. ’ o DOCUMENT RESUME .
®D 113 887. .95 : * EC 080 219
AYTHO? Hesse, Kath&; And O+hers ' ' .
TITLF . The Comprehension and Producation of Interrogatives

in +he Lanquage of Normal and Pe*tarded Children: 2
Review -and Analysis. Occasional Paper No. 32.

TNSTITUTION Minneso*a Univ., Minneapolis. Research, Development,
" - and Demonstration Center in Education of Handicapped
. + Children. ;
SPONS AGENCY Rureau of Fducation for +he Handicapped (DHEW/OE),
‘ Washington, D.C. :
TEPORT NO 332189
PUB DATF ~ Feb 75
GEANT " O0EG-09-332189-4533(032) . : ‘
NOTT 88p. '
®»DRS PRICF MF-$0.76 HC-$4.43 Plus Postage ) :
DESCRIPTOPS Congeptual Schemes; Exceptional Child Research;
. *Language Development; Language Patterns; *Language
Research; Learning Characteristics; *Mentally R
Handicapped; Models; *Questioning Techniques; -
*Research Reviews (Publications) . '
ABSTRACT

Summarized in terms of -compe+tence and performance
models is +he developmen* of questionning behavior in the language |
repertoire of retarded children. The role of questions, particularly
WH questions, is reviewed in adul+* language (semantics and ' :
pragmatics) and children's language (receptive and expressive
abilities). Discussed is research dealing with the effects of
ques+ions. on learning and early language development (including
parent-infant in+eraction analyses). Studies of children's
interrogative production in English and other-languages are
considered along with research on-children's comprehension of
interrogatives. Results of studies with retarded children are
2xplained *o indicate similar though delayed development when _
compared to normal acguisition. Suggested are implications for .o
language intervention, including the use of appropriate types and '
levels of questions to promote recall or language stimulation.
(L) ‘ -

~

st sk s e e e e e e o o ok ok e o ok o ke st ol e ok ok 3k ke o sk o o s ok s ok ke ke ke ok s e o ke ook e ok o ko ok ok e ok ok ke e ke ek ok ok ok ok

Documen+s acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished N
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes.evgry‘effort.*
% +0 obtain the best copy available...Mevertheless, items .of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
% of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
%* yia +he EPIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the gquality of the original document. Reproductions *
% *
% %

supplied by EDRS are the best +that can be made from the origjnal.’
e s e 3 o o ok o sk sk ok sk ok ok 3K e ke o e ol ok e ke st ke ok Sk o ok e ok ol o o ke ke e e s ook o o e okl s e e e ke sk e sk st e sl ek ol ok

. ) ' . '. ' X




%

FD113887

o ’ U 'S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, ’
" EDUCATION & WELFAR

co ¢ . OCCASIONAL PAPER #32 - .  NATIONALINSTIUTEQ

EDUCATION

3 ea 7HIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
Project No. 332189 DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
' : . " THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
Grant No. OE-09-332189-4533 (032) ATING IT_POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
; ’ STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
- SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
Vad

v
. ©

_ THE COMPREHENSION AND PRODUCTION OF INTERROGATIVES IN THE LANGUAGE .

OF NORMAL AND RETARDED CHILDREN: A REVIEW AND ANALYSIS

Kéthy Hesse, James Turnure and Nissan Buium - .
University of Minnesota - o ’

Research, Development and Demonstration .
Center in Education of Handicapped Children ' e
‘ "University of Minnesota . . - -

Minneapolis, Minnesota A

° P e

February, 1975

a4

The research reported herein was performed pursuant to g S
a grant from the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, '
U. S. Office of Education, Departmeht of Health, Educa--

tion and Welfare to the Center of Research, Development, ‘ -
and Demonstration in Education of_ Handicapped Children,
Department of Psychoeducational Studies, University of. :
Minnesota. Contractors undertaking such projects under B . ) .
government sponsorship are encouraged to express freeﬂ§ ' . . o
their professional judgment in the conduct of the project.| ' C
Points of view or opinions stated do not, therefore, - - ) :
necessarily represent. official position of the Bureau of : .
Education for -the Handicapped. :

a

Department of Health, Education and Welfare

U, S.'Office of Education

Bureau of Eduéation for the Handicapped




3

RESEARCH DEVELOPMENT AND DEMONSTRATION CENTER
IN EDUCATION OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN . .

%

. Department of Psychoeducational Studles :
Pattee Hall, University of Minnesota, aneapolns Minnesota 55455

-

Thc Univéfsity of ﬁinnesdca Reééérch,,Developmehf andvbemon—
stration.Center in Educatigé;qf Handicapped Children has been
establishedvto cohcentrate‘oﬁ:inteqyention strategies and materials
which dévélop and impfove langUage addlcommunication skills in'youﬁg

\

\\\bandlcapped chlldren. A
'The long term obJectlve of ‘the Center .is to improve the -
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- The Compréhension and,Prdduction of Interrogativés'in the Languagé
of Normal and Retarded Children: A Review and Analysis

[ d

Kathy Hesse, James Turnure and.Nissan Buium

A

University of Minnesota

.« Endeavors to systematically enhance the communication skills

development of retarded children must attend ‘to many aspects of

receptive and expressive language (Carrol}, 1967; Miller and Yoder,

1973; Schiefelbusch, 1967). As Hymes (1961) Yas pointed out, a

child must master several sets of rules: phonological, grammatical,
semantic,‘;nd paralinguistic (éxpregsive andvpers asive speéch be-
héviorS). “ﬁe must leara to judge appfopgiate diggribﬁtion of '
possible uttefances among ;oles and behaviorisettings.

-

- To use. the competégce—performancé terminology (Chomgky, 1957;

Flavell and Wohlwili, 1969), a solid basis for languége intervention

- with the retarded would be composed of competence or formal-logical

models *of the structures (phonological, syntactical, semantic) of
s SY : )

=1

language, and performance or automation (Flavell and;Wothill,.l9695 .
modeié which represent psychological processes by which the abstract’
~rules are accesse& and used in real life (for example, memory factors,

role perception, aim of utterance).

-

Furtherﬁore; two forms of competence-performance models seem
, e ' ' . ' _
: . needed for language intervention programs. Ihe terminal goals of
T language intervention.would be characterized by models of adult

competence and pefformance in comm&nication (Spradlin, 1967). Such
’ {




.

structural models seemhnecessary for def1n1ng normaﬁizatlon (Nirje,

969) in language patterns of the retarded.: When the probable adult.

. .

enviroment of the mentally retarded 1nd1v1dual‘ﬁlffers from the nor-
7 N J

mal\, ‘i.e., a sheltered workshop, its part1cular language demands

Y

<

- shoufl:d be anal}yled (Schlanger, 1967 Spradlin,. 1967).

~

The ssznd form of models would include step-by-step descriptions /

of the development of competence and performance 1n language areas.

“ - / L}

/

- Such procéss descriptlons would give the educator mearks of orderlng /

progres£/ locating the pgint of a child's development and then provad—
/' -

ing appropriate language experiences (Rest, 1974, has suggested bhls

approach'for value education; Miller and Yoder, 1973,‘for languége
. o J o . < L ‘1‘ ) . //'
. intervention). ‘ . t \k-;/ - L
" ) X l . v V4 -
: /

At thlS time, very few parts of the sug%est d models/exis&. The

phonolog1cal system of adqlt Engllsh has been ‘des ribed/(Chomsky and

- / -

Halle, 1968 Francis, 1968 Halle, 1964). Gene;aﬁlve/grammar has pro—

vided someth1ng of a competence model for adult sﬂnﬁax, g!t transfor—
matlonal grammarlans have disagreed about particular aspects of the

model. There has been no framework analogous tb generafive grammar
= »
. / ~

' Q
to unify work in adult semant1cs., D1scusslon of language functions .
has been mostly_speCulatlvs'or extrapolatiﬁe from other areas'of
psychological research (Skinner,. 1957). /However, in recent years

‘study of various situational'influences on,adult.interpersonal com-

.
- ;

? ‘munication has commenced (Rosenberg and_Cohen, l967). . *i

, . Generally, the strengths andVWeaknesses of current»knowle ge

about adult models have been reflected in parad1gms of developmental
\ A

competence and performaﬁce. A theory of phonological development

- - /
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exists. (Jakobson, 1968; Jakobson and Ha11e>a1956), but methodologically

it has been difficult to test. The best described area of child

»

language has been~grammatical‘production; ‘Grammars. (in the transfor-

\\

~mat10nal grammar’ casg) have been written to approx1mate\the syntactlcal
: : , A\

, “ riles used by chlldren from their early two-word utteranc

through

' segtences gﬁfring adult performance (Brown, 1973; Brown and

&

'196é;=Btown, Cazden and Bellugi, j969;_Miller and Ervin, 1964).

: o I - ' ' .
, Recently, more attention has beem paid to the semantic relational

[
»

\ concepts expressed in early utterances (Bloom, 1970; Bowerman, 1973a;

A -
S . -

. . Schlesinger; 1971) However, extensions of this approach to later
e ’ o (S S .

h ~ . . 4 7 .

. stage utterdnces, and research‘on'other aspects‘of the child's

semant1cs have not been as numerous (but sée Clark 1971, 1973
o e T

. : "
-t . Donaldson and Wales, 1970). Performance fac\?rs such as egocentrlsm

(f&aget 1951), soc1o—econom1c status (Roblnson 1972 Roblnson and

L)

) » Rackstraw 1972}, goal of utterance (Halliday, 1969 1973; Horner d&i\#
k3

‘GusSow, 1972) have been studied and discussed, but Egrely in a way

P

~

to reliably,lndlcate developmental trends.

It should be noted that even w1th1n fairly well- descrlbed areas

-

£§;~ﬁ\_' : of language, some teplcs have received more attent1bn than others

: Typlcally, production data hane been easier to obtain than that for
compr ehension. The‘syntax and semantics of declarative,vand to a

S ,‘ lesser degree;- negative sentences have been'fbcused on as - has the

ideational or referential function of language.

Thus, neither the terminus .mor the guideposts for language

intervention has been detailed. Obviously, attempts to improve -

I o . C
B / ’
» 1]

[y
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oS experimental concordance of normal and retarded -intérrogative mode

information (Piaget, 1951). It is, then, a behavioral activity

“sibility of interrogatfgn apparently rests on two conditions: a‘gap

. . -
L 4 ) . !

communication skillé of retarded children must continueiwhile the .\\
competence—pegﬁ;fmédze mgdelé ére still beihg Construéted.' ﬁopefully,
thisvpaper can serve as an interim report on the'pr;gfess qf éuch ;n

attempted construction for one language behavior. The primary purpose

of this paper, then, is to summarize what is known .of the cofipetence

and performance models (adult and developmental) of the language be-
havior  of questioning, particularly as regards the coﬁparébility of ‘
such develooment in normal and mentally retarded children.

’

This paper does not purport to be a comblgtély comprehensive

A

review of the interrogative mode. .It is hoped, though, that it will .
éugges; some characteristics of a model's eqdpoﬂhts, namely,  the earliest
production and comprehension of quéstions, pérticularly»ﬂg questions,.

-

by the child versus usage by tﬁe'méture speaker. Fipéily, the deéree

development could reflect on 1) the Qalidity of using normal develop-
mental data in designing language intervention programs, and 2) the

timing of, and manner in which-intewvention might be implemented.

What is a Question?

»
-

- L3 .
Most generally, a question is a form of instrumenéﬁl language, "an

utterance by which one attempts to secyre action from others. The

responsive action sought fills a gap in knowledge or confirms a

]

supposition (Lewis, 1963). The question is a spontaneous sgafch for

[ 3

related to the acquisition of knowledge. The existenge‘of the pos-

S

L




5

| - . . -
.

in a éramework or'belief, and the a&ailability of‘alternétives fSr
filling the gap (Rbbinsbn a;d Racksﬁraw, 1972). It woﬁld appear that
vinterfoggtion'is universal to languagéé (howevér, Katg.and‘Postal,

1964, bave mentioned that the Siouaﬁ language apparently ha; no
interrogative gehtences). A -

Besidps the semantic'contenf of requesting information, a ques-
tion has a formal structure which normally restricts the formal
structure possibie in the response (Miller and Ervin, 1964). A popular,
broad diffgrentiat&on of questions has utilizéz this response-restric~
tion gspect.of the interrogative. Some questions offer 1) poSsibilities
of coﬁfirmatiop_or denial; or 2) two obtidns from which to ghbose. No
new‘&exical items are reqqired to'reply to a question.of this first
type. Such quesfions have been referred ﬁo as Yes-No, binary (Siegel,
1963b), closed (Robinson and Rackstraw, 1972), sengepce (Weinreich,

1963), Er nexus-questions (Jesperséﬁ, 1940). Other questions request

information to £ill a particular gap which is specifiéd by the inter- T

- .

rogative word used. Such questions have been designated Wh, multiple

(Siegel, 1963b), open (Robinson and Rackstraw, 1972), completion

(Wéinreich,-l963),.or x—-questions (Jespersen, 19405.

It has been hypOthesized that‘Yés—No and Wh questions differen;
tially iocate tﬁe "heavier"vcognitive burden in the speaker—fespbndent
interaction (Cazden, 1970). That is, formulatingi"Did you gb to work
. today?" requires more'éompiicatgd procqééing than.anSWering it. ; .

However, responding to '"Why did:yOu‘go to work today?" is more

cognitively complex.‘ Furthermore, Robinson and Rackstraw (;972) have

|
|

i
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~ : . T
suggested that the probability of obtaining quick, useful ¢losure of

an information gap is greater when the question can be formulated as

an open (Wh) question. \

\

Since the span of this review must somehow be constrained, its

inspection has been restricted to Wh questions, ‘which seem pertinent

: .
to issues involved in the enhancement of cognition, and which are

central to ongoing research activities (Buium & Turnure, 1974; Hesse,

Turnure & Buium, 1975; Turnure, Buium & Thurlow, 1975).

Wh Questions in Adult.Langqégé , .

~

1 N . " '
Traditionally, linguists have recognized three dimensions of -

language signs.» Syntax refers to the formal relations of the signs
to one another. Semantigs desighates the relations of signs to tbat>
to which the signs are éppiicable; ‘Lastly, pragmatics deals with the
. ,s;udy of conditions under which language signé are used (Morris,
‘ —;// 1938). The tpi par&ite‘categorization.has been used here to facili-

tate inspection of a subject which is difficult to organize.

Syntax of Wh questions. There has been no complete exposition

o of the English transformational grammar of interrogation. Partial

.

'acébuﬁts, however, have been provided by Chomsky (1957, 1962), Lees

<

} . (1960), and Katz and Postal (19645. These descriptions are not in.

L total agreement. The differences revolve around the content of the

i - , . . A
underlying phrase-marker or deep structure on which transformational
rules operate to produce the sﬁrface>structure (the only form one

actwally hears or sees).

Before the syntax of Wh questions can be described, pertinent

' ERIC
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aspects of the general transformational grammar.model of language must -
be briefly considered. The-structural~repfesentatidnsvof‘sentences

are acco?ﬁted for through fheAfunctioning of;interrelated,syntactic,
semantic, and piionological components. .Ohiy the syntacticA;omponent

is detailed here. The syntactic component specifies an underlying

structure and a surface structure for a sentence’

The underlying structure of a sentence is speciffed by phrase - .

structure or rewrite rules. These rules specify fhe underlYing ele-

ments (Noun Phrase, Verb Phrase) of a sentence and grammatical rela-

“

tions between elements (subject of a sentence, direct object). The

- %

phrase étructure rules afe,succéss%veiy applied,‘rewriting‘oﬁe symbol- \
at a -time, to genérate the derivation of a sentence. A sqﬂ;&étié
representation of the derivation is a brahching tree—diag?am denoted
as the sentence's phrase-marker. &he bottom lihe, or terminal strigg
of'ﬁhe}phrase—marker consists of lexical items and g;ammétical forma-

tives ("a," "the," auxiliary of ‘a vérb phrase). Figure 1 presents

%

4

the ﬁnderlying phrase-marker for the senteﬁce "What did Jphﬁ eat?"{
The terminal stfing of a phrase-marker is converted to a_Surface
.
strﬁcture, i.e., the recognizable "What did John eét?” tﬁtough the
operation ‘of transformational rules. Transformations map underlying
or deep Structures into surface strﬁctures throﬁgh processes of de— . -
letion, permdtatign, and éddition éf elements (see below fpr the'
trapéfo;mations.applied to the phrase-marker of Figure 1 to produce
"What did John eat?"). ‘ |

The present description of Wh questions is taken largely from

Katz (1968). The underlying phrase-marker for an interrogative
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f Sentence
% ‘ e . ‘
g Q- Noun Phrase - eRbQPhrase -
b

o ' . - ~o . *
- , ’ - - ////// \\ \\\\\ :
‘ - i ‘ Aux11iary Verb  Noun. Phrase '
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i

| John . Past eat Wh + something
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Figure 1

Typical Phrase-marker Analysis Represented as a Tree Diagrém
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sentence.(seeuP{gure 1) is like that of a declarative, except that

its first/kf;ft) terminal symbol is Q and that it contains one or
./‘

more Neun Phrases to which the stbol Wh is attached.

////_Q is the question morpheme which makes the questlon transforma—

s

//tlon obllgatory (see below). Semantlcally,‘g indicates that the
.sentence is a qﬁestion: Q represents the‘meamlng "I request that vou
aﬁswer..." (Katz and Yostal, 1964; MacCawley, 1968).

Wh is the scope indicator for Qs ‘Attachment of Wh to a Noun
Phrase indicates that that Noun Phrase is questioned.. In the under-

lying phrase-marker, the Noun Phrases to which Wh can be attached are

o
h

Pro~-forms: something, someone, ;tmeplate, sdﬁetime, someway. Syn-
tacticaily, the Eh_+ Pro-form is ldter transtormed'intd an interroga-
tive pronoun (what, who, etc.) which may receive é high intonation
in oraf language.

Figute 1 displays a-sam$1e underlying phrase-marker for theg
sentence '"What did John eat7 . Briefly; the transformations necessary

to convert this deep structure to the surface structure are:

1) Q is deleted and WH + Pro-form is moved
to its place (questlon transformation) : —

2) Constituent dominated by Aux is inserted
" between Wh + Pro—form and subject Noun
Phrase

3) ”Do” is inserted immediately before
Aux constltuent

4) "Do" + Past is converted to "did"

53 Wh + something is converted to 'what"
(Katx and Postal, 1964).

Q
One other type of grammatical description should be briefly

RN
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-

“attributes of the child's two-word utterances and thetcase notions

: proposition and modality. _The proposition is a'tenseless set of

'(Fillmore, l968) However,,as Bowerman-(l973a) has,nemarked' Wh

" .ox contradictions to, some larger generalization.» ‘The context for

" true statements. Thus it is not surprising that questions, which

- ; ’ ! . b B

mentioned. Fillmore's case grammar (1968) has beenfexamined in recent .

descriptions of language development (Bowerman, 1973a; Brown l973)

[y

The appeal of case grammarwre31des in the Simllarities of the semantlc

- T
- "

.« A

which arée presumed to comprise a set of universal concepts which

“

identify hnman.judgments about evénts--statements about who did it,

whom ‘it happened to (Fillm re, '1968).
. . i .
However, as case gr ‘mar has been treated to date it is mnot

f
useful for eluc1dat1ng Lne adult or-child s interrogatlves. "In case

.
v T A

grammar, the basic structure of a sentence has two constltuents

- \"‘
»

relationships‘between verbs and nouns. Modality 1ncludes negation,

.
’

tense, mood and aspect whlch operate on the sentence as a whole

L -
- fl - “ [ Y .-

e &

qaest;ono do not apply to whole sentences tbut only to certain con-

st1tuents withi n them, such as the agent or locatlve. §1nce the

entire modality constituent is ignored in the available‘expositlon

. ~
- .

. Lo fa:
of case grammar_(Fillmore, 1968), the Wh question proolemiiszunref. .
. . . - _
solved. o l - ’ e . .
" Semantics of Wh questions.i Direct treatment of”interrogation
is eve% more lacking inlsEmaﬁtics tnan‘in»syntax. .dnestion features .-
‘\

and ln?errogatlve words have usually been d1scussed as exemplars of,

many‘ornthese generalizations has been the use of language to make

are not assertions, have been relegated to asides or agenda for

-future studies.*’ ‘ ‘ . ’ Lo

B B N ‘
.
v Lt . - N
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The approach of the review here is to 1) descrlbe a few repre—

.
T sentatlves of the treatments of question features, 2) present various
8, N )
~descript10ns of the meaning of the Wh words- and 3) note some of the

-

'

- semantic relationships between question and answer. S ' .
- N . o . . R L . . —— .

: S . o : . =
. - Elelents-of interrogation such’as the written question mark and

* - /' ) . . - . ! i

Ehe orai dnestion intonation are memhersroffa’class of featpres
e | ?whose.status'as signs has been disputed in semgntics.A The dirficulty
;s’ih assigning meaging.todsuch signs,‘or.in enplaning to what

they refer;'.L{nguistS’have disposed of the_problen differently.

1-The approaches of Morrls (1946) and Weinrelch (1963) are noted here.

Morrls (1946) has classifled ! \? () as formators. Formators

. are signs which lead the1r 1nterpreters to modlfy in determinate

f . . s

ways the dlsposltions to response occasioned by the other slgns in

- s,

- the 81gn comblnatlons in whlch the formator appears. Spec1f1cally, -

-

~1ntérrogat1ve features are‘a type of formator denoted as modors——ﬂ

o,
A

1ntonatlons and speech melodles (in ora1 1anguage) whlch dlfferentlate

f

R statement appralsal ‘and prescrlptlon. Interrogatlve modors mark

[
g :
N L

“ . " an, uttdrance as prescrlptive, that is, as calllng for the requlred

P performance of a specific response. _ o ‘
, # v . . : - . i

.- Weinreich (1963) has differentiated several subcategories - N
“u within Morris' category of formators (1946). Interrogative.formators

are members of the subcategory, ''pragmatic operators.' Pragmatic
‘e. \‘ = . ‘ . » . . . - )
operators are discourse features which comprise assertion, and
features incompatible with assention—~questionahcommand.‘ A question

\' ' . ", . . . 7" . ,
is"marked pragmatic mode Yncompatible with assertion. »

@
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The interrogative pragmatic oaerator may be applied to the »

sentence as a whole (sentence. or Yes-No questions), or to parts of

the sentence (completion or Wh questions). In discussing featuges
o . {

of Wh questions across languages, Weinreich (1963) has remarked -on

the gaﬁs in the system of special interrogAtive words for different

: . [C] ’ ' .
parts-of speech. Verb interrogatives are rare. . A few instances of

direct adjective interrogation are contrasted with the roundabout

3
g

English.phresing, "what ekind of...” It is not clear whether any
e

language has prep051t10na1 1nterrogat1ves but Weinreich (1963) "has

suggested that they and the other m1ss1ng" types are possible.

That poss1b111ty is denied by Katz and Postal (1964) who have
stated that 1) in Engligh there are no question forms of preposltlons,
‘ ~
tense elements, modals,'conjunctions; and 2) their theory appears

valid for other languages (specifically disagreeing with Weinreich).

-

'In Katz and Postal's system (1964), only a Noun Phrase and poss1bly

the Determiner. constltuent\\f a Noun Phrase can be questioned.- The
many apparent.contradictions to this generalization’have been re- .

solved by analyzing the adverbial and Verb Phrase interrogatives as

questioning an underlying Noun Phrase. A summary of the Katz and

- Postal (1964) meanings for Wh words is given in Table 1

Leech's’semantic analysis (1970) of some question ”adyerbials”

(Wh words) tends to agree with that of Katz and Postal (1964). "Who"

-is interpreted as having the semantic component "human." 'Where"

asks for the relation of an object to location--"at/on/in what place."

A paraphrase of "when' is "at the time at which.'" The acceptable
* .

forms to ascertain frequency  of an event are "how often'" and "how




many times," while a duration question is marked by. "how long." .

g

For ap investigation of mapefnal éhd child responses to.EE°
questions, Robinson and Réckstraw (1972) generated a éét.of réferential‘
categories ébout which infdrmation can be 3qught and which certaip
‘Wh words normally represEPt. Thé ten major éategorieé have beén listed
and subcategorized in Tabié 2,

In devising-a logical treatment of questions, Katz (1968) pre-
sented definitions of such<$emantic relations as the preéuppqsipfon;

. N \;"
possible answer, evasion, and rejection of a question..7"{The definitions

relevant here would be that of presuppositien, pbséible-answer, and

answer to a iﬁ_‘x_ question or "x-interrogative.'
: . . 7 R .
The presupposition is the statement which must be true if the

-
v

question is to express a genuine request for information. A cogent

example'is the presupposi;ioﬁ of "When did you stop beating‘ypﬁt“

* . . . . A K

- wife?",

. _ A poésible answer.for a question has the same underlyiné,phrase—

marker as that of the presupposition except that eaph_Noun Phrase in
- the presuppoéitionlwhi¢h corresponds to a Wh +;Noun'fhrase in the

queétion is replaced .in the_possible énSwer by‘a ﬁoun Phrasé with

more semantic markers (''You-stopped beating your wife at éometimé“

versus ''You stopped beating your wife yesterday").

Lastly, a sentence' is an answer to a qustion when the .sentence

'{s a possible answer and it is true.

| Leech's description (1970) is in general accp;d with the abope.

A genéfal well-formedness condition of question and'answef sequences

v -
o

:appearsAto be that the answer repéats the information of the

:";_"_;,_
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Table 1-
Meanings of"_w_ﬂ Words in Underlying .
Phrase-Markers of Questions ,
= /'~

Wh ﬁord ‘ Meaﬁing in the;6ﬁder1§ing'Bhrase?Marker /
, | -
) Afticle : .Prp;form [
;hat Eh}.+~ a/some + .one/thing/ié
Who Wh + a/some + one/body
Whe;e Wh + a/séme" + place
wﬁep .+ Wh + .a/somp  S+ time
How . Ehj/+ a/seme = + way/how
Why 'Eh: + é/sé@é Co+ reason
" Which 'Eh_i+ thé + one/thing/it
Whose . Eﬁ_ + a/some . + one/body's
. -

2 %ﬂh i*s the scope indicator of a question. Attaqhmgnt of
it to a Noun Phrase indicates that the Noun Phrase is questdoned.

-

* : I

Adapted from katz and Postal, 1964, p. 92. -




Category

‘Identification

Definition

Description
(non-state)

. xElaciﬁg ;

-

" Explanation

Process
Degree

State .

P

‘Kind =

Manner:

ot
%

-

Table 2

Sﬁbcategories~

Personal
object

Impersonal
object

Abtion’

Time
Spage

Categorization .
Effect
Cause

Referential Categbries Pefta%ningito Wh Questions

&

Normal

Interrogative
Who

What-

o

What. (+ doing,
happening)

What k+ is,
are)

‘What 1like,
_about

When

Where

Why -7
Why S
Why, How

‘How

How
qu .
Which (+ nour)

>

How

N
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question, giving additional information to replace the occurrence of

s .
BN 4
i

the*quespion formator. A requirement is that a question beginning
with a Wh word should be followed By a statement in which the cluster

‘contalining the question feature is replaced by.a cluster containing
- »

new content.  Other than this substitution,'the two specific sentences.

should be identical.

-

Robinson and Réckstraw'é (1972)»major emph;éis bés been on

e

. N ) s : .
~requirements for answers to specific Wh word questions. The general

contextual requiSitessof an answer are-that it convey a statement,

7

not consist of a refusal to answei, and function within the same *#

referential éategofy as the question. Table 3 displays. the semantic

(-syntactic) ‘requirements for‘answers to questions headed by the

,
[

various Wh words.

Pragmatics of Wh qgéstions. According to Morris (1938), uﬁder—

3\

standing a language involvg;dnot only use of grammatical and seman-

.tical rules of a given group, but also posséssioﬁ\Qsathe expectations

which otﬁers have when certain sign vehicles are employed, and the

ability to express one's own states in ways which others use and

‘understand. The pragmatic aspect of languagé involves this habit of

,
v

. ”

the interpreter to use a sign vehicle under certain circumstances,
“and to expect such and such to be the case when a sign is used.

.

Watzlawick, Beavin and JaQRson (1967) have viewed every com-—
munication as having content (report) ‘and relationship (command)-
aspects. That is, each communication conveys information and ref-

erencé-as*to how the message should be received (a defining of the

communicants' relationship).
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Table 3
Possible Answers to Various Wh Word Questions

rL . “/ , “

IntéfrqgatiVe Wordv , Possible Answers

- What . Object, activity
~ - What nohn Ty Specificakion of smaller set.
' ’ . from the larger set
“ mentioned

What...like State, manner

Who . ; Unique pérson._
' Role (i.e. "milkman")

When ™ . . Specification in terms ofJ'
. B.C./A.D.; or month, dayﬂ

, . . year L.
I . . . Speciflcatlon in terms of ) . 4

C ‘ .. time from present _ . . .
v "~ . Specification in terms of ' : e
. : ' Ppersonal age o '
. o o ‘Specification in terms of
" ' “another event

! ) . Where . . Map references and commonly

o ) . known places

, : . . Place relative to present

i o ‘ location

% : . ‘ Place relative to mutually
‘ ' S shared knowledge of a

: . L ‘private sort (i.e., "five

‘ blocks from my house'™) s

3}

How ' \  State or adjectival description
. with intensive complement
- (i.e., "It is ten miles long.")
; Manner description through ;
E . \ . ; adverbial group (i.e., "I ski : f
SRR ' very well.") . — - g
Description of process v _ : 4
" ., clauses; or "by," "with" + ‘ S )
gummary of activity
Explanation of activity

o«

S ) ‘ . . . . . ' ) . " ) . . ’i
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Table 3 (contihued)
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Possible Answers to Variéus Wh Word Questions

i\

Interrbgative Word

Why

Which

W
e T
Iy
¥
%

Adapted from'Robinson and Rackstraw, 1972.

Possible Answers

Denial of

Restatement of questions

oddity

(i.e., "because..")

Appeal to
Appeal to
Appeal to

Appeal to
Explanation by analogy

regularity.
essence
authority

emotions and wishes

Categorization (i~e., '"It's a
case of guilt.")

Cause-effect explanations

Unique identification of the

preferred member of set

(2"

Lk

:

L om
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o . : . .
In develop1ng Morris' (1938) definition of pragmatics as the
relation of syntax and semantics - to behavior-in—response—to signs,

.

Lounsbury (1956) has_deflned situational and behavioral meéaningg of
a linguietic form. Situational meanings involve language as tresponses
to antecedent stimuli, whlle behavioral meanings point to language
as stimuli for further fesponsea.

While it would appear that queetioning could be discussed Within
any;of.the above frameuorks; the onlytfunction of language to be
treated thoroughly in pragmatice haa been the expression of true

statements (Morris, 1938; Reichenbach, 1947), or ideatibnal use

(Jakobson, 1960). Descriptions of other _uses of language have been

‘scattered and sketchy, but have tended toward some common points.

Malinowski (1923) depicted language,,for the pr1m1t1ve culture, -
as a mode of action rather than an instrument and/or communicator of
thought. The essential "primitive" useg of speech are.speech accom-

panying action, ritual handling of words, narration, and phatic com-
‘ ) : _

munication (speech to establish ties-of union)

V'

For Morris (1938), lingulstlc 31gns can be emplpyed to control

the behavior of one's self or of other users of the 31gns by the

v

Commands,kquestions, entreaties, and exhortations are this sort of

-

Slmllarly, Relchenbach (1947) defined the purpose of instru-

_ mental usage of language as 1nfluenc1ng the listener/reader for

certain purposes intended by the speaker/writer. Fotms of

l

instrumental usage depend on the initiator's goaf: 1) to inform

2
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the recipient (communicative usage); 2) to arcuse certain emotions
in recipient (suggésﬁive usage); 3) to induce performance of certain

o , . :
actions by recipient (promotive usage). .Questions would appear to

serve this last goal.

\
-

For Jakob;on (l960), a focus snbone of the six constitutive
factors of the speech event_(confext, addressér, addressee,‘cbntact;
code, meésage) produced one of the functions of laﬁguagé. He has
described the six correspondihg functions'asvthe reférential, emotive,

conative, phatic, metélingual,'and poetic. Jackobson also noted that

. '

he could not find verbal messages which fulfilled only one fuhction.x
Rather, it sgemed’to him thatbdifferent messages had differing hier;v
archies of funct'oﬁs.( It would appear that the hlerarchy for‘a .
<qgestiop5w6§ldtincl de at least theICOnatiVe (focus on ﬁhe §ddressée)gw
and referentiél (focus on the coﬁtext)kfungtions.

Several investigators have developed "applied" versions of the

rather abstract function lists given above. In the deécriptions

. .formulated for experimental studies, the functions which guéstions‘ .

may serve are clearer.
<

Soskin and John (1963).Esggmed that '"talk" serves the purposes

ofaabhieving,-maintaining; relleving, or avoiding certain psycholog=
ical states. A primary diétinction between the informational .and

relational functioﬁs of talk is

N

made. The informational function™

is to deliver objective statements about one's self or about one's

‘world. Relational talk consiiQS'of the range of verbal acts by which

E

: \ . . ‘
a speaker manages his interpersonal relations. When. the speaker's

Aintent is to effect an internal state change in the listener, the verbal
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o

- ' message structures the environment of the'listener SQ'that his re-
sponse to(his newly structured social enviromment results in tﬁe

. relation sought by the speaker. These relationalﬁmessages can be
1) éirective, in that'the message spécifies the behavior which wiilv

I . bring about the desired relation; or 25 inductive, in which the

message provides information which will induce the Iistener to N

LN

respond with the desired behavior.

; %ﬁx types of ‘verbal méssages haye been distinguished by Soskin

and John (1963). " The strUCtoﬁéideliyers inf ormational” statements,

PO

while the other five typesr-expressive, excogitative,ééignone,
metrone, and regone--serve relational purposes. Regones are regula-

tive statements which restrict, prescribe, or create opportunities

: - ) : * .
for action in specific areas for the listener. Regones include

forms such as -demands, prohibitiohé, invitations, permissions, and
[ T ; .
c L

requests. As a regone, a question is a relational message which is

directive: ‘the behavior which will bring about the desired relation
e ' LY ' : : )
is specified. . : .
A list of the functions of initiations of dyadic interactions
. - -

has been provided by Ervin-Tripp (1964). ‘The six functions served .

are 1) requests for good§, services or information; 2) requests for

. social responses; 3) offers of information or interpretation; .

4) expressive monologues; 5) routines (greetings);.and 6) avoidance !
F . . : o ~
conversations (water cooler talk is less aversive than work). x

o . . W
Questions would be §pcluded in category 1. However, verbal responses
- . "'\.,_/ N . . . . )

"~ which are syntactgpallyzquestions may serve the other functicns. ™ And

-

"v‘?,. . .
a question whose gajor purpose is to request information may simul-. -

- ‘r;i*.?ﬂ., .

>

7

-
g
.,
-

i o | .-
| ERIC -
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taneously meet other needs.
After reviewing available analyses of language functions (in-

cluding those discussed above), Robinson (1972) presented and defined

fourteen functions of language, identified_;be lingﬁistic forms typi- -

cally aséociated with each'fﬁnctibn, and gave a means of evaluating'fhe
effectivenéss.of a verbal respons:.ﬁsed for eaéh pur;ose. Table 4
summarizes Robinsoﬁ's‘(l922) presentation.

Category.lj, Inquiry, "is the behavior collbquially known as
questioning. its defined purposé is to acquire knowledge for the emitter.
TBe intérfoé&ti?e.sentenée is;}ts usual linéuistic form. Its fuﬁction
has been.fulfilled if the lisfenerfs,resbpnse fills the appropriate gap
in the speakef's knowledge. | | .

However, as Robinson (1972) has indicaﬁed,uinterrogative’seﬁtences
may meet‘the needs of categoriéé 4,77, 9, and 10. ,Thisvmultiplicity of
uses has been clarifiéd in Robiﬁson and Ragkstraw's Yl972)*1istingqu
ﬁﬁe functions oquuestions. <Quesgions may be used to 1) fgduée:ﬁncer—
tainty about the aétter explicitly feferred to in -the que;tion; 2) ’
obtain,goods‘and,services; 3)lobtain or retain attention; 4) test
;uthbrity; 5) register ﬁrotest; 65 e&oke embarrassment or other emo—
tional staﬁes; 7) prevent an uncomfortable silenge; or 8) strive merely
for effect (rhetorigj.

It may be‘uéefultat thié'pointvto present a summary (greétly
oversimp}ified) of the known segments 6f the adult cqmpétence model

for Wh questions. The adult may employ duestions for various affective-

social purposes_(ErVin;Triﬁb, 1964;‘Robinson!!?972; Robinson and

Rackstraw, 1972). However, the primary function for an adult question

.y




10.

11.

12,

13.

“Table 4 ‘

Functions of Language

Avoidance of worse activity
Conformity of norms
Aesthetics

, Encounter regulation
(greetings, etc.)

- Performatives

Regulation of self
(behavior, affect)

Regulaticn bf others
(behavior, affect)

‘Expression of affect
Marking of emitter

(emotional state,
personality, identity)

Role relationship marking:

a

Reference to non-linguistic world
Instruction

Inquiry

14. . Metalanguage functions .

Adaptéd from Robinson, 197?, pp. 50-51.

23
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’seems»to be epistemic ~=the filling in of a gap in"a‘framenork of knowledge

‘and Postal, 1964);'-These Noun Phrases conCerniperson; object, “location, -
. : ) 7 Q . q .

24 ;
fl v * l

B

'(Robinsqn, 1972; Robinson and Rackstraw, 1972). A syntactic form is

L.

employed which requests informatﬁon about missing Noun Phrases (Katz

-

. . . °

,time, reason, and manner. - ' _ : e,

. - N . . N

“ B . [
RPTIY S -

Wh Questions From and To Childfen ™ . o o

ki

- - ’ : ¢ -

*ow_té be considered are the pieces of evidence and suppositiqgps |
: - - : . B 5
. ot L . - . } 5 -
about the meaning and functions of Wh questions for children. It
‘ v hiLLY ‘

. e : ‘ : . A
should be stressed’ that. the findings-do not reflect developmental o
. : : : - ‘ v : » . :

»

|
1& . _ v, . ! . " . ‘ ; ;
trends in growth 'of meaning or function. Those conclusions wh%ch have * :
. . : . . ot .‘. . v} . . . N

been deriyed from empirical wdrk typically Have dealt with one age l

group. Relationships among the earlier,'bbserved and later periods,
if offered at all have not been grounded in experhnentation. T o o
I ( - N , . . N

Meanlng of child WH questlons. DUring the second and third years

of 11f\, questlons seek names of objects in Lhc 1mmeamate environment
.

(Cazd / 1970; Lewis, 1963 Plaget 1951) "Where questions indicate

that . the chlld's attentlon has been extended beyond the perceptually
present (Lewis;'1963). At this point, when questions arc scmctimes
agéwered“as if they were "where" questions (bazden, 1970 Clark, 1971). ’*3

- - . . . . e

. ) - ' , - L
+ This occurrénce has been cited as evidence that childrep acquire meaning .-,
. * . . Al S

sy e TR ]
4 _ T o K

. 'That is, "when'" has‘® _,
s

L

component by component’ (Clark, 1971;.°Clark, 197

B

the semantic component "locative" plus other .compdnents. Apparently,‘

the child first acquires that component of ipcatio
It is‘the‘"why" question, though, which has/gtirred»thebinterest

v A

. S | ’
of cognitive development researchers. 'Piaget, in particular, has v

\ . . ‘ . , ‘ . .

. - . . . N
- - .
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»

»

» theorized,about the functions of "why'" questions in young children

t

:§1951)L_M§§hhas borrowed Stern's term to designate the yearé from three
to seven or eight as '"the second questioning age.'" The earliest "whys'
are generally asked in connection with human actions, but they come to

’ ~ . f .
be-used for every purpose, to demand reasons for everything. "Whys"
— . 7 . - . o PR . . L
occur at about the same time as 1) the formation of two distinct planes
w . &

of reality (imégined versus geal); 2) the earliest lies, and beliefs -

about. the future; and 3) the appearance of the grammatical apparata

i

(cases,-tgnses; subordinating prepositions) for the beginning of for~"
mulated réasbning. Aécording‘to*?iaget (1951), when "whys'" first make

their‘appea:ance,'"alfeorganization of values takes place in the child's

-

_mind, which enables us to see more clearly the relations uniting the

different categories of questions" (p. 231).

Within Piaget's system (1951); the "why" questions of the child

. from three to.seven or eight years have been categarized.as'"whyS” of
1) (pxe)icasual exnlanation (in which the child is asking for final

. © » : .
 eauses and/or psychological motivation for naturaloevents);VZ) psypho—f

logicaﬁ/motivatioﬁ_(of human actions); and 3) justification (for cué—

Ty

‘uruleé).e.Piaget has described tﬁe source of all three

'éategories as "motivation," the search for an underlying intention. for
évery act or event, even for chance }happenings.
» According to Piaget (1951), at_poughly'tﬁe age of -three years

the child recognizes the discord between réality and his desires.

This discord is conceived by the child as an intentional resistance ~
L : sy

. by people and things. The eariiest "whys' seek the intention which

the child assumes to reside'in every act or event. From this search

v

Y . . . //'(; :
N . ISR

t l.
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for intentions arise two basic functions of thought: explicatory and

- implicatory. . The explicatory function is rooted in the child's desire .

to explain events, the im L}catory oﬁe is his tendency to justify

every event and to search)for connections between the presumed inten-

" tion of one act and that fof another deed.
Within the -explicatory function, psychoiogicai inténtionalism and
k ; v ; _ .

vphysical caﬁ§alityAare initially confused. Similarly, within the

.

implicatory fuﬁétion, psycholqgical and Iogical jusiification .are

originally undifferentiated. Gradually, the“functiqns differentiate
. _ ' )

.into 1) an explicatory function which seeks explanations of causality,

reality, time, and place; '2) a mirxed function which searches for

motivation of actions and justification of rules; 3) an implicatory

function which concerns names, clagsification, number, and logical
. .
relations.

£

.Piaget has applied the above categorization not odlytto ""why"'

questions, but to the earlier-appearing name and place questions (1951).

{,»ﬂ- * . R -
Initially, according ‘to Piaget, questions relate simply to names of
obﬁects and persons,-and to the flace which they occupy after they

1
1 R
1
I

;diéappeaf. " However, with growth of the explicatory function; place
'  questionsvcome to resemble those bf reality and histofy——searchés for

‘circumstances, conditions, and consequences of events. The aim of

name questions is mbdified by the development of the implicatory
- . i

functicn. Nanes are subjected to logical justificatign through

"childish etymologieé;” .

Isaacs (1930), while in agreement with Piaget on the importance

of "why'! yuestions for cognitive growth, felt that Piaget's categori-




' 27

zation did not adequately discriminate among types of "why" questions.
Isaacs'_most-encompassing classes are 1) affective and expressional

(exclanations in question form); 2) epistemic (true causal inquiry

.

which represents puzzlement produced by disparity between past

- I

experience and present event), 3) informational (demand for motives,

z

purposes, functions); 4) justificatory (demand for the grounds for

‘rules, statements, beiiefs). Each of these-types includes several

L4

-‘become part of .the developmentel competence model. ' /

4 o : -

"finer subcategories. - ' : ’ vk

7

The increasing cognitive complexity of Wh words implied by the

. above views has been the basis for ordering Wh words for scoring in

a clinical procedure, the Developmental Sentence Scoring, or DSS, for
estimating a child's-syntactic development (Lee and Canter, 1971).

Table 5 presents the DSS. levels of Eh'words. ﬁIt should -be noted that

- N +

if a preliminary report (Koenigsknecht and Lee, 1971; as reported in Ee

—

Leonard, 1972) that the ﬁéS ordering was accurate for productions of

‘ZQQ children is confirmed (Lee, in press), then the DSS levels could

/

4 - : /

° Functions of questions for children. Before reviewing the /

‘spurces on function§ of questions for children, it should be reit Z;ted

that the literature is greatly lacking’inaoffering empirical suppjort.

Lewis (1963) has discussed the functions of questions.pused to

o

and By the child. -The parent-child question—answer interchangeris

'singled out'as-perhaps the most powerfuIEneans of promoting the

N

~child's reference to what is present, absent; past, future. In

- 9 ’ . . R . ' L
support, Lewis has cited question-and answer games. such as "Where's

‘Da gone?" "School!" and "Where are you going?" "Bath!".

B
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Teooperation of others (mother plays along, and requires questions‘to

by its uses.- In that each utterance serves just one function, child

- (1969), is more complex, in that in addition to representational use, '

.Chlld makes it quite ‘obvious that this is what language is .for :

.(Halliday; 1969, pa.31) ﬁallidayls functional approach to languagev

' 28
" N - 7
For LeWis_(l963);vthe child's’questions.have elements of play, - S

imitation (child .asks in.the manner that -he has been Questioned),‘and‘

be stated). Early questions serve to explore the present situation
(naming) and absent things (lbcation)

According to Halliday - 09), language is def1ned for- the child -

language differs fundamentally from adult language (Halliday, 1973). L e B

Most adult utterances achieve several purposes at once (see discussion L
.:~ ’ R - ]
of adult pragmatlcs above,. However , many adults are aware of only : g

L

one function——the‘representational (expression of ptopositions). The ' y

, I : ) #
child's internal model of language functions, according to Halliday . !

child language includes five .other functibns: instrumental (means of o |
satisfying material needs), regulatory (control of behavior of: others),"
interactional (1nterchange between self and others), personal (aware—

N,
ness of language as a way”to express individuality), heuristic (1nves—’

ion of reality), and imaginative (creation of private world). . i
. . s I g [ . . - ’q

i

"where" questions have appeared in an explanation of the é

interactional function (Halliday, 1973). However, the "proper" ' S i

domain of questions is apparently ‘the heuristic functlon. " "Every - B

€

[exploring reality] by his habit of constantly asking questions'i ) o ]

development may be, bolstered when results on his longitudinal study

of the emergence of language functions from age nine co twenty—-four

<

~




Table 5 =,

Wh.Question Levels of the Developmental Sentence Scoring

1 _ﬁhb, what, what + noun S . ’ . »

What do you want?

Who is there? ;
What book are you reading? 1
E . . \.' o _ . . ’ i
) . o ». 2  where} how many, how much, what...do, : q
E . , what...for- ' o o o -
; Where is he? y SR
% How many do you want? ' -

How much do:you want? , o
: . . What are you doing? ' . ' : 4
. - What is a hammer for? . v . o j

3 when, how, how + adgectlye

Wheﬂ éhall I come? -7
How How do you_do it? o 8
How big.is it? ' ' o L

4 why, what if, how come, how about + geruﬂd ) . '

? - : ~ Why are you crying? ;
i : What if I won't do it? _ E : .
e _ o How come he is crying? T 8
i ' v . ’  How about coming with me?

"5 7 whose, which, which + noun

: .Whase car is that7
e . Which do “you want'
.Which book do you want7

’

Taken from Lee and Canter, 1971. o : . //
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months (in one child) have been published (referred to in Halliday,

1973).
Going-beyond early déveIOpment, Halliday (1969) has speculated
that some. children (those with-:a restricted language code) may not
_learn to operate with language in two functions crucial to sthol:

KR

the personal and ‘the heuristic.

Learning and:guestions
i_ As explication of the above, one.caniconsider Rohimsonpand
" Rackstraw's (l972) four:different‘ways that the‘question—answer
interchange is bas1ﬂ7to learning 1) in motivating children to ask -
questions of‘their environment; 2) in equipping children with skills
:' to,pose their questions in answerable form; 3) in equlpplng children

with skills to find answers  to thelr questions; and. 4) in enabling

children to assess the validity of their answers.

Y

i

oo

Since the school is one of ‘the ageincies most responsible for
b o N A 3

O .

this agency makes available in the way of questions to the child for
‘learning (Robinson and Rackstraw, 1972).

The classroom serves as a major linguistjic enviromment for

.y

normal and_retarded children: Studies conducted in regular class-
_rooms over.many years have consiétently reported an’extfemelyvhigh
frequency of teacher\questions (Barr, 1929; Fahey, l942§ Jayne, 1845;
Stevens, 1912; Susskind, 1969; Wrightstone, 1935). Resgearch On‘the
function of teacher questions has identified factual origecall |

questions as the most frequent type (Gall 1970; Susskind, 1969;

=
o
.

,aschild’s socialization, it would appear important to study what -

ol .‘ .

v

P
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'Ain‘spécial education that teachers should de-emphasize ques;ions

fuevidence that teachers of mentally rétgrdéﬂ children do ask a greater

‘ Minskoff, 1967). Additionally,_it was found that teachef questions -

,hés borne more on the situational stimuli fof, and the dualit§ of,

langudge behavior of adults (not teachers) and institutignalized

guage test. It was hypothesized that since it seemed likely that

low retardates would respondwmore often to binary questions, adults

% -
o, : w
N IR

Zimmerman énd’BerganQ.lé?l), while causal (undeflying process)

L

questions were infrequently used (Susskind, 1969). - *

Turnure and Thurlbw (1972) have mentioned an "unstated feeling"

other than those whichngguite‘recall,‘sinée even factual questions

mayvbe difficult_fdr children who lack verbal skills. Thérg is some

percentage of factual questiohs-(Fine, Allen and‘Mediene, 1968; -

- % 5

to a special class were frequently unanswered until the teacher '

directed a student to respond (Stuck and Wyne, 1971). : o

- There have been a few studies of the retarded child's linguistic

f

enviromment which“have gone beyond frequency counts. Such. research,

adult questioning.

Siegel (1963b) has reported on a.geries of studies:on the

Y

retarded chiidren and youth in interpersonél assemblies,

In a-ﬁreliﬁinar& study, Spradlin and'Rosenberg (1964) inves-

tigated junior college students' use of binary,(Yes-No or disjunctive
choice) and mu}ﬁipie;(greater range of acceptable responses) questions

in interviews with adolescént'institutionalized retardates. The

retardates were classified as having scored low-of high on a lan-

s S
would use more binatry questions with them than with high verbal

<




~themselves" (Siegel, 1963a).‘

R .. . - - . b‘ .
"respond (Siegel, 1963c). Hélf of the female college student subjects -~ Y

: 32

regégdateé.xYLOW‘VéfBa1~fet§rdates did elicit more,binarY'questions,
but not at é significaﬁtly different 1e§e1.
In a less structured situation ("play therapy'"), two adults did
L 4 . .
not sigﬁificaﬁtly differ in their questiansfto high versus 10& ’
vefbalizing retardates while encouraging Fhé children to "expfess

i ] .

r} .
el and Harkins (1963) qomparéd the verbal responses of male

Sieg
college sgudents‘tbﬂinsﬁitutionalized high and low verbal retardates -

in two situations: 1) An unstructured five minutes when the adult

.
pa

was lgft alone with the child; 2) a structured five minutes'when the
édult’was-ﬁo instruct the child on the asseﬁbling of a form board.

There were no sighificagt differences in frequency of questions to

low and high verbal retardates. Significantly fewer questions were

asked in the structured conditiom.
Lastly, Siegel (19635) stﬁdied the effect of instruction on
the verbal behavior of adults in obtaining information from inst»‘-

tiohalized retardates (again categoriied by high and low verbal

ability). Siegel hypothesized that the addlt resorts to interroga-

tion when required to obtain information without benefit .of instruc-

tions. The adult barrages the child with questions, changes the

subject often, and provides little opportunity for the child to

wéfe in the "no instruction" condigion. The.others were instfucted
in "eclinical"” use of silence, verbal play,.the reinforéement offthc ' .
child's verbaliéations to elicit infofmatian., All of the adult subjects
then wofked individually.with‘bomh high and low verbal retarded

/ ' y Lo
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- ‘adolescent girls. "No instruction" adults used significantly more
questions, and asked sipnificantly more questions of low verbal
retardates. Interestingly, response measures of the retardates in

E‘L . the two conditinns did not d1ffer significantly.

The above studies pioneered the study of’ characteristics of

ko the retagdate spcommunication events. However, left unaddressed were
- C : : L]
. . the topics of 1) the parameters of prolonged verbal exchanges between

-
- >

retardates and familiar adults (teachers), and 2) the linguistic com-

-
plexity'of the parties' utterances.
- @
Hur ley (*/67 a,b) has conducted prellmlnary work in 11ngu1st1c

analysis of’verbal 1nteraction in. spec1a1 classes for the educable

. ! -
j ’ mentally retarded (EMR) He has suggested that'the-teacher may use

a lingu1stic code which is structurally too complex for the ch11dren.

L A linguistic coding system was devised which could be used for both '

the teacher and children's'utterances (Hurley, 1967a).

To date,'itsvuse with only two EMR classes has been reported
. . AY

- (Hurley 1967a,b). The twef teachers had an average of 3.5 years of

% _ teaching experience; the childrem had a mean chronological age (CA)

of 9.75 years and a mean IQ of 63. -

‘+he coding system yielded a Sentence Complex1ty Score (SCSB
a Length'and Cqmplexity Index (LCI), and a content.analysis of the
teachers and children's verbal productions. The SCS is computed from

fourvpart—scores. Points are given for a) Noun Phrase, b) Verb

i . . ) .

3 ° b T :

, Phrase, c) additional words in the sentence, and d) type of sentence
P Co S ‘ . S »

t . (simpie, simple with phrase, elaborated simple,lcompound and complex,

-—

F ) o eiaborated compound complex) .




' plexity are significant predictors of language:developmeﬁt for
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'

N
The LCI is obtained by summing a, b and ¢ above. Hurley (1967a)

claimed'that'LCI, mean length of response (MLR), and structural com-

¥

children from ages 2; 6 to twelve years. ,

Hess and Shipman's (1965) system was utiliéed for the content

7

analysis. Verpal communications were categorized by purﬁoae:
. B 1 :

structuring, response requesting, reacting., Structuring ul:terances’

!

motivéte, orient, or inform the child. Requests can require action

-

I3

or verbal reply from the listener. Reactions cén be positivély or

negatively reinforcing of a previous statement, or heutral in tone.

From the results, Hurle& (1967a) has concluded that the téachers’

reserved their more complex sentences for structuring.  Howevér, very

often the children did not need. to attend to, or understand these

- . .

structuring sentences in order to answer questiogs.' That is, while
o .

o s S
the teachers used relatively uncomplicated sentences throughout their

* teaching, their questions were even less complex. The frequeéency with

which the teachers rewofded théir.questions was also noted, Hurléy's
use of tapescripts did not'gllow détermination of whether.the re~
statements WefeAdue to abs¢nce of stﬁdent resp;nse. Howevgf, Hufiey
(196Za) has reported a subjective impressionAof increasing simplicity

-

in SQFCessive rewdrd%ngs.
6ne deficit of th&Hurley stéﬁy is lack of inforﬁagion on the
%inguistic/codes of teachers and children.in regular classrooms. -It
would seem tﬁat experimental comparison of regular and special class

lingdistic enviroments is a necessity befqrgideSCribing the special

class as .a deficient linguiétic environment (Hurley, 1967a,b). Such
o . |
| A

s

3
i
|
!
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a comparison would also be useful in formulating experimental

h&potﬁeses about which linguistic structures (including ques'tions)

are effective in furthering cognitive growth. A comparative study

of the teacher linguistic enviromments in regular and special classes
. .

is‘now'being'conducted by the Research, Development and Demonstration
Center‘in Education of Handicapped Children at the Uniuersiry of
Minnesota._‘ |
Seill remaining is the'nroblem ofllack of infbxmatipn’about
2 whlch llngulstlc structures, partlcularly which questions, are

~ ’

: ) effective for chlldren (Gall 1970; Turnure and Thurlow 1972).

| : Gall's (1970) suggestions for efficacy research havelincluded 1)
lﬁniting the task to identification of effective question types for

» a specific Curriculum and classroem setting; 2) defermining the
utility of sequential questions. |

oon

A series of studies, in line with the first suggestion’, have

-

concentrated-on'the effectiveness of,interrogative structures in

fac111tating pa1red-assoc1ate (PA) elaborational learnlng in grade

-

school age EMR chlldren (Thurlow«and Turnure, 19725 Turnure, Bulum
. . and Thurlow, 1974; Turnure and Thurlow, 1972). e
- B ¢ o . '
_ ’ . ¢
"Thurlow and Turnure (1972) compared the‘effectiveness of

. declarative and interrogative sentence—forms in orally presented

elaborations designed to enhance the PA learnlng of EMR children.

Error ana1y31s 1nd1cated that the EMR children did
worse with the interrogative sentence elaborations
declarative sentences. The study's design did not

. this result was due to an actual difference in the
: e t _ ;

significantly
than with the
indicate whether

EMR child's
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© an interrogative elaboration was manipulated by Buium and Turnure -
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( |
processing of interrogative and declarative forms, or to experimental *

>

.d1fficu}ties‘in constructing“the interrogative»elaborations.
A follow=up study with normal and EﬁR subjects (Tuanfe & Thurlow,
1972) investigated the effects of oral presentation_of deéiarative N
and interrogative (Yes-No and Why) forms ‘in the two elaboration’
structures of sentenees and pafagfaphsl(two sentences). fInterfogative
formulations were generally less effective for the EMR SubJectS, par-
' 1eularly when material presented in the qnestion sentence was not
expanded or clarified w1thin an additional declarative sentence (sen—

tence}verSus paragraph). . &

The variable of listening versus listening,plus responding to

N .

(1974). Listening did produce a higher recall score than such .con- ‘
ditions“as hearing a labeling of the pair members or attempting to
generate a sentence about-the members. However, the performanbe of

the children in listening to'interrogatives was pobrer than that of

subjeetsﬂwhq,listened and responded to interrogatives. Responding

to "What' and 'why" interrogatives produced much higher correct

response.means than responding to Yes-No questions.

e

) ‘The ranking pf conditions (aeeording.to correct response

-

scores} and production of superior recall by hWhat" and’"Why" re-
sponding were replicated”in a study including retarded and normal

MA matched cdmpanion groups (Turnure, Buium'& Thurlow, 1974). There
were no significant differenees in the popuiation samples' correct

-

recall scores in any. of the six conditions of this study.




'~ In the discussion of the reduced effectiveness of the oral
pfesentation»of-intérrogatives in facilitating EMR children's PA- -

learning'(Turnure_and Thur.low, 1972), it was hypothesized that

retarded children may persist in using a primiéive_ferm of the

o

- interrogative longer than normal children (for whom the mature in-

¢

- terrogative form did operate effectively as an elaboration). It was

©
-

sugéested that proloﬂged,naéuralisqic and-sYsEEbatic experimental

work that focused on langaage‘development of EMR (and bresumabl?
‘also trainable mentally retarded) children was needed. Specifically,
.invesﬁigétioné could reveal the type of interrogatives and the

sequence of their development in retarded children. " The hypothesis

that elaborations éonstructed of grammatical structures active in

the child's own language are effective could then be tested. i '
. . ‘ ¥,
The extent of semantic integration of the paired associates
has been used to exblaiﬁ the comparatively greater_efficacy of T e

~
-

"“Tisqgrning and responding over simply listening to an interrogative

. (Buium and Turnure, 1974). This explanatory principle ddes not
apééafvto negate the need for studies of duestionideVelopment,in
retarded children. If it is the necessity of formuiating a vétggi.
resﬁonse to a "Why" or "What" question which iﬁduces'the child’éo
semantically intégrate the pairéd assoclates, then this integrgtion
is Aependent on the child's comprehending that 1) a question re-

§ ~ quiring an answer has Been.asked,'and furtﬁermofe, é) thé particuiar‘>

kind of questioﬁbasked requirgs a ceftainukind ofurespsnée. It . _

would appear .that investigating the development of comprehension of

questions and production of answers could delimit the usefulness of

-

-




1s considered. . 4 . C o e .

T"“

had developed. This type of language 1ncludedasyntaokical questlons“
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certain interrogative elaborations. l : )
,".‘ j '1 . . \‘ A' . .‘- . ] ‘ .
Wh Questions in Early Language‘Development
The contribution of this paper to that investlgatlon involves o

retarded children s comprehension of Wh questions when their produc—

.
a‘* ”

“tion has gust.begun. Also entailed is comparison of bhe.results with

v . <

the early Eﬁ question'cbmprehension and production . of normal children.

In effect, this.is a comparison of outputs. Beéfore examining those .

> . -
. « . e - . (VS
outputs, a ma;on,sourcepof input-~the maternal linguistic enviromment—-

gpestions in the;parentalrlinguistic enviroment. Parental.

-t ¢
,——\a -

language to young chlldren has been a neglected sectqr,of cuﬂgent : » o
* . A » .

lresearch in langLage development. Berko Gleason (l973)*has presented

.

~ some observational data on parental-and cirild language in f1ve : ®

families whichreach had assix—seven-year old, a f0ur~five year old(
at oX ,

? . . .

" and a less’than three.year«old chili. Adnltflanguagé,to infants had v

. - ’ " . N ) " . - .
features such as raised frequency of\voice, simple short sentences -

L} ¢ *
: ¢ M . ~ -

with concrete nouns, end&®rments; and \expansions of the child's R
. - R v : ) . .4
_utterances. With preschoolers, adults continued’ the use of endear- ' .
. .. Y
'ments, but dropped the expans1ons. A "language of socialization" 4 —

I

s

which were actuallyrimperatives, and sequences of questions which

supply the entire context ("What.d{d you do today?". "Did'you paint?").‘ﬁ

The child has duly to ansWer;yes or\no. It was hypothesized that

this’ kind of, questioning teaches the\shild how .to make a conversation )
and what kind of responseSJare expected of him in a conversation.

—
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of gaining and holding the child's attention.

39

s -

Horner and Gussow (1972) analyzed the verbal interactions of two :

lower class black fhree year olds'and their mothers in‘the'Skinperian

terms of tacts end mands (Skinner, 1957). Questions typically func-

tion as mands. For‘eqh molhers,.ﬁhnds most often served as requests

for the child to move. The next highest percentage was held by mands
for information.. However, it was noted that while mands for informa- .

’

tion were usqally in question form, their function appeared .to be that

Kobashigawa,‘as cited in Ervin-Tripp (1970), has described
adult speech to children as "rich in questions.

of questions has been remarked as suggestive of prodding for feedback. e

This high percehtage

Such pr3dding could aid children in discriminating questions from

other utterances. It has been hypothesized - that adult repetitien

incr.-ases when inappropriate or non-responses occur (Ervin-Tripp,

-

.

1970). N ‘ : N ST
"ihat is that" gr "What's that" were identified by Brown (1968) .

“.as the most frequent quéstions of the mothers of the three children

in the Harvard longitudinal language development study. It W?SQ

also reported that the occasional question form (''You want what?")

‘e

was used much more frequently by the mothers of the tw0\ch11d*en

whose grammatlcal understandlng developed more rapldly. Howe@ér,

™
. R

this finding was confounded by these two mchers greater use of -
language to thelr children in general .

-~
.

An experlmental study of the maternal 11ngu1st1c environments

of twenty—four month 0ld 'normal and Down's Syndrome children has

been conducted‘(Buium‘add Rynders, 1973). Information was thained

» . ' ’ v




-in play’and "teaching to set a.table" situations) The maternal

mean length of sentences, word rate per minute, mean length- of verbal

“sentences,'imﬁErative sentences, and single word responses. And,

questions By Wh levels was the same in two of the three settings.
H . - . .

on systematic characteristics of the mother's_language to her child

‘utterances were analyzed in terms of 21 lingyistic parameters which’

included 1) grammatical features (DSS)s, 2) frequency of certgin sen- -

tential structures, 3) Vocabulary (Type Token Ratlo or TTR), and

v

4) productlvity (total words, total Verbal response, total sentences,
S

response, or MLR). It was reported that mothers produced many of the
syntactical structures that other investigators (Bloom, 1970; Brown,

l96u, Cazden, 1968 Klima and Bellugl, 1966; Miller and Erv1n, 1964)

have found to emerge earlJer than others in the child's language. For

-

the DSS parameters, most of the - mothers' syntactlcal structures fell

within the first two developmental levels.

There were differences in the frequency of occurrence of some .
lingnistic parameters for the two groups. The Down's Syndrome
children heard a higher number of sentences, yet a lower mean length

of sentence; a higher number of verbal Lesponses. vet a lower MLR.

t

They Were'exposed to a higher‘frequency‘of grammatically incomplete

they listened to a lower fréquency of indefinite pronouns, conjunc-—

tions, and Wh questions*‘ : .

-
Y

Wlth regard to the Wh questio"_, it should be pointed out that
. o .
although Down's Syndrome children heard fewer questions than.

normals in all situations, the relative distribution of -those

¢

. M 3 N
A . .
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Whether or not an overall decrease in frequency cdupIed with the
normal hierarchicalfdistribution of Wh questions of mothere'is

related to deviant develapmeht of interrogative comprehension and

production in Down's Syndrome children becomes an interesting

v

‘question.
Child interrogative development. Deviant language development

implies comparlson with a standard of normality, ‘so the frndzjfgﬁgn

no}mal interrogatlve development are rev1eWed here. Researc on ‘normal

children's Stage 1 (as defined by Brown, 1973: Mean Length of
: &4
Utterance oxr MLU 1.01 to -2.01 morphekes) productlon of Wh questlons
- . : 1 -
K . is clted,flrst.x Then the fewer §tudies on Stage I children's com-

‘prehension of Wh qUestions*aré*discussed. Finally, the available

B
.

research on mentally retarded children's early language, ﬁérticulariy

questions, iS'presented for comparison with the findings on normal

o
-

development. Tt is reiterated that the review has been generally

restricted to findings oh_the Stage I language child,:that is, the

-

‘chiid.within the -first period of multiword ufterances. - Such a

~ : ‘ - .
constraint permitd focusing on whether or not dev1at10ns appear in
the early language of the mentally retarded

g g - In an early,~cross—sectionaL study of 219 children's questions

(Smith, 1933), age (CA 18 to 72 months) rather than MLU was used to

~ ]

categorize a child's status. Thus, locating Stage I .children's -
results precisely hes ﬁotcbeen possible.5 However, if the general

relation of'increasing MLU and'ageriqtgept in mind, the recorded age

trends have some value. In the‘chiidren's texts, the percentage of

sentences which were questions increased from 8% at two years to

“3
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197% at five years. Only 49, of the two-year-old SubJects asked ques—

tions, but at'age>three years, 83% of the sample did The percentages

“for the four and five year olds were 93 and 957%, respect1ve1y. Interro—

gative (Wh) words were‘used, overall, to introduce 36%:0f the questions.

The»age'trend here was for a decrease in usage of Eh_words: ,Eh_words‘

«

P . : . -

introduced 49% of the two—year-old subjects’ questibns; but only 377 of

,the subjects five—year—old subJects questions.

~

i T ) Valldatlon of Lee and Canfgghg“Tﬂ9W1Q hypothesis of increa31ng
P . : .
semantic complexity Wh 1eve1s3§annot ‘be ‘done with Smith's description )

. of specific Wh word!use by’age (1933). Several different types (by

Lee. and Canter's system\ of questions have been subsumed under the '

basic Wh word (specifically, "how" and "who" "whose'-"which"). Table

6 presents Smith's (1933) data on age trends in use of partioular Wh

‘words. Beside each Wh word, in parentheses, is (are) the Lee and

Canter (1971) 1eve1(s) at which questions with that word are found

Leaving aside the basically insoluble case of the "how" and "who" ° ﬂ

categories, it can be seen that the only obvious discrepancy is the - -

earlier and greater frequency of occurrence of "why" than "when."

Flnally, it appears that the two and three year olds, the most 11ke1y
|
‘candldates for Stage I language, devoted most of the1r guestions to

e . . ’

inqu1ries about place, action or name,

More -recent studies of child language have used the iongitudinal

. rather than cross—sectional method (Bloom, 1970; Bowerman,~1973a;

" Brown, 1973; Brown and Bellugi, 1964; Brown, Cazden and Bellugi,

19691'Miiler and Ervin, 1964). The utterances of one child or a -

fewwchildren are systematically collected "over a period of months
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e Table 6 | . _
;’
: Age Trends in Percentage of Questions Introduced by Wh Words
‘ L /
L ad . / . . -
. SN ’ : ;T
n. . a‘( ) . \t . - : //“
o * ' Percentage at age (in years)
* < . . ) R / ~
v Wh Word 2 3 4 . 5
. What (1, 2, 3)2 200 21 177 1
oo : ’ - o IR D _
C Where (2) v 26 .20 9 7
O How (2, 3, &) . o 11 4 9
é y My @ - T 1 <I//,' 3 .- 6
g ' e B ‘ & : ' T
\ Who-whose-which | . 1 3 3 2
1, 5
“ When (3) - o 0 2 .6 .8
. ’ PR /
What for (2) . 0 1 1 2 .
1Percentages sum.to percentage of a11 questions. which
were introduced by Wh words at that age. .
5f“ . L Z2Number (s) in parentheses refer (g) to Lee and Canter, . -
&ew _ (1971) Wh level(s) at which word is. found. . ;
i a
i. o
o | . : i
: Adapted from Smith, 1933. |
: ; ror
% | “
1 g
g . u
i <
k2 % 1
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‘or years. | In the early studies (Brown and Bellugi, 1964; Brown et .al.

1969; Miller and Ervin, 1964), analysis was done through the writing

‘of transformational grammars to approximately what the child appeared

"to know about the syntactica1~ru1es of his language.' However, later

[
P, .

research (Blpom,mi§50; Bowerman; 1973a) hasvconcentrated‘on the .se-

" mantic attributes, rather than syntactical structures, of the child's

utterances. ‘This approach has focused on semantic relational con-
cepts such as "agent-action," which have ‘been found in. the child's
. " ’ w/ X . .

language. It has been.persuasively argued that there is a better
fit of theor& to data when the Semantic’attributes&stance is taken
(Bloom, 1970; Bowerman, 1973a; Schlesinger,.1971).’ However, since
thesé arguments are not, integral to this review, the interested

)

reader is referred to the above studies.
Both syntacticaliy and semantically oriented investigations T

have treated interrogative development; However, particularly for

J

# .
Stage I analyses, question production (both Yes-No and Wh) is acknowl-

4

edged, deséribed, exemplified, and then dropped. . It certainly is
not the most prominent feature of the period. Aocording to Brown

.11973), semantic relations dominate this stage, but the germ" of

the interrogative modality is present. "Information requests
= r

resembling“Wh questions" is listed as a typerof construction in

late (MLU 1 68 to 2.06 morphgmes) State I English

The most extensive report on inter:ogative development has

been Bellugi's description of interrogative .syntaCtical structures

(Bellugi, 1965; Klima and Bellugi, 1966). Grammars were written

for the interrogative sentences of the three children (Adam, Eve,




PR Sarah) whose language development was followed by the Harvard research
group. At the beginning of Bellugi's Stage 1, the children's MLU's:
ranged from 1.8 to é;d.mofpheﬁgé'(thus‘within‘Brown's late Stage I).

o : Their stagg of language development was similar, but their CA's w

varied (18, 26, 27 months).

@]

The children had means for expressing declarative, negative,
imper§tive, and interrogatiQe'senténce fﬁﬁctionst Their Wh questions
were described as a few réutines with little varihtiontacross the
tﬂree‘childyen. The'mosg common, ques{ions were someffbrm of "What'sv
%v ' that?" and 'Wﬁere Noun ?hraée (go?h ( he parenthesis déhoEing an |
. . : ‘o : o .
optional constituent), and "Whét Noun Phrase doing?" (Bellggi5'1965).' -

'

In the 1ater‘stages, thé Eh_word use is shown to changevfrom this

R | routine to é questibn introdpcer toda igﬁ&acement fdrbthe missing

- ‘ constituent in the sentence (adult form). Also, the developmental
appearance of erfain trangformaiional rules is'éep%cted (Bellugi, 1965).

However , these later stages are not presented here. Rather, attention

s © 'is turned to other studies' evidence on Stage I interrogatives in °

.English and other languagé iegrning children.

Language texts on five children (CA 1 year; 9 months to 2; 5
at the béginning of the study) were céllecfed by Miller and ErVinx
(Er%in—Tripp, 1970; Miller énd FrQin, 1964). ﬁsing the total dif-

ferent two-word combinations reported by Miller and Ervin (1964),

Brow; (1973) has 8uggested that two children of their project, Chrispy
and Susan, could be ordered developmentally between some other studies' -
subjectls ﬁho had MLY's of 1.19 and 1.32 morphemes.. However, Brown v » »

(1973) of fered no method for ascertaining actual or estimated

Q ' ‘ ‘%EJ
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MLU's for the other three children of the Miller and“Ervin:nrgﬁect..
. g - T Y
"What" and "where'" questions were used by all the children. - For

the youngest child studied, Susany”"what""questions were a late
F

] development in the period 1; 9 to’2 0. During the pftiod from 2; 0 to

2;3, another subject, Christy,'used "where" ten t1mes with Noun

Phrases and once with a verb. "What'" eccurred once with a member of

a class of introducers ("this," "thisa," "that"). Christy also appeared

to have a numberof memorized sentences, i.e., "Where are the shoe?"
(Miller andjErvin; 1964). The prehable grammatical rules for one
child's "what" questions have been described by Miller (1973) as:

1) What-sentence what + ('s) + Noun Phrase
: + (Verb Phrase) .

2) Verb Phrase Verb + (ing) + (Noun Phrase N
or Preposition + Noun Phrase).

It was further stated that all five children had some such rules for .

both "what" and "where" questions, although the rules varied slightly

/for each child. Fof instance, 16 of Donnie's 250 sentences at 2;2 '

followed a rule which produced "what's that?" and "what's this?".

|

His rule for "where" qnestibns appeared to be:

where ('s) (go) (a or the) (big) (Noun) Nounb
(Ervin, 1964).

A

Little mention vas made of  interrogatives
. | . o
in Bloom's (1970) semantic relational analysis of thﬁﬁe children's e
early utterances. However, Kathryn I's (MLU 1.32 morphemes) produé—v

tion "Where_fhe spider" was classified\as an unanalyzed "stereotyped"

+ sentence,

The following studies of early interrogatives in languages

L)
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other than English dre not strictly comparable to the English language

ones. Most prominently, MLU's generally were not calculated by the

. . | 1.
researchers. Some of the studies were conducted before use of the -

MLU became comﬁon.practice. Brown -(1973) has discﬁssed,the'difficult— i

jes recent investigations have encountered in computing MLU's for .
other languages. . However, it would seem that the studies do pertain

to Stage I. The questions have Been-dépicted as the "earliest!" and

the coﬁtempOIaneous non—interrogativé utterances appear to fit Stage
I»descriptidns. A second flaw in the Summéries a?ailable to the
author is fhe occasionai-laqk of background information (child's age,
fgmiiy_status, length qf study) which has usually been included.in‘
ﬁhe English language studies. .Howéver, the actdal data begr great
similarity Ea;;gsg from.English~spfaki§g children.

One month's utterances of a child (CA 28 mpnths) raised in a
Standard Mandarin Chinese environment have been analyzed (Cﬁao, 1973).
‘"What is this?ﬁ ‘"Wheré is——=7" and "Who is ---?" were listed as the
most common questions, with "what" in attributive position (fwﬁat
gsort of...") given as a recént acquisition. ''Where is---?" was
described as being as much a éommand to.look for somethiﬁg as a
question about location; i |

Instances of early Wh questions from Finnish children have been

cited by Bowerman (1973a) At MLU 1.81 morphemes, one - subject had
the "where" inEgrrogative (wh-locative plus a Noun Phrase or Verb).
Another child had the "where Noun?"‘é;ructure at MLU 1.83 morphemes.
Within a feQ wéeks,'"What here?" or "What there?" was used by both

children ("What is here?" was to Finnish mothers as "What's this?"

#




child, Gullaume; (1973b) has stated that "What is that?" did not

ment of a Garo (a Tibet-Burm;n\{anguage) and English—speaking Chlld

(Burling, 1973). At age 1;10 the phrase '"Where's Paul?" was used

and asking "wats dis" was established equally well in Garo and

\ ‘ - 48
was to.American morhers).

Remarking on the first stages of questioning for a French

becolme a "mania™ until age 22 months. For another child (CA 22
months, 7 days), "where" questions were first asked without -the
"where" (Guillaume, 1973a).

Lastly, information~ha@ been preeented on the lenguage develop~

s

This,phrase appeared to be memorized. By 2;9, pointing to an object

English. |
In summary, it would seem that "unassimilated," “stereotyped,“ . |
or routinized yersions of a fewvﬂh-interrogatives are produced by ' i
normal children, learning varioue languages, in an early'two;word %
utterance period. From inspection of the child s Yes- No questions
(which lack the adult inversion of Noun ﬁ%rase and Verb) and the ) . »%
absence of structurally.close variants of the child's Wh questions ' . }
(for example, "What's that"—-"What are those'), it has been inferred
that the child does not comprehend the structure (syntactical rules)
of adult Wh questions (Bellugi 1965 Brown and ﬂanlon, 1970). : "b %
._According to Brown and Hanlon (1970), a relation between . o
perenrel frequency and order.of‘emergence of forms in childklanguage

is exemplified by these Wh routines. It seems that any form pro-

duced with a very high frequency by the parents 1s somehow represented

in the child's performance. Even if the forn's structure 1is beyond



"of the circumstances in which it is used. o

- and Hanlon, 1970), then the child's compréhension of adult jﬂlzﬂgn—

structions should be of interest. If the child's Wh questions are o

However, it may be, alternatively, that the childfs coﬁprehenéion

questions has been rare. A major difficulty‘has been the devising

the child's gfasp, he forms a Version of the ‘structure, and an idea

-

If early Wh constructions are '"unassimilated fragments'" (Brown *

-

strictly memorized rbUtines, employed in'rough approximation to o
appropriate situations, then the éhild's comprehension °f,Eh

questions should be iow, cqnfiﬁed to types similar to his own. - - ,

rules have advénced beyond his ﬁroduction rules. The latter has
béen found true for older childreﬁ with regard to ot?er grammatical
coh;tructiéns (Fraser, BellUgi and Brown, 1963). T

Unfor tunately, reséarch on children's éomprehensioﬁ of -Wh
of adequate indices of comprehension. Witﬁybne excepgion (Ervin—n
Tripp, 1970), the information én’comprehens%on has bee; egtracted
from mother-child question—énswer seqqénqes in the various longi-
tudinal studies. |

During Bellugi;s Sta e 1 for ipterrogation (1965), Adam, Eve,
and Sar@hvqUitevconsistently'responsed to "who" and "what" questions
with some sort of Noun Phrase (Brown etlal., 1969). Howevex, while
"What Noun Phgaée doing?" questions were being produced, the chil-

+

dren were generaily not responding, of\responding inappropriately

to such questions (Bellugi, 1965; Klima and Bellugi, 1966). A -

"Who is——-?7" "Where is-~-?" and "What is---?" were given as

questions asked and understood by the 28-month-old Chinese-speaking ' é

14
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child. The form "What's that?" was understood, but not producéﬁ

(Chao, 1973).

-~

“ Ihe Finnish chiidren studied by Bowerman (1973a) understood

> "what" questions before préducing them (at the same time, "where"
© ) . .

<

questions were being produced). However, after "what" questions

were produced, "What Verb Phrase?" questioﬁs were not responded to,

O% Were answered inapprop;iately (Bowerman, 1973b, "has specificdllyA

con;;cted‘fﬁts\matter with the Harvard groﬁ;'s findings on "Whaé‘ T

...doingé" quesfions for English-speaking éﬂildren)L o |
Guillatme (1973a) diécussed only one inStance'of.EEuneétibn

comprehensldh. By 16 months, 26 days, one child "cléafly" under stood

"whose'" questions. His replies gave someone's name.

s
1

quogmation\on some American Stage-I children's responses to

~a few Wh questions has been reported in Wetstone and,Friedianaer's

(1973) experimental study of Qord order effect in*" questions and commands.

There were no frequency differénces in the "holophrastic" subjects'

»”

(mean MLU 1.75 morphemes) relevant-respanes to questions with

normal, misplaced, and scrambled word orders ("Where 1s the truck?'y

~

."Where the is truck?", ands"Truck the where 1s?" respectiveiy). The
Wh words employed were "where" and "whose." It was suggested that

. -
youhg children's comprehension is confined to recognition of familiar
words and concrete relationships between those worés which can be .

translatéd in terms of immediate reality| - This hypothesis appears
similar to Brown and Hanlon's explangfio '(1970)hof the StégevI

child's use of Wh routiges (see discussion above).
— ¢ i ;




Longitudinal text collection and experimental testing of Wh
: . x

question comprehension'have been reported by Ervin—Tripp'(l970)

[

From the initial texts for f1ve children (see discussion of produc—

: _tlon data above for CA and MLU), the following comprehen31on data

~

wete noted: All five children had‘mastered the'nominal,"non—aniaate
marker for'"what," and the locative feature ef "where." Four subjects
~had "anlmate" as a,feature of responses to "who." lt was also
reported'that four of the,ghildreﬁﬁeontfolled the possessive; animate
Noun Phrase markjng for "whose'" by age 2;3. N

Two cases of children's replies to speeific Wh questions pefore

productive use, of those questions were examined. In each case, tLle
stgucture of the reply was compared with that of a control utterance.
Control sentences were selected by designating a lexical "center"

of the answer, and locating in the text a contemporaneous free
<

utterance, with that word, which was neither a reply, an 1m1tat10n,-
"nor part of a build-up sequence by the child
Carol's (CA 2;6) utterances to "who'' questions were’Shggter

~and simpler than those in free speech. Her answers included

sentences more appropriate to ''what," "where," and "dﬁatt..do"
questions., Her animate Noun Phrase replies were simpler than
. .

occurred in free-speech, or in replies to "What...do" questions.

Laura (CA 2:;7) appeafed not to discriminate 'what...do

questions from "where' questions;  her ahswers to the former were
locative.

A large group study involved monthly testing of 24 children

who were from 2;6 to 3;1 at the beginﬁing of the project. The

05




?
testing ended when the children were of ag%s 3; 3 to'4;2. MLU's were

.

not. calculated for these children, and since longitudinal texts were

-

o not collected, one cannot use total number of utterances to place

e this group as Brown €1973) did wﬂth two of the small group children.

v B

However, since sthe children of the small group appear to have been

included in the larger group, it would seem that some of the early -

-

£
repliés would pertain to Stage-I comprehensidn;

IEN

Each child was asked 30 Wh questions about scenes in a picture

book. There were two forms of the tests Obyiously, not all-Wh

Y

guestibn types were tested, nor was any Eh_questidn type tested
, extensively. However, some trends are suggested by the obtained”.
responses. ‘ _:;, T .
Tgere were four "who" duéstions‘asked: Aﬁwohhwho"-subject

and two "'who''-object. The group‘had the animate marker for 'who'

from the beginning; At 3 l, one~fourth of the group—gave the object

- in response to a tho -subject question. By 3 9, th1s-error had

° v

disappeared "Who"—object questdons received appropr1ate answers

(if answered at all) by 3;0. However, after 3;0, there Was an
; y

upsurge in errors ("who"-subject responses) to a_high point at . -
3f§.A Several plausible explanations of this last finding have been

et

offered by Erv1n—Tr1pp (1970), bué)unequivocal support for any one

s

..was not found in the data. ‘ -

-

‘The one "where...from" question elicited cotrect responses
from many children at the beginning of testilg. ‘Another common

lu:

response?.though, was to ignore” the !from.'
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‘r " Four "when" questions were asked. During the early months, N
B o two of the questlons (which had to do’ with eatlng) were answered

-~

with nominals (food), thq other two’ questions were locatives. This

latter f1nd1ng matches that of Clark (1971). The nominalrand
K [ 34 S '

. o locat1ve responses outnumbered remporal replies until 3; O Then

. % w "causal" explanations (see ! kﬂuﬂ'questions below) competed with the

. - B
. . .

. ‘ appropriate responses through 3;6.‘ Temporal replies seemed to be

)

of three k}ndsﬂ There wére apparently rote-learned, semantically
’ . . @ LA

’

irrelevant responées,'i.e., fone_o'clock" as a fixed reply. Othef
. 4 N ’ b
replies-involved‘single adGers ("'soon") or clauses. kdverb—using
thildren had previously given brief (one to three words) inappropriate °
. . & . . )
’responses. The'clause;using subjects had averaged more than three .
< ' : ' . . . ‘ .
words per mnon-temporal response. Additionally, the clause-using
- . Y L - » ’ .
children ‘began giving appropriate repligs at a youngﬁﬁ-(median) age.
Response types to the four "how'" questions oouldobe“descrihed"
as sequential.. At first, locetive replies were common. Then |
® . noominals adyanced_untilﬂa peakiatw3;l. The»"causal”:explanations
(see'”why” questions beliow) then competed'with the appropriate
. responses. At 3;67the$;wo'types were equal in frequency. Appro;
~ priate answers could take various grammatical_forms in adult
responses: fullbclauses? prepositional phrases; or gerundformsf‘~
The Eull clause“was the earliest and most common form. A child's
use of prepositional phrases was limited to utilizing the same
’ . ’ !
, phrase as a fixed reply to a question. Geruud forms were not

.

 present until late in testing. S

“ERIC

. "
[AFuiTox provided by ERIC . <
. e
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a

Five "why'" interrogatives were tested. Ervin-Tripp  (1970)

reported that, from the beginning, a majority of the ehi&d:ep gave

relevant answers, or used structural signals appropriate to such
: . ' . ¢ 3 -

apswers, i.e., "because." Nominals were common answers to two of

the questions from the beginning to 332 (high point). However, -

these guestions were apparently heard as "what...eating?" or "what...

drinking?"

Y

o The results have been summarized by Ervin Tripp (1970) in.

.

terms of .1) poss1ble response strateg1es and 2) tentative order of

R

acquisition. ~

The children's responses seemed to indicate reply strategies

-

. somewhat like the following 1) .If the question word is recognizable,
: > . _
“give appropriate reply; otherwise, 2) if there .is a‘transitive:verb;
‘;respond with the»object’of the verb; 3) (given CA greater than 3;0) .
if there is anranimateysubject and intransitive verh, give causal
explanation' 4) for remaining intransitive verbs, give =2 looation
or dIIELtIOD if it,is missing.
The order of acquisition displayed in the/dzta must be-viewed
as provisional. The small number of questions sampled plus consid—(

erable variation in individual order of acquisition'make the overall

’

results only tentative. With those cautions delivered,,the order
. Y .

" "who''-subject/"how,'" "where...from'"/

of acquisition found was 'why,
"when," "who''-object (early to late).
One can inspect tbis ranking's agreement with the Lee and
=

Canter (l97l) Wh levels for produced questions. At least one type .7

of "who” question was answered early. . The late acqusition of

v

e

0%

-
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supposltions on semantic complexity (l97l), But lso those of Plaget

"~ the distinctionﬁpetween discourse agreement and comprehénsion.

. parabillty with retarded children s early production and understand—

appropriate responding to»"who”—objectaq%estions may be a case of .
A ' : T

formal lihguistic (syntactic)——cognitive complexit§ interaction B
(Slobln, 1973). '"How," "where ..trom" and "when".were ‘ranked -
roukhly as one would, predict from the DSS levels (Lee and Canter,
1971). However, the early appropriat%\replies to "why" seem anoma-

.\\

lous. They would appear to contradict not only Lee and Canter

(1951) and Issac (1930).
. !

_ Ervin-Tripp's finding on ”why”-responses calls to attention
Perhaps as a result of high frequency in parental speech ”because”
is adopted by the child ‘along with a notion of the c1rcumstances
for use.. Lewis (l963) commented that "because' probably does not
-indicate understanding of‘causality, but rather the child's aware—
ness of juxtaposition of e;ents. |

Piecemeal as the above is, it is ‘the available information,
— : -

for a model of the normal child's earliest production and compre-

hension of Wh questions.' The matter for consideration is its com-

ing. Here one -meets not fragmentatlon, but abnost non existence

-

of evidence (Miller and Yoder, l973). Most studies of retardates'

language development ‘were conducted with an earlier model of
: 3

1anguage development which 1gnored the cohenence and un1queness of

the child's language, and viewed it in terms of dev1atlons from

adult rules. Research with retarded subjects generally traced ‘

"trends toward adult.categonies, or focused on the errors which : A i




dis:inguished retardates from same-CA or mental age (MA) normal .
conitrols (for reviews of'this kind of research, see Harrison, 1958
Jordan, 1967 Mgg/rthy, 1964 Piens, 1962 Smith 1962; Spradlin,
'1963 Spreen, 1965). |
?o date, the approach embodied in recent studies of normal
laneuage has?heen‘incorporated'into few studies of‘retarded develop—
‘ment though there have been several calls for greater use (Carroll,
1967 Miller and Yoder, 1973) This paper will consider first\those‘
(studies that have dealt with the similarity of,language:processes in
normal and retarded children. .The available‘data:on retardates'
early'questionshwill'then be detailed.
Lenneberg, Nichols and Rosenberger (1964) conducted'an early,
oft- cited long-term study of language development in Down s Syndrome

Y

children and youth The 61 Subjects (CA 3-22 years), all raised at -
v
" home, were studied over three years. Besides biomedical and psycho-
k\"‘"‘~-l=4'agri.cal testing, articulation,,sentencefrepetition, and Vocahulary
tests were administered. Tapes of spontaneous utterances in play
situations were made. Although grammars were not written, it did
appear that the subjects used language rules. Such a conclusion seemed
warranted by the Suhjects' performance in the sentence;repetition test.
Children's imitations appeared}dependent.on]the transformational rules
that.they possessed. That is, a child who spontaneously produced only
non-inverted questions. ("What he can do?") would not parrot an in—

yerted‘version. .This finding 1s in accord with normal children's

imitations (Ervin, 1964; Slobin and Welsh; 1973).
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" A study (Lovell and Dixon,,l9675~nsing the Imitation—Comprehen-

- 510n—Production Test (ICP) of ten grammatical contrasts (Fraser,
.Bellugi and Brown,, 1963) indicated that for both normal (ca 2 to 6
years) and educationally snbnormal (CA 6, 7 years; mean IQ's of 61.1

' 5&& 66.5)‘chlldren, the previous1y~founa relatiouship'IrC P held

\\ (Fraser et al.,'1963).” The rank difliculty‘of the granmatical con—
trasts'remained constant across tasks,»age levels, and‘across cate—

\gories of chlldren.i ‘The overall performance of the six-jear—old'
retardates was close to that of the three—year -o0ld normals. Results
fot'the seven year old retardates were similar to those for the normal o

'four—year—old subjects. lhe retarded subjects were hafdly*candidates
.for étage I langnage, but again the findings suggest that retarded
ehiidren do'develop and use, albeit slowly, the same language rules
as normal childfgn.l ' o . | |

-Such an assumption‘provided a basis for Laciner's (19685 wtiting

of grammars for, five mentally retarded children. Four of the Ss were

: linstitutionalized,(MA/CA: 2'3/6;5, 2;11/13;1,-3;3/Z;l0, 4:9/16:2);

one lived at home (§ 10/14 4). All of the régarded'subjects apparently 4

) had’ organic impalrments. ' T » o %
Unfortunately, Lackner's transformational grammars for retarded, o
children are not comparable to those cited above for normal children. . , .

Tackner's grammars were written from one eight-week period which each

- ’ child spent at a study center. The grammars were compared from one

. T ;
) . b

% : subject to the next. Use of this crcss-sectional technique s.eems‘dubiOI_JS~

‘with sueh a'small-sample (one per mental age). There are other metho-

dological problems. The institutionalized subjects came to the . - _'f




- for a one-time, two-hour test session.

.f \
.
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study center in pairs, and the spontaneoﬁs‘speech samples were ob-

N ~

tained from their conversations in the morning, at nap and bedtime

. *
7

tions used in most ,

-

(versus mother- or experimenter-child interac
normalfdevelopment‘sthgies).

) hY . Y. , . "
The subjects were given naming, sentence-repetition, and com—
\ L

* prshension fasks, The‘imfiation and,éomprehension'items were novel

sentences which used either 1) vocabulary and transformations in a
subject's corpus, or 2) syntactically more complex structures. than
. - . ¥ s e

those revealed by the child's speéch. The same nagipg,~ré§éti£ion

-and comprehensionntqsks were given to five ﬁormal children (with CA's

2;8 to 5;9). . These controls came to the center with their mothers

™

y .

. Lackner's ﬁhfase strueture grammars incl@déd tranéformatidn.
rules and.forms which the child did not produce, but comprehendédq
(the gtémmars fortnormal children have typically been.béqed on ap-
parent pfoduction rules}..'This %nclusioﬁ uf‘compréhéqsion aéta led
Lackner (1968) to label his grammars as ones of competence rather
than of performance. ‘That is a ﬁigﬁly quesﬁiqnable c1aim——compre—.
gension tesﬁs also suffér interfgrence from performance factors
which obscure actual competence.

Thus, whatever La;kner'é:results indicate, they'@ust be gon4
sideréd asxless than conclusive. Lackner compared the average senfence

length (not MLU) of these retarded subjects with McCarthst'(1954)

norms on gifted children and found no striking differences for

‘}etardate with given MA and gifted child of same CA. The normal

A

. . ; ]
controls' comprehension of sentences generated from the ;etagdates

L}

P
D,~l

]
i
i
E




Vesentences generated from the MA o;lO grammar.

..‘~ ‘
¥

.

~ grammars followed approximately the expected'trend. All the normals

_understood sentences frOm the MA 2;3 grammar.  The MA 2;11 ‘and 3 3

sentences were understood by normals of age 33 5 and/ab0ve.‘ Sentences

-]

generated from the MA 4;9 grammar were comprehended by normals of ages

4;1, 532, and 5}9/f“0nly the 5;9-year-old control understood all the

*

0f the 1nterrogat1ve sentence types of interest here, it was
(_- .

"reported that questions were asked by all the retardates (highest

frequenciées per- 1000 sentences were for the two subjects with the lowest

MA's). The mentally retarded subjects with the three lowest MA's used

"stereotyped" Eh Questions and did not understand the generalized Wh

question transformation. Insufficient description of the "sterotyped"

.Eh:questions and- the breviously:mentioned methodological flaws preciude

labeling the results as Stage I interrogatives.
. v

v Recently, a ldngitudinal study of three Down's androme chil~-
dren's early one- and two-word utterances was conducted through the

Research, Development and Demonstration Center in Education of -Handi-
: : : _ ] ‘
capped ‘Children, University of Minnesota. Weekly tape recordings of

a2

natural mother-child play situations were collected from the time the

subjects reached the one-word uttérance stage (approximate CA 48 months).

- Eleven months. of data were semantically evaluated; that is, analyzed

N

for agreement with the semantic relationai concepts found in normal

children's Stage I language (Bcwerman, 1973a; Brown, 1973; Schlesiuger,

v 1971)..lA11 the children's utterances were accounted for by thelse—u

~mantic relational concepts that previously were found in normal

children's early utterances. All the semantic relational concepts:
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. found in normal cﬁiLdren's langpage (Bowerman, i973a; Brown, 1973;

Schlesinger, 1971) occurred in the subjects' language. Compared to

occurrence in normal children, there was a two year lag in-appearance

,'6f these Semantic relational concepts in the Dowﬁ's Syndromeléhildren;_

As, with normal children, not all semantic relations appeared in

the subjects' language within the same time. Table 7 gives the orde}

of appearance. Interrogatives were a late occurrence in the data.

o : . o : . . [}
Table 8 cogtains the subjects' Wh questions. These interrogative

Two .of. the subjects produced Eh interrdgétives during the study. @ﬁ

utterances appear very similar to the earliest Wh questions of normal

children. The same Wh words (what, who, wheré%{are present. - The

questions seem to be of the characteristic "unassimilated" or routinized

type. In sum, the Down's Syndrome subjects' earliest prodﬁction of Wh

questions appears to parallel that of normal children. One issue

_ presently being pursued (Hesse, Turnure & Buium, 1975) is the Down's

Syndrome subjects' comprehension of Wh interrogatives.

Preliminary analysis of the Down's Syndrome subjects' compreheﬂ;
sion of maternal and experiﬁentaily—posed Wh questions has revealed
a close similarity to what is known of Stage I’ladguage (Brown, 1973)
normal childrén's interrogétiyg.comprehensionu

In brief, Stage I Amefican Down‘s Syndrdme, and American and
Finnish no;mai children~are able to pfoduce appropriéte verbal )
responses to Eﬁ_questiUHSjwhicﬁ‘requiré-ijectifverson;“andmiﬁﬁatibn;<
answers (Bellugi, 1965; Bowerméh, 1973a; ﬁrvin—Tripp, 1970).
Generally, it‘has been found that Stage T ghildren demonséfate much

poorer, or lack of, comprehension of Wh questions which require

e
B
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éction,'quantity, manner, purpose, Or cause fesponses.' Contemﬁo?anequsly,
_tﬁese children have been found to ﬁroduce "information request"‘routines
which‘inc;rﬁorate the most ffequent maternal Wh types: 4H§§£,7EE9, ;ﬁd
. _Ehéﬁg (3eliugi, 1965;;Bowe¥man, &9735; Bfown, I968§ Buium and Rygders,
- 1973; Buium et al., 1974; Ervin-Tripp, 1970; Miller and Ervin, 1964).
i, - ) The present éﬁalySiS of the Down's Syndrome subjects' éafly develop-
] . ment-of the in;errogative subs&stém‘of laﬁéuage would appear to
? o support the contenti?n‘of‘Buiuﬁ e& a}. (1974) that genérally these

Down's Syndrome children symbolicaliy represent théir experieﬁces
thﬁough the same modes of ;epre;entatiop gvailable to normal children.
.Buium et al. (1974) proceeded to suégést a 1anguage intervention

program in which there would be pairihg of 1) presé;tationvof syn-
tactic rui%s (gradually Vafying iﬁ cdmplexiﬁy) with 2) appropriate
situations which reflect ghe semgntic relationa1>concepts épncurrently
‘availabig to the child. It would appear that languagg intervéntion
directed at thé further development of iﬁterrogatives could be aided
by some gdditional normative data. As suggested above, the collection
. of frequenci data on varioué Eh_levél types in mothers of'post—étage

I normal children mighﬁiaid‘in construcﬁing.language intervention

'proérams. Frequency counts of.post—Stage I normal‘chiiarén's Wh

quesfions might suggest some teﬁtative goals forrlanguage enhéncement

projects.

<”wsdme educationa1 implications can be drawn from the present

-

~analysis. If a teacher's purpese in asking a question is positi@er
feedback for either himself or his Sta@é I language retarded student,

then the ”besﬁ" types of Wh questions would seem to be those from
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Table 7

The Semantic Relational Concepts in Three Down's-Syndrome Children's

Early Utterances, Presented in the Order of Their Aﬁpearance

P :

Two Word Utterance

agent - action
action - object T
agent - object '

possession

attributions -

‘demonstratives

. location - object

locatives ' .

‘negations (rejection, denial)

“interrogatives

recurrance

person affected

® dative

" Three Word Utterance

.agent — action - object - : -/
agent - action - location /
agent - location -~ action '
action - modifier - object

agent —~ modifier -~ action /

Taken from Buium,'Ryngers, and Turnure, -1974.




- o Table 8

. Wh Questions Produced by Ss During Longitudinal Study

what zat?

whazat pig?

whatsa mom?

whasa?

what trash?

whas this?

mom whozat?

who ga wawa? - - : : .

where gay-r?° (J. R.-~S's sibling)

where's the? (ball) i

whaz zebra? (where's the zebra) ° , S

: | '  where buk? (book)

whaz' za box? =~ ] ' r

where's the buk?

where's a buk?

where da pig?

where de (the) cow?

where G? (a letter cut-out) .:

where da G?
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Level I of the DSS (Lee and Canter, 1971)." The limited comprehension °

e
of certain interrogative forms identified above also deems impor~
tant in assessing the suitability of structured language programs
recommended for the Stage I child which could be pretested experi— ,
mentally. For example, it’is predicted that a project based on.

i
listening and responding to interrogative elaborations which utilize
higher than Level 1 types, i e” the '"What...do'" and "Why! elaborations‘
of Turnure et aL (1974), would not'produce high recall- in
Stage I language retarded students. Such a prediction seems suppor ted

by the present f1nd1ngs that Stage I Down s Syndrome SubJectS could not

produce the type of response required by higher Wh level questions,

(Hesse, Turnure & Buium, 1975). Such response control seems pre-
. oo . 2 ’ ’

requisite to -the semantic integration hypothesized as the factor
enhancing“recall‘(Buium and Iurnure, 1974).

Howeper, when the:goal of a teacher's questioning is stimulationb
of the retarded child's language develog%ent, the mostilikely‘pressure
point would seem to be Level 2.questions._bBeL1ugi Yi965) reported
impxoved comprenension of Level é types in her second stage of child
interrogative development. Indeed, a‘usefui research project would
be_the~compariSon of the Level 2 interrogatiVe comprehension.by
initially Stage I retardates who have or have not been exposed to

A

- . (Y
a planned, concentrated presentation of teacher-asked Level 2  ques-

“tions.

~ Finally, the school would’seem an appropriate base for a long-
term study on the comparative effects on interrogative comprehension

of systematic sequences of 1) Wh question--Yes-No question ("Why did

O™




you do that? Did yoﬁ:do that because you were angry?"), versus.Z).

EB.question—-occasimnallﬂh;queétion‘fCrm--3upp1ied answer ('"Why did

£

you do that? You did that why? You did that because you weie
angry.'').
- The virtually universal custom o% quéstioning children as a

form of general social discourse, or more formally and didactically
O~ . .

duringvtuition, suggests that the pervasive and cumulative impact of

_ » o o

such activities during the child's experiential history may well be

a major developmental impetué toqpro%ressivevchanges iﬁ general and’
specific cognitive.factors (cf; Flavell, '1970), and, in broad terms,

"increasing the child's '"processing space' (cf. Passual-Leone, 1970;

Rohwer, 1974). Beyond these s%i:ulations regarding the,implications“

of questioning activities for new’thgoretical analysis.in psychology .

(see él@o Berlyne,-1970),,the educational importance of questioninﬁ
. I W‘\ | ) . ., ' - . .
(as, for instange, in "discovery learning, Friedlander, 1965;
Suchman, 196Lg Taba, 1963; individualized iﬁstruction,_Morreau &

Turnure, 1973; and ih éyeryday routines, Jackson; 1968) argues for

intensified research efforts into the natufe and effects of this

pervasive and intriguing practice.
€ .

.
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