81.0 87.0 °~ 66.9 85.5 80.0 88.6
% Sub ject/Object
E Pagsive 66.0 75.5 54,3 65.8 66,3 8l.1
; : , _
‘ Indirect/Direct | | . -
Object 38.4 57.0 27.5 29,8 31.9. 55.7
é Singular/Plural ‘ _
: Possessive - 95.9 98.5  94.4 9.7 %.4  97.4
Subject/Object . ‘ _
Active 64,1 83,5 61.3 49.1 71.3 73.2 .
1 Adjectives in Two . e
= Positions 62.6 72.0 48.8 54,0 49,4. 67.5
E’ Preposition 81,5 85.0 71.9 851 71,9 82,9
3 ‘ , A - ; :
:
s
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Table 18

Percent Correct on Each Grammatical Contrast on the Brown, Fraser,
Bellugi Comprechension Task by Status-Race Group

Grammatical ; iotal Higher T.ower Lower
Contrast N=147 status status status
wvhite white black

n=50 n=40 n=57

% % % %
Mass/Count Noun 77.6 82.5 75.0 75.0
Singular/Plural :
Verb-Present 66.8 81.5 . 65.0 55.3
Is/Are . © 76.5 92,0 68.8 68.4
: Present Progressive/ : . _ :
Past Tense . 77.2 89.5 78.1 65.8 ’
_ Present Progressive/ _ S !
F Future Tense ) 85.9 93.5 85.0 79.8 :
: Affirmative/
? Subject/Object
4 ‘P_a_SSi.VE‘ ] 60.4 7600 . 57.5 48.7
E. Indirect/Direct
: Object _ 4.4 47,0 45.6 41.2
Singular/Plural
Possessive 830 5 92.5 86 o3 73.7
; Subject/Object .
: Active _ 88. 4 92 0 85.4 84.64
E Adjective in Two
; - positions - 88.1 9.0 ,81.9 87.3
1
' Prepositions 90.0 . 91.5 1 91.3 87.7
: — —_— e
g
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Table 19 g‘
Pefcént Correct on Fach Grammatical Contrast on the Brown, Fraser, *}’
Bellugi Production Task by Staius=Race Group for Two Scoring Systems .
: ' )
Grammatical Total Higher Lower Lower Alternate Scoring ,‘
Contrast N=147 status status status Lower Lower —
white white black status status »
n=50 n=40 n=57 white Dblack :
n=40 n=57 -
%2 ... % . % A % % [
Mass/Count Noun 67.0 79.0 60,6 61,0 60.6 61.0 :
Singular/Plural _ ’ ;
Verb~Present 35.4 56,5 26,3 23,2 42,5 49.1 ;
Is/Are | . 55.6  68.0 46.3 51.3 51.3  53.9 f
Present Progressive/ ' q AR
rast Tense . 49.8 69.5 36.9 41.7 51.3 51.8
Present Progressive/ _ . : .
Future Tense 57.0 72,0 46,9 50.9 55.6 55.7
E Affirmative/ : S
i Negative ° -73.5 89.0 51,3 75.4 80.6 ~83.8
E, Subject/Object~ _ i -
E Passive -31.1 47.0 20.0 25.0 20.6 30.3
Indirect/Direct | ) _ '
; Singular/Plural , S
] Possessive 74.8 90,0 73,1  62.7 80,0- 66,2
5 Subject/Object- ‘ -
- Active : 59.5 77.5 50,6 51.3 63.1 6647
;
1 Adjectives in Two _ ' ‘ S -
positions " . 39,6 '54.0 28.8 34.6 28.8  34.6
Preposi.ti.on 56.8 65.5 48.8 54.4 4868 54."‘
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p. 133). The data of the present study seem to support this conclusica.
The ease of the mass noun/count noun contrast on the imitation task

was not repeated on the production task. The children were more likely

to produce correctly a longer structure which they understood (for example,
the affirmative/negative contvast) than a shorter structure which was

more difficult for them to urnderstznwd. Apparcntly imitation of a
structure does not require compichension of the structure, while
production does. Thue comprehension aud production involve both the
expression and meaning systems of the language, while imitation involves
only the exXpression system. .

The similarity in difficulty of the various grammatical contrasts
among the three status-~race groups should be noted. Although the lower
status groups performed significantly less well than the higher status
group, it was the same contrasts which the groupz found easy or difficult.
It would be interesting to compare the performance on the Brown, Fraser,
Bellugi Test of a group of lower status five or six year old children
to the performance of the higher status four year olds in this study.

The greatest improvement made by the lower status white group when
the alternate scoring system was used was on the affirmative/negative.
contrast. This was true for both the imitation and production tasks.
For the lower status biack group, however,.the greatest improvement on
the imitation task was on the indirect object/direct object contrast and,
on the production task, the singular/plural verb contrast. It is dif-
ficult to interpret these differences. Perhaps the fact that the alter~
nate scoring system was based on nonstandard black dialects rather than
nonstandard white dialects may be important.

Status Zffects on Lagguege Development

One of the purposes in undertaking the present study was to obtain
base line data regarding Southern higher status white and lower status
black and white children's language proficiency. Table 20 summarizes
the findings regarding the language proficiency of the three groups of
four-year olds stud.:d. ) '

A question raised in the proposal for this study was whether the
sequenc2 of the acquisition of language was the same for all children
but with lower status childrer showing a slower rate of development.
This may be the case although the data from this study are inconclusive.
It is clear that in the use of attributes to describe objects all
children in the study were able to use the contextual-relational
category easily, and unable to use conceptual category to any degree.
Differences between groups appeared in the middle category-~descriptive=
part whole. '

In the Brown, Fraser, Bellugi tasks all groups had mastered the
mass noun/count noun, affirmative/negative, and present progressive/
future tense contrasts but none had mastered the indirect object/direc»
object and adjective in two positions contrasts. All the groups were in
the process of acquiring the other seven contrasts with the higher
status white group showing a greater degree of mastery. :

These data could be interpreted as supporting the contention that
all children follow the same sequence ?e developing language. Differences
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Table 20

Base Line Data Desciibing Language Proficiency in Southern Four Year
01d Higher Status White and Lowor Status Black and White Children

Language Measure Higher Lower Lower

Status Status Status
White Bla@k_ White ]
Contextual-Relationald X ' X ' X ”E
Descriﬁtive-Part Whole - - “ ‘f
Nouns Alone . »"X | X i
: Adjectives Alone L ‘ . X
% Modifiers ' | X X X

: Conceptual

1 Mass/Count Nounb

f Imitation X | - X ' X
; Comprehension ‘ , X | x X
Production | ' X |
Singular/Plural verb |
5 Imitation X
Comprehension - X
) Production
é Is/Are - oL _
f Imitation - - X X
: Cowprehenision B o
Production

Present Progréssive/

i Jis

: Past Tense - o

;- Imitation ‘ ‘ X - X

1 Comprehension n "X K ' . X
E Producticn

(Table continued on next page)
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Table 20 (continued)

Language Measure Higher Lower Lowat
Status Status Status
ﬂhite Black White

Present Progressive/

Future Tense

Imitation X X X

Comprehension X X X

Production

Affirmative/Negative

Imitation X X

Comprehension X X X

Production X X

Subject/Object

Passive.

Imitation X

Comprehension X

-Production

Indirect/Direct Object

Imitation

Comprehension

Production

8ingular/Plural Pronoun

Possessive

Imitation X X X

Comprehension X X

Production X

I T S T

(Table continued on next page)
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Table 2¢ {continued)

Language Measure: Higher Lower Lower
Status Status Status
White Black White
Subject/Object
Active
Imitation X
Comprehension X X X
Production X
Adjectives
Imitation
Comprehension X X - X
Production
Preposition
Imitation X X .
Comprehension X X X
Production

8Average usage of 2 or more attributes on the post-test

bUsage by 75% or more of the sample using st;ndarﬂ scoring system
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between higher and lower status groups may be differences in the degre

to which the language sequence is developed. A longitudinal study of
the acquisition of language development in higher and lower status grnups
needs to be undertaken bafore this question can be answered completely.

This study supports the common assumption that differences do exist
between the language skills of lower status and higher status children.
In the formal testing stiuvation, the lower stztus children were less
proficient in using varisus language skills, less mature and less fluent
in their use of attributes to describe objects, and less able to imitate,
comprehend, and produce certain grammatical structures. The remedial
program designed to teach certain language skills to the lower status
children was suaccessful in producing large gains in language skills as
measured by the instruments used in this study. In fact, the lower status
children gained significantly more than the higher -#iutus children in
most areas measured.

The question still remains as t0 what causes these differences in
language skill, and what can or should be done about them. Baratz states
that three types of explanations have_been suggested: (1) black children
are "verbally destitute, i.z., they L.can't_?gtalk, and, if they [.can_7;
it / is_/ deviant speech,_filled with 'egrors'"; (2) "the children_ -

L don"t_/ tall7€_, el and_/ if they / do_/ talk, their speech / is_/ such
d

that it / is_/ deterrent to cognitive growth"; and (3) "they speak a
well-ordered, highly structured, highly developed language system which
in mapy aspects is different from standard English.” (1969, p. 94).

; She concludes that only the third explanation is valid. The present

study suggests that the third statement might also be made about the

dialect of Southern lower status white children.

Lig b ey

: Certainly Baratz is correct in suggesting that these children can

3 and do talk. It has bezn suggested that the lower status child is not
subjected tosverbal stimulation in the home to the degree higher status
children are (Deutsch, 1965). Yet the school's highly verbal curriculum
does not take into account these suggested differences in language back-
ground. It would seem, if this is the case, that lower status children
would be at a distinct dizadvantage when forced to operate in the forrmali
school setting.

3 The language of the school is standard American Enmglish. In most
3 instances, children who do not speak standard American English and

é have not been subjected to intense verbal stimu'ztion experience diffi-
culty both in compreherding the teachers and in learning to read the
testbooks which are written in the standard dialect (Goodman, 1965;
Steward, 1969). “For these reasons it is important to study the dialect
; differences between a particular group of children and the materials

4 from which they are to be instructed. Whether the goal is to write

‘ reading materials in the children's 3ialect (Stewart, 1969) or to
instruct the children in standard American English before beginning
instruction (Bereiter and Begelmann, 1597,, it is imperative that

the school concern itself with these difterences.

Most of the linguists concerned with dialect differences among

LY o e ) a0
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children have studied black nonstandard dialects. Their work is useful

to the educator and researcher in this area. The present etudy, however,
clearly indicates that one cannot assume that lower status white children’s
dialects are exactly like those of the lower status black children.
Descriptions of the dialect of Southein iower status white children are
urgently needed.

Implications

The findings of this study have implications for classroom instruction
in language and reading. The four year old lower status child can profit
from direct ingtruction in language skills. These activities should be
a part of any pre-school program as a means of helping the children acquire
the skills necessary for success in learning to read in the average class-
rocom. Consideration should be given to implementing this program at an
even earlier age level and continuing it through the primary grades.

Teachers and school administrators need to learn more about the nature
and extent of the differences between the dialects of the children in their
clasgses and the dialect of the school classroom and materials. Plans need
to be made for individualizing the curriculum so that these differences
may be taken into account. Much of the school failure of the lower status
children can be traced to failure to learn to read because of difficulties
with the language of the reading materiala., The pre~school program offetrs
an opportunity to avoid these difficulties for many children.

-
H
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Appendix A 3

THE DAY LANGUAGE SCREEN
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Day Language Screen

David E. Day

Introducing the Language Screen: Say to the subject (8) something

1ike this: ''We are going to play a language game. I'm going to show
you some things, and ask you to tell me about them." For example (take
a toy car from the kit and say), "Tell me what this is." (If child
replies, "car,"” say, "That's right. It is a car (auio, automobile,
etc.). Now can you say, 'This is a car'? Say it with me, 'This is

a car.' Fine! Now each time I ask you to tell me something I want you
to tell me this way. '"This is & cazr,' or 'This is a pencil’ (show
pencil) or 'This is a paper.'" (Have child repeat with you.)

Example:

Show child the car again and say:

" "What is this?" Record response. ‘
If child says car only, say ‘‘Yes but I want you to tell
me the whole story--'This is a car.'" Have child repeat.

Show child a block andxr-oy: \
"Wwhat is this?" Record regponse.

Show child two pencils and say:
"What are these?’s Record response.

(Use same directions. Do mnot repeat the example.)
It is important to know if the child does not understand that

sentences are wanted. Check here r*““' if the child does not
comprehend the directions.’

NOW_START THE SCREEN
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irections for Administering the Language Screan: Read each item carefully,
Present each item as written.

1, ©&Show the S ore model bird. Say, 'What is this?" Record the total
response.

2. Show the S another bird. Say, "What is this?" Record the total
response.

3. Place both birds in one hand, put in front of S and say, “What are
these?" Record the total response.

4, Put the duck, turtle, bird and car in front of the S. Ask the S to
give you the object that is not an animal.

5. Put the car back and then say, "Give me an object that does not fly."

6. a. Give the S the turtle and ask, “What is this?" Record whole
response. (If the child does not recognize the turtle, check the
space and then tell S what it is,)

b. Say to S, "Tell me all you can about this turtle."” Tell S to
handle it, turn it over, look at it, etc. Record all his responses.
Keep encouraging S to tell you more about the turtle. Stop when
the S says, "That's all," or when he starts repeating. Get all
the information you can.

7. Hold the large box in front bfrg_and say, "This box is big.” Then
while still holding the big boXx, pick up the little box with the other
hand, hold it in front of the S and say, "This box is what:?"

8. Ask the S, "what is another way you could tell me that this is "
(use S’s response to item 7).

9. a. Give the $ the cup and say, “what is this?" Recoxd whole response.
b. Follow the same procedure as with the turtle in item 6b.

10. Yut the two sgquare blocks (one réd and thin, one blue and thick on
the table in front of the S. Put your finger on the rzd block and
say, "This block is thin.” Put your finger on the blue block and
say, "what can you tell me about this block?"

1). Keep the blocks on the table. Put your finger on the blue block and
say, "This block is not red." Put your finger on the red block and
say, '"What can you tell me about this block?"

For items 12 - 15:
Place in a straight line on the table in front of the S from his left,
a bird, turtle, duck, car. Leave about two inches between each object.

The S may not understand the directions. Repeat them as necessary.
Do not, however, correct S as he begins the operation.
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Then say:

12, "Put the car next to the turtle.” Repeat 2 or 3 times if necessary.
(return objects to original position.)

13, "Put the bird before the duck.” (Return to position.)

14, "Put the turtle in front of the csr." (Return to position.)

15. "Put the car in back of the bird." (Return to position.)

16, a. Give the S both cars and say: "What are these?" Record responsc.
b. Follow the same procedures used with tuftle in item 6b.

For items 17 -~ 21 (Colors -~ Expressive):

Place the five colored squares at random on the table. Say to the § "3
as you point to each square, "This square is what color?®™ Point to:

17. red 3
18. blue :
19, yellow 3
20, orange ;
21, green

For items 22 - 26 (Colors ~ Receptive):
Leave the squares on. the table and say to the S, "Put your finger on
the ______ square."

T P N O PEPRT R T

22, green
23, orange
24, yelleow
25, blue
26, red

For items 27 - 30 (Prepositions - Expressive): .
Place the turtle and small box on the. table in front of the S. Say.

as you point to each object, "This is a turtle, this is a box," Then, -
27. Put the turtle gp ihe top of the box and say, 'Where is the turtle?"

28. Put the turtle under the box and say, "Where is the turtle?"

L il s Pl £

2 29, But-thg turtle in the box and say, "Where is the tutfle?“
30. Hold the turtle over the box and say, '"Where is the curtle?"

For items 31 -~ 34 (Prepositﬂbnsfn;Receptive):
Then say to the S,

(L s i i e et T e e

31. Put the turtle on top of the box.

32. Put the turtle gver the box.

48
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37.

38.

41,

b
L ®

For items 47 - 49: L _ _ ,
Agk the § each question. Repeat 2 or 3 times until you are confident
he understands. Stop when you judge the task as beyond S's comprehénsion,

%47,
*48,

%49,

‘Put the turtle under the box.

Put the turtle in the box.

Place the picture of an apple on the table in front of S and ask,
"Wwhat is this?" (Tell the child what it is if he does not know.)

Leave the dpple picture on the table, put down the picture of the
grapes and say, ‘‘What are these?' (Tell the child what it is if
he does not know.) '

Leave the grapes and apple pictures on the table, put down the :
watermeion picture and say, ''What is this?" (Tell the child what i
it i8 if he does not know.) '

Put the pictures close together and say, "What are all of these ;
called.!’ Point with your finger circling the three pictures as
you ask the Question.

Put the picture of the triangle on the table and ask, "What is
this a.picture of?" (Tell § if he does not know.)

Keep the triangle picture on the table, put down the picture of
the sqQuare and say, ‘What is this a‘piqture of?" (Tell S if he
does nat know.) . e

Keep the triangle and squave pictures on the table, put down the
picture of the circle and say, "What %8 this a picture of?" (Tell
S if he does not know.)

Put the pictures close together and say, "What are all of ‘these
called?"

Spread the pictures of animals, flowers and tools on the table and
say, '""Hand me all the animal pictures."

Put the pictures ‘back on the table and say, "Hahd me all the tool
pictures,"

Pick up all the flower . pictures, give them to the S and say, "'What
are these pictures of?" _
Let the S handle the sponge. Say, "'The sponge is big and soft."

Then give S the sim1]l block and say, ""The sponge is big and goft,
What is. this?" o _ | .

Say to 8, "If T eat too much ice cream, I'll (whas)?"
If T gave you some ice cream and aome'candy which ﬁohld'jou'eht first?

Why would you eat ( ) first?

*Not scored .49
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Language Screen Response Score Sheets

Nama Date tested

.
Class Pre~test Post~tect

Responses to examples:

Car -

Block

?éncils

Child does does not appear to understand that sentences are
wanted,

Total item score

Use of Attributes:

~ . Turtle Cup/Glass Cars  Total
# %Total # 7%Total # Y%Total # ZTotal

Functions ;

Nouns

Adjectives

Modifiers

Clasgifications

TOTAL" 1007 1007 1003 | 100%

Cqmm8nts:;
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Dirzetions: Be sure to gather all the data asked for in the response
sheet. A subjects failure to respond or a response cormpletely irrevelent
to the task will not be coded. The items will be left blank; lack

of response therefore will be inferred.

(Complete sentence_

1. Record response: (Noun~-verb agreement
Correct
(Complete sentence
2, Record Response: (Noun-verb agreement
Correct

(Complete sentence
3. Record response:_ __(Noun~verb agreement_
' ' - " (Use of plurals__

Correct_ .
4. Correct

Incorrect

Object selected

E . 5. Correct
Incorrect

Object salected:__“__

6a. ''What is t@is?ﬁ“

‘Coﬁrect
N

Does not recognize turtle__

b. Responses: '"Tell me all you can about the turtle”

. Plurals ,
Noun-Verb Agreei .,
' Complete sent. L
“"Arnd".
"But/or"

_#’

&

-y

7. Correct (e.g., little, small, smaller, etc.)

Incorrect (e.g., big, large, etc.)

51




8. Record Response: . Corréct if §-says;
“not b:l.g."
Cotrect

Incorrect_

9a. "What is this?"

Correct ) ' S ﬂ

.Does not recognize cup

r b. Responses: "Tell me all you can about the cup"

f ] ' ot __ ] - Plurals ‘ -
Noun-verb agree. ' ;
-{ Complcte sent.
——— = ) itA"ndn
I . "'Bl.if /o:-.:u .
10. Record Respomse:_ - .
, This block is big (th:l.ck). - _____{Polsr opposite)
" This block is blue.__ . (Randoa.response)
This block is not zed, B _(?,a_r.dom response)
) Thi.s block :ls bi.g and blue - - (Polar opposite &
. o e+ e o~ -TADCOM Tesponse)
Th:l.s block :I.s not th:l.n. (Negation)
" This block is not small and not Mr'e_dﬁ: _‘ (Double négation)
This block is big-and not red. " (Polar opposite &
) negation)
f This block is blue and not small. (Random response-&
~ negation)

T

11. Record ré¢sponse:

3y

] This block is red. . (Polar opposi. e)
This blcck i3 thinm.__ | ____ (Random response)
i ‘\l I 52

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

f ERIC

|1E




This block is red and thin. (Polar opposite &
o ' random response)
This block is not blue. (Negation)
This block is not blue and is thian. (Negation &
, random respcrse)
This block is not thick. (Random negation)
This block is not blue and not thick. (Doubie negation)
This block is red and not thick. (Polar opposite & ]
: negation) -
12, 1Item moved first: Car (P) Turtle (R)

Response: Correct

Incorrect 1f so, where?

13. Item moved first: Bird (P) ~ Duck(R)

Response: Correct

Incorrect If so, where?

1%, Item maved first: Turtie(r) - . B cér(k)

Response: Correct

Thicotrect ) ~ If 8o, where?

15, Item moved first: Cab(P) - =~~~ Bird(R)

R@ﬁmm'wumt

-

" Incorrect - "If 36, where?

£ i52, "What are these?" -~~~ -~ - -

Correct

Does not recognize cars

Q 53
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16b. Response: "Tell me all you can about the cars."

Plurals

Noun-verb Agreec.
Complete Sent.

YAng"
“mt/orll
Expressive: Receptive: ;
17. Red Yes - 22. Green Yes
No No
18. Blue Yes 23, Orange Yes
No _ No
19. - Yellow - Yes__ 24. Yellow Yes_____
No . No —
20. Orange Yes ' 25. Blue Yes
No No -
21. Green  Yes 26. Red Yes '
_ No No
Expressive:
27. Record response: .
Correct Complete Sentence
Noun-verb Agreement_

Incorrect

28, Record response:. .
Correct Complete Sentence -
Incorrect_ Noun-verb Agreement _

29. Record response:
‘Correct -

Complete :Séﬁte‘nce T

Incorrect __ : ' Noun-verb Agreement -
30. Record response:

Correct_____ ' Complete Sentemce

Incorrect Noun-verb Agreement __




Recaptive:
51. Correct

. Incorrect

If ingqrrectﬁ where did § place turtle?

22. ‘Correct
Incorrect

If incorrect, where did § place turtle?

33. Correct

Incorrect

If incorrect, where did § place turtie?
34. Correct -
Incorrect

If incorrect, where did S place turtle?

35. Record response:- e

é Correct -
Incorrect

; 36. Record response: .

: Correct

~Incorrect

AR L L}

37. *Repord*féépénse:

Corfect_’q;?___

-

Incorréct ' o

38. Record respomse;_ . - - - - -~ - - .- -
Correct
Incorrect - . - . - -~ - _ .

39, Record resporseé: ' e

Correct

Incorrect

55
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40,

hl.

43.

45,

- 46,

*47.

*48.
*49.

Record response:

Correct

Incorrect

Record response:
Correct
Incorrect

Record response:

Correct

"Incorrect

Small & Hard .-~ (Dbl; P. 0.)

ﬁbt big

(Negatioﬁl

Record: response:

Small & not soft

Not big & hard

Pictures selected: Horse Cat Dog._.

3 of 3 1 oﬁ 3 ;
2 of 3 0 of 3 .
| Pictures selected: ﬁammér S&wll — Rake

3 6f 3 - 1 of 3 .

‘2'o§_3 0 of 3_

Record kesﬁpnse:

COrreEt

Iﬁc&rrect

Record‘responsé: _ _ ‘

‘Sﬁﬁll L (Polar .opposite) -ﬁbt soft . : ; '(ﬁegation)

Hard (Poi&r opposite) Not big & ﬁbt.sdft_____ﬁnbl.fﬁég.)

(P.0. & Weg.)

(:Negb'o & P-tOo)

Record response:

Record response:

- ¥Do not count in total score.




_Language Screen Scoring Criteria

Score all items as correct or incorrect. Correct items score ore
point. (Maximum score = 46)

Part 1

Responses to items 1, 2, and 3 require complete sentences with noun-
verb agreement. These are the only items having that requirement. - Any
such response with the addition of a logically correct adjective in these
three responses is accepted.

e.2., 1 and 2 This is a bird.

This is a yellow bird.

3 These are birds.
This is birds.
These are some birds.

Response to items 4 and 5 may be verbal or the child may point to
the objects.

Both "car" and "turtle" are cdfrect in 5, although the child need
select only one. If the response is '‘car! or "turtle" plus one of the
other two articlea, the response is incorrect.

To item 6 the child must answer "turtle” or "this is a turtle.
"Frog," ''toad," or "'turkéy" are not accepted. o

The reaponae to item 7 should be the opposite of the stimulus. Any
opposite of "big" is correct, including the negation of the stimulus.

‘Negation of the stimulus (#7) must be the reply to item 8.
Response to item 9 may be "cup" or "glass." The'resﬁeﬁee may iﬁclude
an adjective that accurately describes the cup, e.g. "a red cup," "a
plastic cup." R
‘The child's response to item 10 should be the polar opposite of the

stimulus and/or the negation of that stimulus. . Random responses;, although
accurate, are not accepted unleas included with polar opposite or negation
response. e

Response to item 11 should be the polar opposite of :the stimulus. A
negation, "this is not blue" is alao correct. Random responses alone are
"not accepted. : . -

The child must place the toys as he is directed by the..examiner: for:
items 12 to-15.

Respouse to item 16 must be plural. Accepted answers are:
cars 777 777" & red éar and a blue car
These are cars. a car and a jeep
vehicles
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“43 and 44: To choose only ofié or two of the correct thiree cards, ot to

The following are incorrect replies: %
trucks ;
a car

Items 17 to 21 require the child to express exactly the color of esch i

square as it is shown to him. "Pink' is not accepted for ‘'red." "Purple" ]
is not accepted for '‘blue.’

If the child responds- (points) to one square, then changes his mind
and points to another square, the final choice is considered to be his
response in each item 22 to 26.

a2 il

Items 27 to 30 require the child to accurately express where the
turtle has been placed by the examiner. 'Inside" is correct in 29. "Above"
is accepted in 30, '"There" is not accepted.

i 4

s

The child must place the turtle as he is directed by the examiner for
items 31 to 34. In item 32 the child must hold the turtle over the bozx. ?
Passing the turtle from one gide of the box to the other side 4s incorrect. A

Correct responses to 1tem 35 include "apple," "a apple,” "an apple.”
"fruit," "this is an apple,' or 'that is an apple.”

Response to 36 must be plural. Accépted responses arée '‘grapes,”
"fruit,” "some grapes,” "these are grapes," ''this is some grapes." The
following are not correct: "grape," "berries," "strawberries," '"blue-
berries," "cherries." ,

Response to item 37 should be watermelon,“ "melon,” or "fruit."
"Cantaloupe'" is incorrect. ‘

Respongse to 38 must be "fruit" of "food." An enumeration of items
35 to 37 ia incorrect.

“Triangle” is the only correct answer for item 39.
Response to 40 wumst be '"a square.”! "Rectangle' is not cortect.

"Circle" is the correct response for item 41. Unacceptable replies
are "round,™ "ball;" and "toy.l® %

Thé correct résponses in itew 42 are "shapes™ or "forws.” ‘Enumeration
of items 39 to 41 is incorrect. .o ;

The adjective "black” may be used with responses to items 39 - 42,
The child must select all three pictures of each category in items
choosé- the correct thtree- and others, is incorrect.

“Flowers'" ia the correct answef in item 45. To namé each flower
is not accepted. - S

- The response 1n item 46 may be & polar opposite and/or a negation of
the stimulus. "A hard block" is accepted. 'An orange block" is not
gcorrect.

‘Items 47 to 49:
Lecord responses verbatim. Do not ccore.
58




Part IT

Certain procedures are used in scoring the number of attributes used
in items 6b, 9b, and 16b. In each of these items the responses
pay be words or phrases. Complete sentences, and exact noun~verb. agree~.
ment are not required. :

Repeated attributes are credited only once. However, if the child
gives a description;, then repeats it more fuliy, the more complex response
is scored, and the less compliete response is fgnored. :
€.8., The car can go, (function) The car can go fast. (modifier)

Only the modifier is counted. : .

The éategories of attributes in order of increasing complexity and
their defini*ions are:

1. ‘nunctions (Contextual-relational) description of the object by
what it does or is used for. o :
e.g., The turtle crawls.
You can drink .out. of it.
Cars go. ' : .

2, Nouns (Descriptive-part whole) use of a.noun alone to label or

describe the object, ; . :

' e.8+y It has a shell.'~
It has a bottom.

They have wheels.

3. Adjectives (Descriptive-part whole) use of adjectives or adverbs
a]one to describe the object.
: : ‘e.gey, It 19 green., - e

i It is red.
i They are little.
3 4. Modifiers (Descriptive-part whole) use of a noun or verb plus an

adjective or adverb. to describe the object. :
e.8., Turtles can swim in ponds.
It is a red glass.
You can drive fast on the highway.

3

‘ 5. Clasgification (Conceptual) use. of: the category or generic
: name for the object. o

; e.g., This a a play turtle.

] e It is a real glass. C e

3 This is a convertible,

. Statements that are mot true are mot-scored. For examle, the cup was
: red. If the child said "It is .a.blue cup;" .the child is not. credited. for
ugse of an adjective with noun,

1 Vague descriptions are not scored. The cup had a bump on- the: bottom

F which was observed by many of the. children. If the response was "it has

- sumpin' here,” no credit is given as the child'a vocabulary is not. sufficient
for him to give an, accurate description. = .- . : -
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Particular responses and their scoring include:

6b. He be.in water. (one function) .
He could walk. He could crawl. (tws functions)
It's not real. Ha's a Pley turtle., {two classifications).

9b, A list of things that can be drunk‘fidm"éhehéﬁﬁ; _fdﬁé fﬁnction)
2+ .. It is.made of plastic. (cne modifiex) VLo
‘It is made of glass. (no credit)

16b. One goes. this way and one goes that way. (one function)
-Thig car grey inside. :(one modifier)
Steering wheel, (one noun)

Jeep.. . (classification) -
- Volkswagen e
convertible "
- ' fastback. .. . S
* fiot. réal : ) "

"Afn't" is an.acceptable-contractién .throughout the language screenm,. '

'
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Appendix B © i

Brown, Fraser, and Bellugi Test of Grammatical Contrasts .

- Utterances.

Grammatical
Contrasts Form A Form B
1, Mass noun/ 1, Some peépe‘r:, 1: Some chicken
Count noun A pepper ‘A chicken
2, Some string- 2, Some paper
A string A papér
2, Singular verb/ 1, The boys draw. 1. The dog digs.
Plural verb (Present The boy draws. Thé dogs dig.
indicative : S
2, The kittens play. 2. The girl waves,
The kitten plays. " The girls wave,
3. Singular verb/ - -1, The deer is run+ - 1. "Thé sheep is jump~
Plural verb (Is/are) ning. ing.
The deer are run- The sheep are
ning. jumping,
2, The sheep are eat- 2., The deer is rest-
iﬂgo i.ngo
The sheep is eat- The deer are
ing. resting,.
4, Present progressive/ 1, The paint spilled. 1. The match is
Past Tense The paint is spill~ burning.
ing. - The match burned.
2, The boy is jumpe 2, The mommy is
ingo CIEaningo
The boy jumped. The mommy cleaned,
5. Present progressive/ 1, The girl is drink- 1, The mommy will
Future Tense -ing. sweep. '
The girl will drink. Th2 mommy is
sweeping.,
2, The baby is climb- 2, The cup will fall,

ing.,

The baby will climb,

61
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6.

7.

8.

9.

10,

11.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

Affirmative/Negative 1.
Sentence

2.

Subject/Object 1.
(Passive Voice)

2.

Indirect/Direct Object 1.

2.

Singular/Plural Pronoun 1,
(Third-person possessiva)

2,

Subject/Object 1.
(Active Voice)

Adjectives 1.

The girl is not - 1.
cooking.

The girl is cook-

inge.

The boy is not sit- 2,

tirg.
Th2 oy is sitting.

by the car.
The car is bumped by
the train.

The mommy is kissed 2.
by the daddy.
The daddy is kissed

by the mommy.

The mommy gives the 1.
bumny the teddy.

The mommy gives the
teddy the bunny,

The boy brings
bird the fish.
The boy brings the
figh the bird.

the 2,

Their wagon. 1.
His wagon.

Their dogo 2,
Her dog.

The dog bites the 1.
cat.
Thz cat bites the

dog.

The girl wastes 2,
the boy.

The boy washes.

the girl.

The dress with - 1.
bhﬂk ﬂn‘f;tou ™

The black dress with
buttons.

The boy with the 2.
little ball.

The little boy

with the ball.

The girl is not
reading.
The girl is read~

ing.

The boy is pound-
ing.

The boy is not
pounding.

The dog is chased
by the cat.
The cat is chased

by the riog.

The girl is pushed
by the boyo
The boy is pushed
by the girl.

The girl shows the
cat the dog.

The girl shows

the dog the cat.

The man throws the
doll the bear.
The man throws
bear the doll.

the

Their boat.
His beat.

Her pony.
Their pony.

The duck pulls
the boat.
The boat pulls
the duck.

The girl feeds
the boyo

The boy feeds
the girl.

The girl with the
doll. T

The clean girl
with the doll.

The dish on the
round table.
The round dish
on the table.
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12,

Preposition

1.

. 63

The mail in 1.
the box,
The ma2il box.

The dog house. 2.
The dog in the
house.

The bird in
the -cage.
The bird cage,

The tea cup.
The tea in

the cup,.




Directions for Administering . -
Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test of Grammatical Contrasts

Administer three tasks in-the sequence indicated om each subject’s angwer
sheet, using the test form (A or B) so indicated. Give two practice items
for each task. Give underscored sentence in each contrast first.

Record all responses in Production and Imitation tasks verbatim. Record i
comprehension response as correct or incorrect. Score is number correct _
in each task. (Maximum score = 48) Do not include practice items in the 3
score. Imitation and production must be exact grammatical struzture.

Changes in lexical items may be disregarded as long as such changes do

not affect the grammatical structure (e.g8. for item "some string," "some

yarn" is correct but "a string' and “some 1line"” are incorrect). :

COMPREHENSION

"Here are two pictures. I'm going to tell you what they are called, and .
then you show me the one I ask for. One is called...and one is called... 3
Show me (underscored phrase)., S$how me (the other ome)."” '
And: "Here are two more pictures. 6‘18 ises. and one is... Show me..."
(etc.)

PRODUCTION

"I'm going to show you two pictures. I'll tell you the names of the
pictures and ycu ‘tell me the one I point to. One picture is... and
one picture is... What is this one called? (point to underscored
one.) What is this one called? (point to the other one)."

IMITATION (Do nmot show pictures for this task)

"I'm going to say two things and then I want you to say them. I'm
going to say... Now you say... (underscored one). Now I'm going to
éaj’... and You saye... (the other Oﬂ&) . etce




Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test of Grammatical Contrasta

Name

Response and Score ‘Sheets.

Date tested

Class

Pupil number Forms

Task

-Score

Im1tation

Comprehension-

Production
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Sample Res%;)onse Recording Sheet

PRODUCTION TASK (FORM B)

Correct. Incorrect Practice Item Other response
T.a_ . . . . 1. The cat with the brown face.
b_____ The dog with the black tail.*

ITI. a . L. H L. 2. I!!e b_g! El&!i!g Vith EhgtWCkg_

b The mouse eating the cracker.
; Test Begins:’ ]
3
1. a _ 1. Some chicken
] b _ A chicken ) )
2. a : ’ 2, Some paper.
] _i;w o o " Apaper. B
3. a ' __ 3. The dog digs.
b ] The dogs dig. T ]
4. a ' 4. The girl waves,
“l; T ‘ ' | ‘ - Thé girls wave. b B
1 5. a’ ' _ S. The sheep is jumping.
b - — The shegp_ are jgi_ggﬁ - o
i 6. a 6. The deer is rgsj:Lng.
: N The deer are rest'i.ng.- -
7. a 7. The match is burning.
PO The match purned.
“*ﬁn}lér;gg;d item given fi.rst‘
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Correct Incorrect Practice Item Other response

8. a . . 8. The momay is cleaning.
b__ . The mommy cleaned. B

E

b | The mommy is .sweeping. e &

T : - _.,é

10, a 10. The cup will fall. =~ T ’

b - ~ The cup is falling.  ___ . _F

11. a B 11. The girl is not reading. R ]

i
; : ¢
E b The girl is reading. i L

E 12, a_ 12. The boy is pounding.

The boy is not pounding.

wremy
o

LT

13. a 13. The dog 1§ chesed by the cati

——

E B Y The cat is chased by the dog.

Ll iy

. s

F 4. a 14. The girl is pushed By he boy. "

b " The boy is pushed by the girl. -

- am s W e

15. a____ 15. The girl shows the cdt the dog:

The girl shows the’dog thé cat.

b (7Y

; 16. a = ' 16. The man throws the doll the bear.  ~ ~

b __ The man throws the bear the doll:_

17. a N .‘ 17. Their “h'gat. ] _

b His boat. T S

E‘ . N _ . ) - L
18 18. Her pony. i

b " Their pony.

o7

I
Lé




TP T T T

Correct Incorrect

20, a

21, a

22. a

23, a

24, a.

19,

20,

21,

22,

23..

24,

MW AR, Eprena er gy ——

Practice Item Other response

The duck pulls the boat.

The boat pulls the duck.,

The girl feeds the boy.

Tie boy feeds the girl,

The girl with the doll,

The clean girl with the doll.

The dish on the round tablea

The round dish on the table,

The bird in the cage.

The bird cage,

The tea cup,

The tea in thg cup.
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Brown, Fraser, Bellugi Test Scoring Criteria

Standard American English is the accepted dialect in this scoring procedure:

Imitation:

The response jnust be exactly the same as the stimulus.

Exceptions:
1, Response fnay include the correct contraction of a verb and NOT,
or the cokrect contraction of a pronoun and the verb TO BE,

ee8es Isn't is acceptable for is not.
She's is acceptable for she is.

2, Response may include one derivative of parent title.
_e.8., Momma is acceptable for modmy..
Dadda is acceptable for daddy.

Comprehension:

If the child responds. (points) to one picture, then changes his mind,
the final more definite selection is considered to be his choice.

Productigg.

The child must produce the exact grammatical structure which includes .
the same parts of speech as the stimulus. o

1, "Attributes may be added if they are lexically correct.

2. The response may not include an article different from that
of the stimulus.
e.g., Correct: the dog
Incorrect: a dog
this dog
that dog

3. The omission of an article is considered to be an error.

4, The omission of a final sound is incorrect.
e.8., Correct: boys, jumped, cooking.
Incorrect: boy, jump, cook.

5. The addition of a final sound in the response is incorrect if
the final sound is not part of the stimulus,
e.8., Correct: The kitten plays. The sheep are eating.
Incorrect: The kittens plays. The sheeps are eating.

6. Non-agreement of the subject and predicate in the response is
incorrect.

e.8., Correct: The mommy is cleaning.
Incorrect: The mommy be cleaning.
The mommy are cleaning.
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7. A response which excludes the auxillary verb as given in the
stimulus is incorrect.
e.ge, Correct: The deer is resting.
Incorract: The deer resting.

8. A response reversing the direct object and indirect object as
stated in the stimulus and/or adding to is not accepted.
e.g., Correct: The mommy shows the besr the doll.

Incorrect: The monmmy gshows the doll to the bear.

9. Any response which changes the syntactical structure of the 3
stimulus is not accepted. , o ]
e.ge, Correct: The dog in the house.

Incorrect: The dog is in the house. . X

10, If the syntactical structure of a phrase is not changed, but
is used intact within an expanded structure the response is
considered to be correct. . .
e+.8., Correct: Some pepper 1

‘Accaptable: This is some pepper., o . 3

11, Certain substitutions in the response are accepted if the
substitution is a word having the same meaning lexically to
the child as the stimulus. These substitutions include nouns

_and verbs.

EeBeoy Correct: dish, bunny, teddy, k‘tten, pony, climbs,
brings, sleeping, pounding.

Acceptable pot, raobit, bear, cat, horse, crawls,

. gives, resting, hitting.

o s v

12, Allowances are made for the child's mispronunciation of -
certain words. :
€ege, Correct: mommy, daddy, kittens, sheep

Acceptable: momma, dadda, kitchens, sheet

13. Certain substitutions in the response are not accepted if
thege substitutions are not of the same lexical or grammatical -
meaning of those of the stimulus.
e.8., Correct:  shows, their, his, her, deer, sheep
Incorrect: gives, they, he, she, deers, sheeps.

14. If the response includes changing an article to an obviously
~correct possessive promoun, the response is correct.
e.g+y Correct: The girl with the doll.
... Acceptable: . The girl with her doll.

15. Contractions of a verb and NOT and comtractions of nouns or
pronouns and the verb TO BE are permitted.
eeg+, Correct: The cup is falling; the girl is not cooking.
Acceptable: The cup's falling; the girl isn't cooking.

16, Ain't is not permitted in any response.
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Appendix C

Demographic Data Sheet

School : ' Date

Teacher

Child's Name L |

Address . L R Photie _ -

I T T T

3 Birthday i ;_.: : .;‘;Chfo?ological ;gé as of
f 11/1/68

-

Sex ;- D ‘Race .

Occupation of Father | ‘ - ‘;”la

é Occupation of Mbther

Education of Faéher‘(hiéhést leveii DL

s b oa s ackiegt

Education of "Mother (highest level).. S I S RO

Adults in the home: Mother .. ... rather~ L : . ;.i;

- e

Others (specify)

? Siblings¢(sex and age qf each) e uiu

-

L
LN

e Bl ST T T
=¥

R e

BT

Languages spaoken- fn-.the home - . - .. - - it e

) p
g i
] _ c, :

- - . - - B . I - S L i
] [ . . ' PO . B
5

wm

:
3
- .
3
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Appendix D 3

Language Program Observation Schedule

1. Is there direct instruction? Yes No

as In a large group (over 10) _ . | §

b, In a mid-sized group (7 to 10) T 3

c. In a small groun (less than 7)

2, Number of minutes per day in direct language instruction

3. Detly scheduled lanéuage leseene? Yee | .Nb

4. Pattern déills used fer langﬁﬁge 1nettdction? Yes ... No

5. Leesons have an: Expreeaive orientation

Receptive orientation

6. Instruction is being given on:

Ae " Sentence pattérns

b. Prepositions i

.Ce ~ Descriptive words

d.. If/then or caiige-and-effect relationships_ .

e, Plurele

; f. Relative size and telatioﬁshipe;u.

3 g. Noun-verb agreement

h. Use of “not"

i, Conjunctiona (and, or, but) L R

7. Deser 1be the teaching etaff of each class,

T N T [ P

i 8. Who teechee the lenguage leaaons?

"

9. Record all Queetiona asgked . by the teacher dufing a ten-minute segment
of the language lesson,

. "

i LT o
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Appendix E |
Mean and Standard Deviation of Each Variable by Individual Class -
Class ‘ —
Variable A B c D E F G a
n=9 n=7 n=16 n=11 n=12 n=12 - n=8
Language Screen )
Part 1 {]
Pre-test 25.67. 34.96° 30.31 = 34,64 27,42 22,08 19,13 .
8.49 2,04 5.90 2,06 5.58 7.39 5.54
Post-test 33.76 38,14 36,00 38,27 34,75 35,75 32,38 - i
6,28 . 1,73 5,93 3.23 . 4,22 - 4,29 -~ 5,55
Gain 8,11 3,29  5.69 3,66  7.33 . 13,67 - 13,25 g
4,86 1,60 2,55 3,85 3,9% 5,07 3,85 *
Part II P L )
3 Functions
] Pre-test 3.33 4.00 2050 . &045 . 3042 2.25 2000 ]
: 2,18 4,16 1.46 2,73 1,98 2,30 1,31 |
: Post-test 4.00  4.43  3.88 3,91 3,67  5.08  4.38 p
E Gatn 0,67 0,43 1,38  -0.55 . -0.25  2:83 2,38 :
; 2,92 4,89 3,79 2,25 1.91  3.24 2,00
g Nouns Alone f
j 1,80 1.86 2,66 3,58 2,26 2,9 1,67 I
Post-test 8.22  0.14 4.9 2,27 2,25 3,92  1.50 ;
: Gain 5,22 -1500 1,9 0,27 - 0.00  2:83 . 0.25 ]
f 2,54 2,00 4.23 4,83 3,95 9,35 2,60 |
Adjectives Alone - ‘ | ]
3 Pre~test . 1,00 114 ;094 1,36 0.67 009.2. ... 0.50 T
Post-test l.44  1.43 2,00  0.73  0.58  1.00  0.38 ]
; Gain 0.46 0,29 0,06 -0.64  -0,08 0,08  -0,13
; 2,07 1,25 1,57 2,06 1.56 1.68 0.83
; o (Table continued on next page)
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Appendix E {continued)

Variable A B c D E P ¢ ]
n=9 n=7 n=16 n=11 n=12 n=i2 n=8 ‘
Modifiers T
Pre-test 3,22 1.71 2.88 5.27 2.50 1.83 1.25
2.54 2,87 3.01 3.95 1.57 3.01 1.91
Post-test 2.4& 1.57 T 4.56 6.00 2.83 3.50 3.88
- 2.2 1,13 3,71 - 3,52 3.2 -2,78 1.36 =
Gain '0.78 '0.14 1.69' ) 0.73 0033 1067 2663
1.92 1.36 4.45 3.77 2.57 3.03 3.02

Conceprual _ _ . :
Pre~test 0.11 ] 0.00‘_ 0.19 ,_0.27 0:17 0008 0.25
0.33 0.00 0.40 0.65 0.39 0.29 0.71

Post-test 0.55 0.14 0.13 0.09 0.17 0.25 0.00 %
1.01 0.38 0.50 ' 0.30 ) 0.39 0.62 D;OO“‘

G&in 0.44 0. 1"’ -0006 -3013 ‘3.00 00.17 -0025 1
1.13 . 0038 -0.68 .0.75 0.60 -0.39 0371 ]

Total Attributes
Pre~test 10.67 8.00 l0031 13.36 9,00 6.17 5.25L
5.87 4,76 .. 5.36 ° 7.75 2,52 5,46 4.20

Post-test 16067 71.57 15.50 13.00 9.08 11.17 10&13
5.45 3.26 . 5.55 .5.33 3.99 7.60 2.75

Gain 6.00 <-0.43 5.19 ~0.36 0.08 5.00 ~4.88
QOGA_, 6.00 . 6.46 e 8.5& 3.53 5.36 _5317

Brévm, et al Test

Imitation 33.11 36.71 37.31 = 42.82 37.08 34.59 32.75
9.18  9.55  9.62  6.40 11.34  5.63 12.49

Comprehengicn _ ' ' .
33.89: 3%.14 40.25 _42.09 40.75 34.17 35.38
5.16 4.98 6.96 3.42 4.75 3.61 4.81

Production 21,00 28.14 30.00 33.73 27.83 19.17 22.88
12,27 9,06 10.88 7.99 10.29 6.79 12,23

Chrono ],oéi.‘cal Aged
51.00 52.40  51.25 3
3.08 4.14 3.02

.00  49.50 52,42 51.13
49 2.39 2.61 4.67

(Table continued on next page)
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Variable H I J K L M
n=15 n=8 n=l4 n=11 n=7 n=17

-

lf Appendix E (continued)

3 sapiiage Screen

R

Part 1
Pre~test 27.00 24.38 25.64 36.73 23.29 27.53
11.96 9.63 3.98 4.79 6.37

el
W
»
&

Post-test 34,93 30.75 34.79 39.27 36.00 34.9%
5.98 7.50 6.57 3.52 2.38 6.38

Gain 7.93 6.38 9.14 2.55 12.71 7.41
3.92 6.19 6.42 2,77 2,98 3.22
Part II
Functions
| Pre~-test 2.73 4,38 3. 4.91 6.14 2.47
: 2.52 2.83 2

5.45 8.00 5.59

14
.80 2.51 2.73 2.98
00
11 2,98 3.27 4.44

F Post-test  3.80 3.13 b
2

~ 1 i 3 N 1. ) N et T st we (OIS | - P comnsy WP s WRPH cxrveeme W Ih‘dJ

Gain 1.07 -1.25 - 0.86 0.55 1.86 3.12
2068 2062 4018 5045

f Nouns Alone
: i—.’l‘e'test 2. 07 1025 ‘ 1007 2009 1071 4.47
3.37 1.67 1.82 2.66 1.25 4,23

Post-test 3.80 0.88 4.57 1.55 5.14 4.88
2.9 1,64 4,27 2.11 2.19 3.76

s Gain 1.73  -0.38  3.50 -0.55  3.43  0.41
| . 41 2,67 4.65 1.86 2,23 5.14

Adjectives Alone

! Pre~test 0047 1.38 1.07 0036 ' 0014 1.59
0.74 1.69 1.33 0.67 0.38 1.33

Post-test  1.67  1.75  2.50  1.36 271 3.7

: 1.11 1.67 .1 2.01 - 2.06 - 2.89
Gain 1.20 0.38  1.43  1.000 2.57  2.12

1.26 2.07 2.44 1.67 1.90. 2.89

(Table continued on next page)
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Appendix E (continued)

Variable H I J - K - L - M
n=15 n=8 n=14 n=11 n=7 n=17

Modifiers , |
Pre'teﬁt 2.60 1.63 2.43 6. 18 0.86 2.00
3.48 2.00 2.41 2.99 1.21 2,62

Post~test 3.20 1.50 1.93 5.18 . 3.57 3.59
3.41

|

i 2,43 2,27 2,67 3.68  2.37 3.4l
Gain 0.60 "0.13 -0.50 '1.00 2.71 1.59 ]
2,80 1.36 3.08 3.4 1.70 4.15
ﬁ Conceptual ]
Pre-test 0.00 0.13 0.07 0.27 0.14  0.06 |
k 0.00 0.35 0.27 0.47 0.38 0.24 i
Post-tést 0,07 = 0.13 071 ~ 0.18  0.43  0.00
0.26 0.35 0.27 - 0.41  0.53 0.00
Gain 0907 0.00 Q.OO -0.09 0029 N -0906
0.2 0.53 0.39 0.54 0.76 0.24
| Total Attributes
Pre-test 7.87 8.88 7.79 13,82 9.00  10.59
: 6.08 5.89 5.09 5.04 3.61 5.08
, Post-test 12.73  7.38  13.00 13.73  19.86  17.76
6.13 5.83 ° 6.95 4.84 2.41 7.81
Gain 4.87 -1.50  5.21  -0.09 ~ 10.86  7.18
5.79 6.65 7.80 4,70 2,79 6.70

Brown, s-té gl. Test - . : : : - X
Imttation 28.27 29.63 34.93 ' 43,55 32.86 37.53
14.14 11.31 5.89 0

Comprehension
36.27 38.88 33.7% 42,55 32.86 36.00
5.16 5.38 4.82 3.14 6.64 6.90

Production 20:20 - 17.38 - 23.50 36.09  18.57 19.59
- 10.69 12.45 670  5.43  7.30 10.76

Chronological Age®
52,07 49.88 53.21 53.09 49.14 53.18
2.89 2

aIn months as of 11/1/68
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Appendix F

Alternate Scoring Criteria for Brown, Fraser; Bellugi Test -
of Gramwxztical Contrz2sts

An alternate scoring procedure wag used to assess the influerice of
Southern dialects upon the imitation and production scores. Certain
responses were permitted which had been considered incorrect. These - g
included responses which reflect the adult environment of the child's ¢
verbal experience--not an immaturity in his language. _ :

Imitation

Standard scoring criterid given in Appendix B for Imitation -
applied as did the five additionzl rulés listed below under Production.

PRSP Py

Broduction _

Standard scoring criteria given in Appendix B for Production . 4
applied except for rules #4, 6, 7, 13 and 16.. . 'rhe alternate vergions
of these rules are li.sted below. T -
4. A response containing the omission of a final gound is correct.
e.g., Corréct: The boy jumped.
Acceptable: The boy jutp.

6. Non-agreemernt of the subject and predicéate is accepted.
e, Correct: The mother is cleaning. .
Acceptable: The mother are cleaning.

Note: This does no dpply to nouns whoge singular and plural
forms are identical; e;g., deer and sheep. The
auxiliary verb in such a response. must agree i.n mnnber
with that of the stimulus.

7. A response may exclude the auxiliary verb.
e.g., Correct: The baby is climbing.
Acceptable: The baby climbing.

13. A respomse which changes the possessi.ve pronoun to persml
pronouns is correct.
e.g+, Correct: their pony
Acceptable: they pony

16. Ain't is accepted. . - = .
A combination of these rules is also considered. to be correct.
Example: Rules #4 and 7. Acceptable: The deer is resting.

S S Acceptable: The deéer rest.

17
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