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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Language is the all-encompassing term used 1ﬁ many places and
having various denotations. For this reason language has uses, too.
Oral language is used as a principal factor to determine cultural dis-
advantage and is the primary medium of instruction in the school setting.
Language operates as the intangible aspect in measurements of intelli~
gence. The term 'language development' is used whenever one refers to
the merits of federally funded preschool projects and is accepted without
definition while the counter term 'linguistics' brings confusion in the
mind of many classroom teachers and administrators. Commercial materials
carry the label "linguistic method" or a "language development program"
for a specific population. For educators 'language' is a loose, all-
powerful term wﬁich needs to be limited in meaning to a specific set of

principles,

THE PROBLEM

The purpose of this study is to construct a validation study of a
locally devised language inventory designed to measure the child's lin-
guistic gbilities. This inventory was developed in response to the need
for a sound, theory-based examination which would give an accurate measure
of language. Validating an instrument can be described as an attempt to
give meaning to a test by noting the ability of that test to produce
different results in scores when applied to different kinds of people.

1




For example, the Stanford-Binet Intelligence test is valid because it

produces higher scores for children who can learn easily in school than

it does for those children who find academic learning to be difficult,

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Some terms will be used repeatedly throughout the paper, others
lend general information to the subject. The validation of an inventory
should begin with an agreement on 'construct' and 'validate' to orient
the reader to the basic plan of the paper.

Construct, According to one source,l construct means "to form by
putting‘together parts: build; frame; devise. A complex image or idea
formed from a number of simpler images or ideas." The use of construct
in the form of a question shows its application in a sentence. ‘'What

factors or constructs account for variability in test scores?'?

Validation. The term validate means "to make valid; substantiate;

confirm . . . to give official sanction, confirmation or approval to, as
documents".3 In the chapter on validity, Kerlinger refers to four types
of validity: ‘'predictive, concurrent, content, and coﬁsttuet".4 These
two terms, construct and validation, adequately explain this paper as it
is a description of a language inventory by putting together many sub-

studies for verification of both a theory and the instrument designed to

1jess Stein, (ed.), The Random House Dictionary of the English
Language (New York: Random House, 1966).

2Fred N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral Research (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964) p. 448.

35tetn, op. cit., p. 1578,
4Kerlinger, op. cit., p. 445,




substantiate the observable aspects of that theory, That id, constyuct
validation is the varifigagiau‘gf selected types or sources of variaebility
in test scores, “
| Lanpuage, A broad deﬁini:ién of language ig “a structured system
6£ arbitrvary vocal, graphic and gésturéd synbola which 48 used in inter-
personal communication and which catalogas the things, events, and pro-
cesses of humén communieation”,5 A very diffevent definition comes from
the field of linguilsts, "“A language ls in fact a vexy aémpliaaﬁqd necha-
nism for the production of sentences."® Chomsky expands this by stating,
"The principles of sentence formation and interpretatation formulated in
& grammar ave those that must be presupposed to account for the actual
use of language."’ From communication to grammar, this helps to point
out what happens when two people talk about '1anguage’ without priox
diacussion‘of itS'megning to thems Chapter 2 will present a clearer ex-
planation of th&kfundamentals of language as they will be uaad in the
{aventory. | - v , | |
Grammax, As with the texm "language', grammar has many meanings.

Bach :avia#s uges as follows:

| s + + grammar is used in several different senses. It

may mean a particular kind of book, a text book for learning

a language, or a reference book for looking up various points

of usage. It may mean the system of a language, the underlying
regularities obeyed by speakers of the language. Or it may

SCommittee on Language Development and Disorders. '"Report",
Journal of the Amevican Speach and Hearing Association, July, 1967, p.273.

- .bpaul Roberts, Modexn Grammar (New York: Harcourt, Brace &
World, 1968), v 1.

THoam Chomsky, "iIntroduction”, Bnglish Syntax , Paul Robexts,
author, (alternate edition, New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, Inec., 1964),
Pr X ’ o » ' v
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mean a series of statements or formulas describing this under~
lying structure, in short, a theory sbout language,

Grammar as it is used in this paper follows the move limited definition
of Koutsoudas,

A grammey is a finite set of xrules which enumerates (ox
generates) an infinite number of grammatical (or well-formed)
sentences of a language and no ungrammatical ones and assigns
to each sentence generated its proper structural deaeriptinn.g

This concept of grammar is expanded into the theory presented in Chapter
2.

Linguistics. From the writinge of Lamb, linguistics is " , . .

- the scientific study of language. Such study may concentrate on the
sounds of language (phonmology), the origin and changing meaning of woxrds
(etymology and semantics), or the arrangements of words in meaningful con-
text in different languages (syntax-structural or transformational

stammat).”lo

Standard English, According to the Dictionary of Lingulstics,
standaxd Englieh is “that diaslect of a language which has gained literary
and cultural supremacy over the other dialects and is accepted by the
speakers of the other dialects as the moat proper form of the 1anguag¢.“11

Preschool. The term 'preschool’ is generally thought of as a

program for three and four yesr old children with the majority in the four

Bpumon Bach, An Introduction to Transftrmational Grammars (New

York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. 1964), . be

9Andraas Koutsoudas, Writing Transformational Grammars: An
Introduction (New York: MoGraw-HL{ll Book Co. 1966), p. 4.

loroso Lamb, Linguistics in Proper Perspective (Columbus, Ohio:
Charles E. Meryill Pub. Co., 1967), p. 4.

11Mario A. Pei and F, Gaynor, A Dictionary of Linguistice HNew
Jersey: Littlefield, Adams & Co. 1967), p. 203,
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year old category. In some states where the kindergarten is not part af‘
the achool system, presahool.incotpcxates the children of kindergarten
ages In San Jéaquin County, Californis, kindergartens ave part of the
sehool sequence and therafore, preschool does not for this paper include
those children, As a distinetion, 'early childhood' eduecation focuses on

the ages of three to seven.
DEDUCED CONSEQUENCES

It 1s a fact that language is basle to the development of academ~
le skills and 1f reading and writing ave the tools to daveiop academlce
. skills, then the Language Inventory (L) should predict later achievement
in veading and writing. On a short-term basis, then, the LI should also
differentiate between groups of children who are in differing stages of .

raadiness for learning the basie reading and writing skills.
NEED

"Yerbal and reasoning abilities - which may be combined under the
genaral rubric of abllity to manipulaﬁe sywbols -~ have been found to be
the major factor in academic achievement throughout the aschool years.
Thus, from the poilnt of view of sudcess in achool, the disadvantaged
¢hildren are vetarded most in the areas that count the wmost,"2 The
relationship between social, personal, and economic success in life, and

one's ability to handle the dominant linguistic form of the culture has

been mentionad by many writers in edueation, pasychology and sociology,




that the ldea has becoms commonplace, Lack of social mobility, personal
dissatisfaction with one's life and work, econamic‘deprivation all have
been repsatedly related to inabllity to uaé the common cultural medium of
exchange 'language' in a relatively uniform way.
- California initlated its new program of Eaoglish as a separate
" gubject with ewphasis on thoroughness, acconding to the Zducation Code,
in the fall of 1968 within the state public school system.13 ﬁha-ampha*
als was on spoken rather than writien language and the velation of
- ¢oncept formation to 1ingﬁistid-étxueeﬁrasy. The velation batween success
4n completing the school carxeer and the ability to handle the Standard
English has been eanfiimad by many gources.
The greatest deficit, and threat to academic achlevement,
of the disadvantaged child is his petardation in the development
of language and conceptual skills,l
Cultural disadvanﬁage has become the common euphemism for
minority children's troubles in school but many educators now

maintain theilr main disadvantage is verbal, not cultural.ld

& & « dizlect-spesking Negro children have to spend wost:
of thelyx energy overcoming devlations which white children nevey
encounter, 16 -

‘For these veasons it 1s vitally important that a precise measure
of childremfs language performence and competence be avallable to assess

the partlcular language defilcites in a diagnostie manner go that the

13California State Department of Lducation. English Language
Framework for Californis Public Schools (Sacramento, Californilas
0ffice of State Printing, 1968), Py Bs

. 14Robert L. Politzer, Foreign language Laarning A Linpuistic
Introduction (New Jersey: ?renticewﬂall, 1966).

liuniversity of California, "Different But Equal', A Special Re~
port to the Regents of the University of California. (May, 1968), p. 12,

léUniversity of California, loe. cit.




clagsroom teacher can systemstically present remedial and enyichment .
curriculun to begin to reduce the language differences. This describes
the beginnings of a symbol-manipulation durriculum, the mastery. of which
should allow many children to move with move ease into and through the

learning of the traditional academic skills.
UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS

Some undexlylng assumptions of importance to this pape& are
listed as followst
1. Mastery of language from the language arts view is both the spoken
and written form.
2, Writing is a tafleétion of spoken langudge. (The system of writing
refers "to a system of conventions in the use of certain symbols as the
basic signals in a code,")17
3. Reading is the process of decoding the graphemic symbols into
phionemes . ‘
4. 8chools provide speaking models and gtandards in Engligh.,
5. Teachers ave the primary epeech models of the school.
6, The language spoken by the teacheys of the schools is the prestige
dialect of the given reglon and 18 usually the closest to standard
English,18
7. Some Afro~American students do not speak standard English,18
8, Some Caucasian~American students do not speak standard English,l8

9, Some Mexican-American students do not speak standard English,l8

171, A. Gleason, Jr., An Introduction to Deseriptive Linpuistics
(Revised Edition, New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1961), p. 408,

188ee the definition of standard English, p. 4 text.
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| GHNERALLY~STATED HYPOTHESIS

A. A’l&ﬂguége inventory test éhpﬁl&,différénﬁiéaa betwaen

¢hildren who have had éiffering programs of education,

B, A iaﬁguage'inveﬁécryfeee&iShéuid‘difﬁétéﬁéiaﬁé bakween

~ children having differing cultural, socdial, or éthnié’baekgtédnda;”

Cs A language in?entary‘ueat should ot differentiaté between
boys and glrlsa. | | |
o Ds A language inventory test should be closely related to
acores obtained from other proven achievement-velated tests,
E. “A’iangdage 1ﬁéén€dry'ﬁaét should be a reliable instrument

when used in the field of early childhood education.




Chapter 2
THEORY AND RATIONALE

The study of human speech as conceived in traditional departments
of Speech in American Universities has been influenced very little by
linguistic scilence. This is regrettable inasmuch as linguistics deals
primarily with the systematic analysis of facts of speech. Phonology has
been perhaps one of those provinces of linguistics that has called the
attention of the speech therapist, probably because it offers logical ex-
planation to the frequently intricate realm of articulatory phonetics.

The field of linguistic science was explored in order to develop
a testing instrument according to which trends of human speech, language,
could be detected; both on a developmental stage as well as in its mature
functioning. After exploring the province of structural linguistics as
postulated by American Scholars (Boas, Sapir, Bloomfield, Hachet, Z.
Harris, Gleason and others) it was decided not to accept their approach .
to language analysis. It is true that descriptive linguistics has suf-
ficient descriptive power to categorize linguistic units in terms of item
arrangement or process, but it lacks to some extent the explanatory power
to show the generative process of syntatic units., These units are most
observable in the sentence, inasmuch as we talk in well formed formulated
gentences all the time; therefore, the research centers on the field of
generaﬁtve-transformational grammar, The generative;transformational
theory of language permits one to find out whether the language competence
and performance expected in a given population was already sufficient to

9
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explain developmental trends in the many dialects of English,

~ 8ince the terms "senerative“ and "transformational" lend them-
selves to various interpretations, the term ‘transformations' “have been
defined as those processes which convert deep nttucture# into intermediate
and/or aurfa&e stxucturaa.“l The structure of a trangformational grammar |
emerges between two facts of human speech; (1) competence, (2) perfor-
mance, which are the fundamental distinctions between knowledge and
behavior, "Performance limitations 1mpo§a a constraint on our ability to
use the infinite language we knaw;“z In other worde performance limita-
tions, such as memory, severely hauper one's infinite knowledge of lan-
guage namely one's competence,

A transformational grammar postulates the existence of a deep
structure and a}sutfacn structure. It is by neans of various processes
of transformations that a deep structure becomes surface structure; i.e,,
into an observsble form. It was precisely in this observable form that
the inventory could be developed, Further, it was 1in the generative~
transformational model that both the explanatory and'descripttve povers
were found.

This chapter contains the outlined theoretical principles uged in
constrﬁcting the Language Inventory (LI). Both language and grammar were
defined in Chapter 1; language being formulation and interpretation of
sentences and graumar, the finite set of rules which generates an infinite

set of sentences. fo expand the theoretical framework of the LI defini~

lpoderick Jacobs and Peter Rogenbaun, English Transformational
Grammar (Waltham, Massachusetts: Blaisdell Publishing Company, 1968), p.23.

2ybid., p. 268-269,
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tions of sentence, string and rule were necessary.

Jacobs and Rosenbaum wrote, "A sentence is a string of words, but

not every string of words is a sentence,"3 They presented four skills

used in perceiving sentences, which are the following:

1. "the sbility to distinguish between the grammatical
and ungrammatical strings of a potentially infinite set of
utterances,"

— 2, "the ability to interpret certain grammatical strings
P even though elements of the interpretation may not be physically
= present in the atring,"
3. "the ability to perceive ambiguity in a grammatical
: string,"
= 4, "the ability to perceive when two or more strings are
= aynonymoua,“‘

Koutsoudas explains "string' in the following manner:

A string is one or more concatenated (i.e. strung together)
vocabulary symbols . . . e.g. Name + Verb and Bill + hit + John.
Fach vocabulary aymbol in a string is said to bg an element in
the string and to represent a bit of structure,’

e He follows the dafinition of 'string' with ‘rule':
A rule 1s considerad an instruction to rewrite one string

(or two strings . . . .) a8 another sgting: @.g. S——>NP + VP,
where the arrow stands for 'rewrite',

; These definitions constitute part of the theoretical base for

g the LI. Grammar as defined contsins the following structural levels of

representations
~ A. Syntatic

1. Phrase Structure Rules

i 2, Transformational Rules

albidog Pe 3.
l.rbidu' P 7.

5koutsoudas, op. eit., p. 5.

S1bid,




B. Phonclogical

1. Phonological Rules

12

These rules are incorporated in the model of ganerativa~£tahsformaﬁional

graumar as follows:

Table 1

Organizational Model of Generative-Transformational Grammar

Grammay

(Finiée gsat of rules for

an infinite set of sentences.)

Transformational Grsmmar

Syntatic Component

Phrase Structure
Level

Specifies

Rules which generate
the sentence

P~Rules
Rewrite Rules ~

Examplet
§-—>NP + VP

Derivational
History

P~Marker

T —
Transformational
‘Structure Lavql

Speaifieﬂlrulaa
vhich transform

the basic sentence
into other sentences

3> T~Rules
(from P-Markers)

Obligatory Optiomnal

Transformational
history - A structural
description

Phonological Component:

Specifies rules
which assign to
the gentence ite
proper pronunciation

«»2h~kulTs
Obligatory

use of morphemes
for

tenge

nunber

[UREVURBOR——— |

plurality

From the preceeding comprehensive model, comes an example of a

eimplified grammar.

»Noun Phrase + Verb Phrase

1. Sentence




=
=
-5
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2. Noun Phras@~———~~~->» Determiner -+ Noun

3. Determingr-wewe~w..y» Article

. . Definite
4. Article ' > Non~definite

5. Noun » Count + (plural)

6. Verb Phragse~—~=~===» Tenge 4+ Verbal

7. Tense _ » Present

8. . Verbal » Vi (Verb intransitive)

9, Non~definite—wwwew-y g

10. Count > boy, girl, dog, cat, train, . . .

11, Vi » run, sleep, walk, jump, . . .
From this grammar many sentences may be generated guch as: The boy runms.,
The derivation of the sentence: The boy runs, 1s presented in the follow-
ing manner:

(1) NP + VP

(2) Det. + N + VP

(3) Det. + N + Tense + V

(4) the + N + Tense + V

(5) the + boy + Tense + V

(6) the + boy + present + V

(7) the + boy + present + run
The last line of the derivation is the string which produced the sentencei
The boy runs. Since the LI included a limited number of sentences, it was
more expedient to use tree diagrams in order to show the Phrase rules

that generated a particular sentence. The derivation of the preceding

sentence could be shown also using the tree diagram method:
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8

T T
NP

P

Det. Noun  Tense Verbal

i

the + boy + present + yun

(The g is supplied to run, when the phomological rule is applied to the

verb using the morpheme subclass ~Zq .)7

The main goal of the LI wes to find out what rules were already

" in existence in a given population. These findings were expected to show

not only how children produce them but also how they interpret them when
produced by adults or other children. The vocabulary was not given any
particular attention because of the main concern in detecting the degree
of linguistic maturity in terms of competence and performance as shown by
the manipulation of rules.

The sentences used in the LI were written from t;he following

gsingle grammar of English:

Table 2

Grammay Used to Produce the Sentences in the LI

1. Sentencaewemmmumewww»  Noun Phrase + Verb Phrase

2, Noun Phraggecemenaws> Datarminey -+ Noun

3, Noumemm » Count (singulayr, plursl)
Non~count

4. Vexrb Phrageew—wme=w» Auxiliary + Verbal
Auxiliary 4+ be 4+ Past Participle

7Gleasan, op. eit., p. 103.
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Table 2 (continued)

5.
6.
7.
8.

9.
10.

11,
12.
13,

14,
15.

Auxiliary—m——c—- -3

Tense .

Model >

Vex‘b&l——-----—--_>

Past Participle~->»

Noun—_ ————— s ot s e

Deterniner—wemmmey

Vi >

vt >

Preposition—remw=s >

Adverb-place~——r=>

Tense + Model
present, past
will, @, be + ing

Verb~intransitive 4+ Past Participle
Verb~intransitive + Adverb-place
Verb~transitive + Noun Phrase
Verb-transitive + Noun Phrase + Verb Phrase

Preposition + Noun Phrase

worm, rock, dog, bush, boy, face, leaf,
bird, nest, branch, wasp, spider web,
toad, bug, turtle, hole, fish, cheese,
girl, butterfly, man, bone, ground
corn, dish

the, @

crawl, play, sit, stand

build, see, bring, dig, catch,
want, leave

over, behind, in, under

here

Apply successively the following rules:

T-Relative, Deletion

The final string from above was included with the following phrase rules:

1.
2.
3.
4.

3.

6.
7.

Sentence——..—.—-—..)
Noun Phrase~—w——w=-»
Nounr- >

Verb Phrag@=m=——m—-»

Auxiliary=——cme—->

Tense

L

Model

A 4

Noun Phrase + Verb Phrase
Determiner + Noun
Count (singular, plural)

Auxiliary + Verbal

Tense + Model
Tense + have + Participle + Model

present, past

be + ing
be going to
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Table 2 (continued)

8. Verbal » Vt + Noun Phrase
9., Determiner-——wmwmem » the, some,three
10, Vvt -» take, find, want, eat, get,

lose, bring

When the phonological rules were applied to the strings generated
by these rules, the fifteen sentences in the LI were produced.

Any theory of language would be incomplete without reviewing the
overall spectrum of language universals. Chomsky in a series of lectures
at the University of California spoke of language universals in the follow-
ing manneér:

In practice, the linguist is always involved in the study
of both universal and particular grammar., When he constructs
a descriptive, particular grammar in one way rather than another
on the basis of what evidence he has available, he is guided,
congciously or not by certain assumptions as to the form of
grammar, and these assumptions belong to the theory of universal
grammar. Conversely, his formulation of principles of universal
grammar must be justified by the study of their consequences when
applied in particular grammars, Thus, at several levels the
linguist is involved in the construction of explanatory theories,
and at each level there is a clear psychological interpretation
for this theoretical and descriptive work., At the level of
particular grammar, he is attempting to characterize knowledge
of a language, a certain cognitive system that has been developed
~ unconsciously, of course - by the normal speaker-hearer. At
the level of universal grammar, he is trying to establish certain
general properties of human intelligence. Lingulsties, so
characterized, is simply the subfield of psychology that deals
with these aspects of mind.8

Since the scope of this paper does not include the presentation of various

8Noan Chomsky, Language and Mind (San Francisco: Harcourt, Brace &
World, Inc., 1968), p. 24.
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theories of grammar and their relationship to thinking, an extensive dis-
cussion concerning this matter will be excluded, The use of Roberts'
idea of generative—iransfermational grammar is an explanation of the
manipulation of symbols only and therefore has its limitations. Since a

mental process cannot be observed there is one way open to the researcher

namely; language behavior, which can be described or used diaghostically

to postulate a mental process behavior. Behavioral psychology bases the
learning of language on pure experience in a given environment, where as

the mentalistic approach to language learning postulates acquisition of

generative rules at a very early age.g "The process of normal language

learning being, unconscious, we have absolutely no ideas about the form

of grammars, though we have clear ideas about the forms of sentences which
grammars account for."lo The meaning transmitted is that the grammars
T are establiched and analysed after the sentences have been produced. The
| question remains, 'What are exactly those rules that generate the sen~
tences that children use in the English language?' The creation of the
LI was for the purpose of answering such questions.
= The rationale, rules and diagrams for each sentence developed fof
the LI are presented in the Appendix. The information was bgsed upon the

- theory as it was presented in this chapter,

9Pau1a Menyuk, Sentences Children Use (Cambridge: The M.I1.T.
Press, 1969)

10paul Kiparsky, "Linguistic Universals and Linguistic Change",
Universals in Linguistic Theory (E. Bach & R. Harms, editors. San Fran~
cisco: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc,, 1968), p. 172,




Chapter 3
DESION AND PROCEDURE

Since language is one of the major distinctlons separating: those
classified as culturally disadvantaged and those of the dominant society,

the urgent need for adequate measures of language differences is cbvious,

- Any measure of this kind needs to be definitive, to glve clues as to areas

of remediation and enrichment, and to guide program development for select

populations. Secondly, the measure ahaﬁld seyve as a veans of checking
the value of the transformational linguistic theory presented.

- Chapter 1 pointed out the general way that language is ugsed and
the need for a precise deseription of language. Chapter 2 presented the
linguistie theory which is now being introduced to education through the
linguistic approach to English, spelling and reading. A diagnostic and
predictive tool i3 a necessary part of the theory~curriculum component of
education, Without such a measure, the educational plcture would not be
complete. This study was established to validate the Language Inventory,
to avaluate specific federally funded programs in Stockton Unifiled School
District and to verify the validity of the linguistic theory presented.

Included in this chapter is the study design, subject selection,
subject desecription, inatrument criteris, instrument design, dustrument
administration, data collection, internal and external validity, and

-~

degcription of studies,

i8
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The validation study encompasges many substudies in oxdar to gain

information from various vantage points, The following table presents an

overview of all of the'populationa wsed in the various substudies.

Table 3

Multiple Design Using Various Populations = -

Population

by schools Pretest Treatment Posttest
Title I Tunded Schools ~ Disadvantaged Population
Garfield - L © Bereilter- P
K Engelmann ol
' Language ;
Program
Falr Oaks ¥ Team Teaching ¥
Van Buren P Traditional P
: K Traditional K
¥ Traditional ¥
Non Title I Funded Schools Disadvantaged Fbpg}gtia@
Taft P Traditional P
K - Traditional (4
¥ Traditional Ly
Nightengale - Traditional P
Non Title I Funded Schools - Advantaged
A+B,C. Nursery Sch, = : Traditional N
John' Adams o : Traditional K
John Adams w Traditional g
Title I Funded Schools ~ Follow Through |
Garfleld - Preschool Exp. K
Faly Oaks - Preachool Bxp, 13
K~F

Van Buren - ' Preschool Exp.
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In the preceeding table, the symbols were as follows: ?aPresahael,,f:'

K=Kindergarten, PeFiret Grade, N=Nursery School, Exp.=Experience,

Bereiter-Engelmann Language Program

The objectives of this program are best explained by thils state~
ment$
Iwo possible strategies . . . suggested for producing the
neceasary learning in the limited time available: (1) "verbal
bombardment,” which consists of cremming an extraordinary amount
of teacher-directed wverbal euperience into each class period;
and (2) divect instruction, consisting of deliberately planned
lessons ilavolving demonstrations, drill, sxercises, problems,
and the like,l ' .
This program was in ite first year at Garfield when the children were

glven the Language Inventory,

Traditional

The label refers to the traditional curriculum presented in the
field of primary and nursery school education. The tradltional nursery-
school curriculum has a primary social and emotlonal orientation with
learning coming f£rom an exparim&ntal mode, rather than a structured direct

teaching approach.

Team Teaching

Four first grade classes were combined and then grouped according
to‘abiiity levels in diff&rénﬁ academic areas, The facilitles were two
classrooms and a large hall or convertad auditorium. The children moved
freely from room to room, teacher to teacher, from one actlvity peried to .

the next,

lBereiter, op. cit., p. 63,
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SUBJRCT BELECTTON

The gubjects were selected with the help of Mn, Jaﬁa& sﬁannén,
Research Director for the Stockton Unified School District, (See Tablé
3.) In the presence of the experimenter, My. Shannon aalled'aach prinei-
pal of the participating schools, He aexplained in bhis call that ﬁhara
would be an experimental examination in language administered in the
ﬂéhaol, that it would be glven by an experimenter not xe@uiring teachex
ﬁime, and that space in or near the room would be needed. The principals
were asked to select the grades and the teachers they~wishad‘to haﬁe par-

ticipate in the study. Mr. Shannon further explained an examiner would

' follow up the call with a perxsonal appointment to discuss the testing

arrangenents and dates involved.

Within the week, the examiner contacted each principal by tele~
phone for an appointment. _During the interview with each prineipal in his
school, a room was arranged, dates and times weve astablished and class-
rooms weve selected. It was the duty of the principal to inform the staff
members of the forthcomlng testing. Three of the six did inform the
teachers prior to the arranged tast'dage.

Falr Osks was lieted as a classroom but the class arrangement was
on péper oniy. The chilﬁre?, equivalent to'fouk traditional ¢lasses, weye
groupad and regrbupad continuously througheut the da& according to thair
academic abilitiea in a'givén subjact area, FEvery £ifth child from the
composite list was gelected. The teachers showed concern that in all
cases, the very 1ow children had bean chosen in the selective process.
This list was dismissed and the ¢hildren ﬁere selected oﬁ thea basia of

geven high, middle and low performance in the classroom setting, It was
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learned later that several children from the high group were bussed in on
a voluntary integration plan. They were not included in Falr Oaks
population. |

The advantaged nursery population, Table 3, was from A.B.C.
Nurseyry School, Mrs. Ida Brooks, Director; and the advantaged kindexpar~
ten and first grades were fyom John Adams elementary school which was
suggested by Mx. Shannon to be representative of Stockton's advantaged
population b& area and by veading scores ceollected by the echool district.

The follow through population, Table 3, was selacted from the pre-
school records of June, 1968 and June, 1967, The kindergarten and first
grade children tested were checked in these files to find those childien

who had prior preschool experience.
SUBJECT DESCRIPTION

The subjects selected had the following description by categorys
GraderPreschool, Kindergarten, First; Program=Title I, Non Title I;
Population=Advantaged, Disadvantaged. Other details are presented by

these categorles in the following table.

Table 4

Descyiption of Disadvantaged Population

; : : e -
Preschool Kindeygarten First Grade
T-1% Non T-~I* T«I Nom T-l T=I 'Non T-I
Males . 9 2 19 10 16 9
Females 7 1 16 5 20 4
Preschool
Experience S OURT U N * SR 9. ...5
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Ethnlc Group

Afyvo-American
Caucagian

Maxican~American

Preachool,

T~1% Now T-I* %I

1
3 2
6 0

- Kindergarten

Non T-I
28 6
5 4
2 5

¥iryst Grade

-1 Non T-I
19 4
10 3

7 6

#eT @ Tigle I Nou I~1 e N@nvfitle I.

The next Table presents the description of the advantaged poﬁula~

tion. The numbaws'reprasanﬁ the pasttaén period only as in contract with

Table 4 where the numbeys rvepresented the asame children both pre and post.

Table 5

Description of Advantaged Population

Sex
Males

Temales

" Ethnle

Mexican~American
Gaucasian

Other (Orlental)

Preschool

10
9

18

Kindergarten

10
10

18

Firsﬁ Grade
7
12

18

In some of the substudies, the scores of tha Oriental children

were not used since they exhibited some of the same languagabdifferences

as the disadvantaged children.
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INSTRUMENT CRITERIA

None of the existing language instruments have met the require-

ments needed for an effective evaluation of children's linguistic

— abilities. The instrument must be based upon the following criteria:

1. A sound theory of language.

2, Specific items to cover the major points of the linguistic theory.

3. Repetition of certain basic theoretical points so that a pattern may
be established.

4, A rationale for every item in the examination.

5. A culture ffee vocabﬁlary.

6., An easily identifiable set of stimulus items.

7. Economic directions so that a teacher could administer the inventory
to her students. |

8. A scoring design adaptable to data processing cards for record keep-
ing and storing, and for analysis. |

9. A short administration time to eliminate fatigue.

10. Continuity for the purposes of diagnosis, and design of remediation

RUi

or curriculum, to meet the children's needs.
INSTRUMENT DESIGN

The complete rationale as written for this instrument (LI1) is in
4*?~4”mm4% Appendix A. Briefly, the examination is based upon Roberts' theory of

transformational grammar /as presented in Chapter 2., The format was in a

series of fifteen sentences, Appendix B, Each sentence was carefully pre- .

pared according to certain rules of the grammar. There were five kernel

sentences and ten transformed sentences. FEach sentence was divided into
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seven parts, Sections A, B, and €, measure the child's linguistic compe-

tence while Sections D, B, ¥, and G, rvecord the linguistic performance
 levels of language. _
Section A covered the child's aﬁiliﬁiaavwith noun phrases, while

Sections B and C noted his competenee in the verb phrase portion of sen~

tences, The ¢ sectlon, most oftea a noun pbrase, vesembled what tradi~

tionally was considered the objective position in sentences. Sections A,
B, and C covered the meaning transmitted through the structure of the
= sentence, -

Sections D, E, and ¥ of the performance part measured verb forms

;;;;;;zzzi and morpheme production whila G measured the child's ability to handle
7 2 key phonemes of English. |
| This pattern was repeated in each of the fifteen sentences. The

e ——— directions were repaaﬁed'oa every page and the type of response desired
was given in the angwer column to eliminate, as far as posaible, a wide
range of judgements on the part of the examiners, For this inventory,
the angwers were either right or wrong. Illustrations‘aecompanied each
sentence, Appendix C. The illustrations ware colored with crayons,

covered with acetate and bound across the top.
INSTRUMENT ADMINISTRATION

o ;W; The examiner was seated at the teacher's desk. The child was

- = either called by name or chosen ?yvthe one before him., When the child ar-
rived at the desk the examiner stated, "Here are some picturss, I am
going to tell you a story about them and then ask you some questions,”

Then the examinmer began the narration for the first sentence., The child

stood at the examiner's left and looked at the ploture as the examiner
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stated the stimulus sentence, When the sentenca, parts A through G, was
completed, either the examiner or the child would turn the page to the
next pleture, v

At the end of the fifteen sentences the examiner told the child
that he did well ox wag a good child, a positive note of praise on eithey
performance ox bahavior;.then the child was divected to plck out someone
else to "see the pletures in the book", The responses were written in
the examination booklet after each response, part or whole, and later the

items were scored on data processing cards.
DATA COLLECTION

With the exception of Pair Oaks first grade,,ﬁﬁe tests were ad-
ninistered in the classroom at the teacher's desk, The spmech therapy room
was used in Fair Oaks.

The pretesting schedule was established in the last two weeks of
Novewber and the inventory was adminiacared during the first three weeks
of December, 1968. The posttest period wag the month of May and first week
of June, 1969. The same order in test schools was walntalned in the ﬁoat~
test peviod.

Data analyzed in this study, other than the LI test scores, was
gathered in the ?i@ﬁﬁhaol Fducation 0ffice, Stockton Unifiled School

?Elis triﬁt »
EXTERHAL VALIDITY

Interaction Rffeet of Selaction Biases

The majority of the population was from minority groups and from

areas of the Stockton Unified School District qualifying for federal funds.
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John Adams and A.B.C. Nursery School represented the dominant pepulatioﬁ
of this community. Generalizations must be made on the basis of likeness

to the characteristics specifically presented in this study.

Interaction Fffect of Pretesting

The age of the childrxen, time span, and lack of soclal sensitivi~
ty in a testing environment led the examiner to beliave that there was

negligible effect from pretesting,

Reactive Effects of Experimental Procedures

The measurement of experimental procedures was confined to the
study of the currxiculum impact on the children, No devices, additilonal
personnel or special curricula were introduced to alert the teachers ox

children to the study.
INTERNAL VALIDITY

Contemporary History

. The children in the disadvantaged population were not exposed to
formalized curriculunm with language models other than what the publie
scﬁcols woere providing for all classes. Each school maintained its own
instruction and did not mix programe during the pretest - posttest

interim.

Maturation Processes

411 children were pretested within three week span of time., Those
teated flrst were, insofar as possible, posttested in the same order. The
time diffevence between the pretest and posttest was therefore, about the

game for all children., 7The testing was conducted both times in the same |
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peried of the day. Most of the preachool and kindergarten programs wetre

only three hours in duration; therefore, thgre was a span of three hours

for both test perlods.

?regasu@wg Proeedutas

Since the span of tima hetween the prateat, gosetest period was

long for young children, and aince the test did not require training,

therefore, there was slim chance that the pretesting would affect the

posttest results.

Meaguring Instruments

. The instruments and raters remainad tﬁa same fér both test
periods. Wo rating wag involved in the data collection, The'answeis
vere either vight oy wrong according to the sample given in the LI book-
let. If the verbal response did not measure the written vesponse then 1t
was termed incorrect. Minimal examiner judgement was involved. Other
instru@@uts were uzed for comparative purposes. They were explained with

each atudy,

Sﬁatistieal_&aggesaion
Statistical regression as stated by Van Dalen® was to be expectad,

Regression toward the mean occurxs because of random imperfec~
tions in measuring instruments. The less~than-perfect capacity
of T1 and T9 to measure knowledge will cause a variation of 8s
performances. Pupils are likely to obtain somewhat similar scores
on the Ty and Tg, but thelr scores are likely to vary wichin a
glven range « « o

2Van Dalen, Deobold B-,.Unﬂarsnanding Educational Rasaareh (New
York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966), P 250,

31bid,
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Differential Selection of Subjects

All three grades were exposed to the school curriculum from Sep-
tember, 1968 to December, 1968 when the pretest was administered. This

determined their abilities and initial differences,

Experimental Mortality

Each substudy deals with the mortality that ex_isted in each par-
ticular problem. Only those completing both the pre and posttests were

used in most instances,

Table 6

Experimental Mortality

v v
: ¢ N > &
_— | & £/ &) /L e
’ S/ &/ & $/ ¥ SES
' School Class Test % % X % LN % &
Garfield P Pre 17 : »
Post 18 3 2
5 K . Pre 18
= Post 15 2 1
- Fair Oaks F Pre 20 :
Post 23 2
Van Buren 4 Pre 7 2 3
- Post 17 1 2
- K Pre 21 ’ »
Post 20 1
F Pre 20 :
T — Post | 18 2
——— Taft P Pre 5 4 4
T Post 4 2
K Pre 16
Post 15 1
F Pre 16
Post 13 2 1
Nightengale P Post 18 1
A.B.C. N Post 19
John Adams K Post 20
F Post 20
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In a few schools (Example: VanfEuran - Preschool) there were more chil-
dren in the posttest population. Additional;tasts:wara glven when dgta
wag avallable from other test vesults.

Not all of Fair Osks population was used at one time since some
of those students were bussed In from other advantaged areas. This popu~
lation shifted from study to. study depending on the questions.

The children who moved to a neighborhood school late in the study
were kept with the oviginal population when found and tested. Only those
children who moved and were not locatable were shown in the “moved”
column.,

Interaction of Selection and
Maturation, Selection and

Histoxy

Neither the subjects nor the teachers were aware of the prépust

design io terms of curriculum content or program effectiveness., No one
group volunteered for the study. They were chosen by the principal of

the school and then thely cooperation was requested.

Summary of Exteynal and Internal
Validity '

The external and interﬁél validity sections were gs a superficial

view of the study population as a whole. BEach of the comments will be
rvelevant to the substudies, some more than others, The validity veview
wlll serve for the rest of the paper and will not be coverad in discussing

gach study se@arat@lyQ
DESCRIPTION OF STUDIES

This section is organized around a series of questions daéigned to
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extract specific areas of knowledge from the data collected. The areas
covered will constitute the construct validation of the Language Inven~

tory, hereafter referred to as the "LI".

Question 1. Will there be a difference betwegen the LI scores of those
children who received the Bersiter-Engelmann training and those who did

not?
Purpose: Validity sssessed by changes in performange.

Table 7

‘Population Descriptions Question #1

School/Grade Pratest N Treatment N Posttest
Experimental - Garfield Ty B &R T
Preschool E 12 12 E
Kindergarten 15 15
Control = Van Buren Ty Trad. T2
Preschool ¢ 4 4 C

Kindergarten 20 20

Since the Berelter-Englemaua program is a language based program,
thoge children receiving training should show larger LI score galus than
those in the traditional prograim. These two schools are approximately six
blocks apart and draw from the same general soclo-aconomic population, The
LI vas administered to the children in all four classroons, and two-factox

analysis of variance was used with the collected data.

Question 2. Will there be a difference between the LI scores of those chil-
dren who attended schools receiving Title I funds and those who attended

non Title 1 funded schools?
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Eﬁggasaz Validity assessed by changes ln pevformance.

Table &

Population Désa#iptionz Guestion #2

=

Sdhéol/@radé | N Préteat Title I Funds ?oatteét
% - Garfield | Yas
Preschool 12 X X
Kindergarten 15 X o - X
B ~ Faly Oaks , Yes
- PFirst Grade % X
- Van Buren’ : S : C Yes
Praschool bk X X
Kindergarten 20 X B
Firat Grade ' 18 X _ X
¢ - Taft - | No |
. - Preschool 3 % X
Kindergarten AL % X
X X

Tirst Grade : i3

Federal funds enable the school personnel to serve the unique needs
of the particular school population. The experinental schools (B), were
salected as belng i areas attended by children from low soclo-economle
homes. It is genevally accepted that language difficultles acecompany the
learning problems of these childrem., Therefore, the effects of the
special instruction and staff tralning should show in the language of the.
chlldren attending the Title I schools, and these children should show
greater LI scores as compared to the children in the non Title I school
after all scores have been adjusted for initial diffevences,

A1l children warevgiﬁeﬁ the LI, The results were submitted to

analysis of covarlance for determination of significance.

\

O
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Question 3. Will there be a difference between the children who recetved

preschool education experience and those who did not attend the preschool

programs?
Purpose: Validity assessed by changes in performance,

Table 9

Population Description: Question #3

Grade a'fz T . N, Preschool Fmperfence . . . . . Poattest

Kindergarten - B 14 : . . Yesn. CoL X
Kindergarten ~ ¢ 14 L Mo . X
Pirst Grade ~ B 15 Yes X

Fivst Grade -~ C 15 o . . He . .. X

Preschool education 1s an enviched program for disadvantaged four
yvear old children. It provides in its curriculum varied experiences for
language deVelopment. The scores on the LI should reflect the previous
language training in the population that attended the preschool programs,

All those having preschool experience were selected from the total
disadvantaged population and wers randomly matched with those not having
attended preschool, Analysis éf covariance for equal N's was used to

determine significant diﬁfereﬁces between the performances of the groups.

Queation 4, Will there be a diffevence between the LI scoves of Pra~

schdol, Kindergarten, and Fiist Grade chlldren?

Purpose: Valldity established by group difference.
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Table 10

Population Description: Question #4

. Grade Dlgadvantaged Advantaged Posttaest
B Preschool 56 19 %
;;;;;;;;;; Kindergarten 50 19 X

First Grade _ 46 19 X

T

Three natural groups hav& been created by grade level. 'Alﬁhaugh

each level has a vange of vesponses, the scores should reflect the in-

cresses in levels of languége development; Thie questian was further
- ddvided by asking,the difference in gradé levels of the di&advanéagad and
advantaged populations. There ghould be a significant diﬁfeﬁence between
the advantaged and disadﬁantaged pogulatioué since soeiowaconoﬁic levels
are raflected in the linguistié competencles of children. |

A randomized &aaign aﬁalysis of varlance was ﬁsed to daéermina the

3 degree to which the LI scores verified the predicted diffefencesq

Question 5. Will there be a difference between the LI saores of the dis—

advantagad children as compaved with the advantaged children of the sane

grade level and city?

e —— Purpose: Valddity established by group difference,
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Tabla 11
Population Description: Question #5

i
i

o
o

Grade N Total N Posttest
Disadvantaged 100
Preachool : v X
Kindergarten 50 X
First Grade 41 b4
Advantaged 65
Nursery School 19 b4
Kindergarten ' 20 X
X

First Grade _ 26

The school district maintains that thexe is no difference in
staff, schools or equipment from one s&haol population to another, and
that all are receiving equal education, Assuming this dlg true, then any
differemces in scores would reflect a difference im the lingulstic skills
of the two pepulatians“ﬁa t-test for differences between two independent

means was used to determine the differvences if any between the two groups.

Question 6. Will there be a difference between the LI scores df the Afro-

American, Mexican~Amexican and Caucasian children?

Purpose: Validity established by group difference.
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Table 12

Population Description: Question #6

Afro~

_ Hexican-
Grade Amexican Caucasian American Postitest
Preachool : 8 4 7 X
Kindergarten 34 8 8 X
First Grade 23 13 i3 X
Total N ' 65 25 28

Many of the Mexican~American children come from bi-lingual homaa.v
If they themselves do not gpeak Spanish, they are at least exposed to
others who do and thereby they #ra exposed to the pitch, inflection,
rhythm and phonemes of Spanish, The Afro-American childwen come from
another linguistically different backgrouand; differvent in that they axe
exposed to a dialect other than standard English. The low socio-economic
Caucaslan children should perform better on the LI since they do not have |
another linguistic pattern to afford confusion in approximating atandard

Pnglish. An analysis of covarlance Was»used to examinae the diffarences

betwepn the three groupa.

Question 7. Will there be a difference between the LI scores of the males

and the LI acores of the females?

Purpoge: Validity determined by group difference.
A graat deal has baen written on the differences between males
and females developmental vates. As part of the construct validation

gtudy, this question 1s included. A population of 62 malegs and 49 females
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was used fox the comparative purpoags.,,fhey Wara_selegﬁea ﬁ:om.ﬁhe;dis~7'
advanbagad popnlatlon tested Since thare is ganarally thcught to be a

true dave1opmanta1~experiantia1 language diﬁferenca which exists at the

- four year, five year and aix year old levels, ghen thera should be a dif-

ference in the scores of the males and thée females. A two-factor Analysis

of Variance was uged with the data collected.

Question 8. Will the children whose scores were established at an earlier

date on the PPVT perform in the 1ika mannar ‘on the LI?

, ?urgogg; Validity determined by measuring the degree of relationship be-

tween the LI and the PPVI,

Table 13

Population Béscripﬁionz Question #8

Grade N Peasbody Pleture  Language

, , v ~Vocabulary Test - Inventory
Kindergarten 11 May, 1968 May, 1969

First Grade ’ 4 May, 1967 . May, 1969

Both the ?eabe&y4 and LY tests use lexical item identification.
The Peabody format called for a response to isolated léxical items by
pointing to pictures. The LI, parts 4, B, and C requires a résponsa to
laexical items in context by polnting to pictures. 8ince both tests have

gome part in common, those children who scove high on the Peabody should

seore high on the LI. A Pearson Product-Moment correlation established

aLloyd M Dunn, Peabody Plcture Vccabulary Test, Minneapolis:
American Guidance Serviece Inc., 1965,
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the level of tﬁe relationship between the two tests.

Queption 9, Will there be a diffaerence between the LI scores and the LRS

Seviation Test scoves?

Purpose: Validity determined by measuring the degrae af relationship be~

twaen the LI and the ST,

- Table 14

Population Description: Question #9

‘ v ; : Y - , L . _
- Preachool Classes v - o .
by School LI LRS Seriation Test Posttest
Carfield 18 18 X
Nightingale T 2 Y X

Van Buven/Taft | 18 18 X

LI is based upon the theory of langusge performance as a product
of language c@mpaﬁenéé which is built upon the dsap structure of language.
The LRS Serlation Test,d "considered an operation or basic coguitive pro-

esss by Plaget, vefers to the ability to order environmental objects along

- one stimulus continvum or with respect to copying pattern of stimuli, "0

The analysis of this data usiug Pearson Product-Moment correlation

angwers not only the immediate question of grduﬁ'écmpariaon on two tests

Spalph Scott, J, Nelson and A: Dunbar, L R § Seriation Test (New
York: Harpay & Row, Publishers, 1968). , ‘

 6Jarald Nelson, "Construct Valldation of the Learning Readiness
%ystem - Seriation Test" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Indiana
Umiversity, 1968), p. 5. _ L
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but also alludes to a larger questlon, that of the relatlionship betwean -

language and cognition. If language and cognition axe closely velated,

then the correlation between the LI snd the 8T should be high.

Question 18, Will there be a difference between the LI scores and the

Colunbla Mental Maturlty scorea?

- ”;—T,  Purpose: Valldity determined by measuring the degree of relationshlp be-

tween the LI and the Columbla,

Table 15

Population Deseription: Queetion #10

:::::::::i  Preschool Classes by

Schools LI Columbia Posttest
e Garfield 6 6 X
Nightingale 13 13 : X

Van Buren 3 3 X

'§ The Columbia Mental Maturity’ is a test of general intelligence,
It is & series of long, narvow cards in which one item does not belong to
the general category., The child is to point to the incorrect item. The
items range from gross to finlte discrimination of differences. The de-
S — gree to which these two test scores compave may indicate the degres to

which general intelligence is directly velatable to language performance.

A Pearson Product Moment correlation was used to measure the relationship

Tgolumbia Mental Maturity Scale, San Franclsco: Haveourt, Brace
& World, 1959,
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between the two test vesults, and it was expected that this correlation

would be high.

Question‘ll.' Will there be a difference between the LI scores and the

scores on the Berry Visual-Motor Integration Test?

Purpose: Validity determined by measuring the degree of velationship be~

tween the LI and the Berry V<ML,

Pable 16

Population Description: Question #11

Preschool Classes by Berry

School : LY Verdba Lo Posttest
Garfield 6 6 ' X
Nightingale 13 13 X
Van Buren 3 3 X

The Berry Visual-Motor Integration Test surveys the child's ability
to repeat with a pencil 1ine forms that he sees, It is closer to a test
of parception than most of the other preschool tests svailaﬁla to schools.
The data is in the form of Mental Ages, vears and months. To use the
scores for comparative puxposes with the LI, the manéal ages were converted
into months asg opposed to the year-month score given for each child.

A compaxison of the LI and the Berry may lead to some thought in-
volving the relationship between language and perception., Pearson Product-
Moment coxrelation was used to determine the existing relationship between
the two procasges used in taking the tests. Tentatively, it would be

expected that thils relationship would be high, Sea studies clted by
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Elkind, Horn and Schnelderd on perception in addition to Frostig's workd

in this area.

Queation 12, Will therxe be & difference between the LI scores and the

‘scores from the Caldwell Preschool Inventory?

?urgése* Vali&ity determinad by maasuring the degrae of relatienship ba-

tween the LI and the Laldwell.

Tﬁbl& 17

Eopulaeion Desaription. Question #12

Pfeééﬁéél élaéség by. : C :

School ' Lt Caldwell Posttest
Garfiald | | 4 4 X
Nightingale ia 13 X
Vaanuren , v v "3- L 3 . X

The Gaidwali»?éaaahool invantorflo was devélaped for Héad 8tart by
Betty Caldwall. It‘sampiaa genexa; knowledge that children of four ﬁay :
know. For many projects, it has been used‘te detexrmine the axtent of
knowledge acquived while the child attended presehéal. ’The Caldwell was

administered to the sawe chlldren as the LI and the scores from the two

9p, Eikind, J. Horn and G. 8chneider, "Modified Word Recognition,

-Reading Achievement, sad Parceptual Decentration: Jouwrnal of Genetic -

e

Pgychology, 1965, 107, 235-251.

9, Frostig and others. "The Marianne Frostig Developmental Teat
of Visual rersaption,“ Pereap, Mot, shgllﬁ, 1964, 19, 463489,

lQEettye Caldwell, The Preschool Inventary, Hew York: State
University of New York, 1967.
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tests were compared. The vesults lead to the generallzation of the rela-
tionship between general knowledge and lingulstic gkills, The Pearson
Product-Moment correlation was ﬁh@ statistical proceedure used, and'ehé'reu

sultant relatilonship was expected to be high.

— ' Question 13, Will the children's posttest scores remaln the same Lf the

PR ————= teat bookleis are rated By two diffevent people?

Purpose: Assessment of interrater rellability.

If an instrument 4g to be of use to more than one person, lts re-

sults nust malntain some degree of consistency from examiner to examiney

in oxder to provide common linguistic information. The relationshlp of

; the regulté of two jﬁdg&s ascoring the same 30 booklets selected at vandom.
ghould be high,

T : The examinatlon booklets ﬁane first scoved by the experimenter and
then given to Miss Claudia Kroeck, & Junior at Fresné State College,
Fresno, California. The ingtructions were, "If the answer in the booklet
is diffevent than the answer written In the booklet, mark it wrong."

There was no further communication during the rescoring periocd. After two
sets of scores were obtalned for the thirty booklets, the data was statis-
tically analyzed. The use of vank ovder coryelation determined the degree

of relationship between the two judges.

Question 14, Will there be a high correlation between the scores obtained

on the two parts of the LI?

Purpose: Assessment of split-half reliability.
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Tabla 18

Paired Questions from LI for Measuremant
of Bplit-Half Reliabilitcy

oo
Sentence Humbers
Part 1 1 3 6 8 10 12 14

Part II : 2 4 7 9 1% 13 13

The LI is easily divided into two parts by comparing one question,
with all seven parts, to the following question., The common element in
both sentences is the use of ldentlecal deep structure, while the wvariation
in both sentences iu the different lexical items. Any difference in
scores between the two paired sentences in the effect of the lexical items
upon the performance of the deep structure of the sentence. (Bee appendixn
for illustrations of ldentical deep structure and the difference in
lexical items.) Sentence #5 had the same deep structure as #4 and was
omitted for lack of a paix.

The correlation between the scores obtained on two parts of the
LI is an estimate of the veliability of the test., The use of ﬁearson
Product~toment correlation provides the degree of relationship hetween

the two sets of scores,
SUMMARY

The study deaign and procedure has been covered in this chapter in
addition to the presentation of fourteen questions designed to give concrete
information about children's linguistic abilities as presented in theory

form, Chapter 2; to yileld statistical data for the purpose of the construct
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~validation of the LI, and to provide information to Stockton Unifled

Sehool District for analysis and evaluation of faderally funded projects.
The vesults of the fourteen substudies are veported in detail in Chapter

4,
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Chaptex 4
. RESULTS OF THL STUDY

1t seems appropriate to return to the direction given in Chapter 1
when the meanings of “construct” and "validation" were presented, Foxr re=
view, construct was “to form by putting together parta™! and validation
was to make vallid; substantiate; confirm".2 The constyuct validation of a
language inventoxy ds the process of substantiating ox confirming the

theory and design of the instyument by putting together a series of

© studies designed to determine the quality of the imstrument. This chaptex

will present the statistical tests and results of the tests which were em-~
ployed to help answer the fourteen questlons posed in Chapter 3. The
implications of the results and the confirmation of the theory 4s found in

Chapter 5.

guegtiog_lg ‘Nuli hypothesis: There»will bgvno slgnificant diﬁfaxauna be~
tween thé LI scores of those children who received the Bereiter-Engelmenn
tralning and thosé.who did not. |

" - ‘Sinea the Beraiue:~E§galmann appraaéh i a language based program
fér diéadvantéged chiidren,’thaéa ehildren should show a gain in scores
over another school within the saue soclo-economic vieinity using the tra-

ditional approach. Iwo preschool classes and two kindexrgarten classes were

lgtein, loc. cit.
27bid.
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used: in this study, yielding an N of 27 for the experimental Beveitex- et
Engelmann approach and an N oﬁfzﬁ‘fqr,thateanrol_popnlatipn. Uging the
Table of Random Numbers,? three scores were omltted from the experimental
group to produce equal N's, The rvesults of analysis of variance are sdeﬁ{f?f

in Table 19 below.

Table 19

Analysis of Variance: Quaéﬁion "o

 Source ss  df Cms ¥ p
Total 19835 95
pre/post 3385 ‘ 1 C3385. . 4,26 01
school 442 1 hé2 0.56 B,
{uteraction 135 1 135 0.17 NeBas

ayror 15873 g2 794

Bogh schools showed galn between the pre/post testing, but the
experimental children had a greater raw score gain than the control chil~
ren., When the data was submitted to analysis of variance; howaver, the
difference between the scores of the two groups was not sigaificant.
Therefore, the null hypothesils of no significant difference between the
children's scores in the Bereiter-Engelmann program and the children's

geores in the Traditlonal approach would be aéeepted.

':‘Questibn,z. Null bypobhesist There will be no diffevence batween the LI

3pllen L. Edwards, Experimental Degign in Psvehalogi¢31 Reséargg
(Reviged edition, New York: Rinehart & Company, Inc,, 1960), p. 333.
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scores of those children who attended schools receiving Title I funds and
the scores of those who attended non~funded schools.
Both populanionﬁ’(fundad/nan*fundaﬂ) come from socio-economile

areas congsidered balow the average for the Stockton area. Two of the

‘schools, Garfield and Van Buren received Title I funds for the 1968-1969

school year while Taft did not, so Taft was used as the control school,

The test population was as follows: Garfield, N=38; Van Buren, N=42; and
Taft, N=3l, Using the table of randon numbarsﬁ the scores were reduced to
a popuiation of W=31 for esach school. Analysis of covariance produced the
followlng tabled wesults. The rvesults of the ﬁostﬁest were covaried upon
the pretest scores to take lnto consideration any differences at the onset

of the evaluation.

Table 20

Analyels of Covariance: Question #2

Source 88 daf M8 ¥ P
Total 6825 91

Schools 309 2 154 2.11 NeBe
Etror 6516 8% 73

In examining the mean galn of Garfield (12.29 points), Van Buren
(mean gain of 6.64 points), and Taft (mean gain of 13,16 points), there
was a greater gain in Garfield and Taft teat scorss, An analysis of co-

vaviance yilelded non-significant results at the .01 level of confidence,

bpdvards, loc. elt.
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however, Therefore, the null hypothesis that there will be no difference

between the LI scores of Title I and non Title I scores must be accepted.

Question 3. Null hypothegiss There will be no difference batween the

children vho received Preschool Education expérience and those who did not

attend the preschool programs.
;ij:;?:?ié . From the total population tested on the LI, 29 children ware

; | ~ found to have attended the preschool prograws in either 1966-1967 oi 19€7~
1968 school veavs. Equal number of children from the same classes of

ethnlc, sex and grade level were selected frow those who had not atkendad" |

a preschool program. The matching by sex, ethnlc group, age and grade was

an attempt to control some of the variasbles that would exist between the
two groups other than the variable of preschool va, non preschool experi-
ence. Using the pretest vesults as the covariant, the results of the

comparison ave as follows:

Table 21

Z Analysis of Covariance: Question #3

- Source 48 df Mg ¥ »
e Total 3261 56
e . Schools 23 1 23 2.56 Nade
3 Beror 3238 58 59

From the results of this analysis, it can be seen that there was no
significant difference batween the two groups at the .05 level of confi-

dence; therefore, the null hypothésis that there will be no difference
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between the scores of the children with preschool experience and the

soores of the childyren without preschool experience is accepted.

Quastion 5, Hull hybethasis: There will be no differenca batweenvthé ti
scores of Preschool, Kindergarten and First Grade children.
The LI scores were analyzed by grade level after belng separated

into two groups. - An apnalysis of varlance with randomized design was usad

~ fiixst with the disadvantaged aud then advantaged. The disadvantaged

populatich was~Frasehool, NSt s Rindergarten, ¥=50; and Fiyst Grade, Ne46.

Table 22

Analyéis of Variance: Quescioﬁy#é
: Digsadvantaged Population

Source 8 aE M5 ¥ »
Total 23466 151
Between 2605 2 1302.5 9,30 001

Within 20861 149 140.0

The results ylelded an F-rvatio of 9,30 which is significant be-
yond the ,001 level. A t~test among the three means established a
aignificént difference between Preschool and RKindergarten but a non~
significant diﬂfaxenca betwean Kindergarten and First Grade (both at the
.05 level). A '
. The study was rapaated with the advantaged scores, (N=19 for all

three grades). 7The yesults are shown in Table 23,
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Table 23

Analysis of Variance: Question #4
Advantaged Population

$
i
i

. Source 88 df Ms ¥ P

Total, 4820 56
Betwaen 2045 2 1022.5 19,22 001,

Within 2875 54 33.2

Since p 001, a t-test among the tree means was again figured.
It again gshowed a significant difference between Preschool and Kinderger-
ten and an Insignificant difference betwesmn Kindevgarten and Fivst Grade,
(at the ,05 level). The null hypothesis that there will be no difference
between the LI scores of Preschool and Kindergarten was rejected for both
the advantaged and disadVantagad.gopulationa while the null hypothesis was
accepted on the Rindergarten, First Grade levels for both the advantaged

and dizmadvantaged populatlons,

Question 5. Hull hypothesis: There will be no difference between the LI
acoraa of the disadvantaged chiléréu as compared with the scores of the
‘advantaged children.

Because of the difference in N's of the two groups, papers con~
taining the test results were placed face down and shuffled. One class
was drewn from the pille, Van Buren, and all three grades, Preachool, Kin-
dergarten and Firat were eliminated from the comparison, Scores from
Garfield, (Preschool, Kindergarten); Falr Oaks (First Grade), and Taft

(Preschool, Kindergarten, First Grade) were used to represent the
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disadvantaged population, whila'A.ch;.Nursery School and John Adams
(Kindergarten, Pirst Grade) scores wers used to represent tha.advantagéd
population, | o o B

| A t-test for differences between two independent means was used
on the posttest scoves to analyze the data, On the basis of t=1,95 with
163 degrees of freedom the differences between the two means was found to
b& hot signiﬁiaaﬁﬁ. Therefore, the null hypothesis of no difference in

Li scoras between the advantaged and diéadvantagéd papulaﬁicn was accepted,

Question 6. Null hypothesis: Theve will be no difference batween the LI
scores of the Afro-American, Caucasian-Awerican and Mexican-American
childrene

Bacause the difference in N's of the Afro-Amsrican scorss were:. -
greater than twice that of the Mexican-American or Caucasian~American -
seoress analysls of covariance was not used with the existing populations
and the study as designed was not eompletaq¢ A comparison of mean or

average scoras for the three groups tested on the LI wave within 2.5

points of each other.

Question 7. HKull hypothesis: There will be no difference between the LI
secorves of the males and the LI scores of the females.

All of the LI test scores of the boys and girls in the disadvan~
taged population were analyzed to answer this question. A two~factor -
analysis of varlance was computad with an N=62 for the males and an N=49

for the females. The vesults ave given in the following table,
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Table 24

Two Factor Analysis of Variance:
Question #7

1]
31

— , . ; —_— v
Source 88 df M8 F P

— Total 33907 221
‘Pre/Post 6304 1 6304 50.0
Male/Female 2 1 2 0.016 NeBs
X 19 1 19 0.15 nes.
Error 27582 218 126.5

The resultant F-ratio of .016 relevant to the male-~female compari-
son was not significant, Therefore, the null hypothesis that there will

be no difference in écores of the males and females on the LI was accepted.

'guestion 8. Null hypothesis: Children whose scores were established at
an earlier date on the PPVI will not perform in the like manner on the LI.

A group of children who had been tested in previous years while

=

attending Preschool were selected from the population given the LI. Their

|

previous scores on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test were compared with
- | the posttest scores of the LI, From the computation, r=13 (using the
Pearson Product-Moment correlation). By squaring r, the resulting 1.77%
gave 1.7 out of 100 common results between the two tests, This very low
degree of correlation is stated as "negligible or chance relationship" on

Koenker's scale (.00 to .19)5. The null hypothesis was therefore accepted.

SRobert H, Koenker, Simplified Statistics (Illinois: McKnight &
MeKnight Publishing Co., 1961), p. 52.
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Question 9. Null hypothesis: There will be no difference between the LI
scores and the LRS Seriation scores.

The posttest aéarea ftbm both the LI and SRT from the following
praeschool classes were used in the popglatiog of this study, (Garfield,
N=183 Nightingale, Nﬁl7§ and Van Buren/Taft, N=18). Using the Pearson
?foduct@Memanﬁ corialation (N=53) - the ccrrelétien»dﬁ 0,37 was obtained, a
significance greater than ,0L. By squaring .37 the resulting 14% estinates
the percent of common vafiance aperating in both the leand SRT tests, The
remaloing B6% iIndicates the amount of vaiianae which is operating separate~
1y iﬁ each taak, language and thinking. The null hypothesis that ﬁhere
will be no difference between the LI scores and the LRS Seriation test |

scores was therefore rejected at the ,0L 1ave1 a£ significance,

Question 10. Nuli hypothesis: There will be no difference between the LI
seores and the Columbia Mental Maturity scores.

The population consisted of thoaé préschacl children from Garfield,
Nightingale, and Van Buren whavwara.given both the LI and Columbia fn the
posktest pe?iod, (N=22), Computing the Pearson Product-Moment correlation,
v=0,40; (squaring ¥=0,16 or 16%), which is at the lower end of a wange
aceapted as indicating a "falr dégree of relationship".® Although this was
a falr degree of correlation, it was not significant; therefore, the null
hiypothesis that there will be no difference between the LI seeﬁes and the

Columbia Mental Maturity scores is accepted,

Question 1l: Null hypothesis: There will be no difference between the LI

scores and the scores on the Berry Visual-Motor Integration Test.

61bi1d.




DIt

vl

il

54

The children represented in the preceding study were also given
the LI and the Berry (Nw22), The resultant Pearson correlation of -0.03
would indicate a negligible or chance relationshiﬁ. The null hypothesis

that there will be no difference between the two tests was accepted.

Question 12. Null hypothesis: There will be no difference between the

LI scores and the Caldwell Preschool Inventory scores.

Twenty of the same children represented in the preceding two

studies were given both tests during the posttest period, Using the

Pearson correlation, r=20, which 1s barely in the range accepted as indi-
cating a "slight relatio&ship"7 by using the squared r equals 4% common-~
‘ality. This correlation was not significant and so thg null hypothesis

that there will be no difference between.the two kinds of test scores was

rejected.,

Question 13, Null hypothesis: There will be no difference in posttest
LI scores when the booklets are rated by two different people.

The author rated thirty booklets and then gave them, with spec-
ific scoring directions, to a second judge, Miss Claudia Kroeck, (See
Chapter 3, Question #13). The scores from Judge I were ordered from high;
est to lowest with the corresponding score from Judge 2 in the second
column. There was a Rank Order correlation of 0,97 between the scores
of the two judges. Using the scale presented by Koenker8 0.97 lies well

within the .80 to 1.00 range which is interpreted as "highly dependable

T1bid.
81bid.
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relationship". The 0,97 correlation was so high that there was little if
any doubt that the null hypothesis: that there will be no difference in
posttest scores when the linguistic responses in the LI booklets are rated

by two different people, should be accepted.

Question 14. ‘Null hypothesis: There will be no difference betﬁeen the
scores obtained on the twe parts of the LI.

The Pearson Product~Moment corrvelation was used to compute split-
half reliability. This correlation, when corrected for attenuation, was
0.86 (N=314 pairs of scores). The following statement helps in deter-~
mining acceptance or rejection of the null hypothesis, based upon these
results:

In calculating the correlation coefficient the higher
the '"r' the greater the reliability of a test. Most good
standardized teats have relilability coefficients above .85.
No general rule can be set as to how high a reliability co-

efficient must be to be acceptable, since the greater the

range of the scores, in general, the higher the corralation.9

The null hypothesis was therefore accepted in this study, indic-

ating an acceptable level of reliability for the LI.

9Tbid., p. 63.
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SUMMARY

The statistical data needed to determine the results and answers
to the fourteen questions has been presented in this chapter question by
question, Parts of the population, as shown in the table on "Multiple
ﬁesign Using Various Populations', Chapter 3, were used in different
combinations for each question., The statistical results will be presented

in an analytical discussion of the studies throughout Chapter 5.




Chapter 5

DISCUSSION SUMMARY, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In Chapter 1, a set of five general hypothesis was set down for

the framework of this study. PFollowing in Ghapbar 3 was the development

of the hypothesis into fourteen designs for study by posing fourteen quea—}v1f
tions. Chapter 4 contalned the results of the studies by glving the ‘

"éf, statietical data needed to accept or reject the spacific fourteen hypauheé }w 

ses presented. Thisg chapter then gives analysis of the fourteen questions 313
— ~ and their relevance to the five general hypotheses, followed by & sumary

and vecommendations.

S Question l. Bereiter-Engelmann ve. Traditional Preschool Program.

Though there was nbt enough of a difference in the gain scores of
the two preschool classyrooms to state that one program was statistically
gignificantly different from the other, from an educational point of view,

the increased gain of the Bareiter-Engelmann children over the traditional

BEEELL s

children warrents further inquiry to determine those aspects of the pro~

gram which equip the children to respond with higher scorves. Since the LI
- : expected responses in sentence form and since the B~E program encourages

vesponses in full séntancas, this factor may account for the difference be~

tween the two groups.

Question 2. Title I vs. Hon Title I Schools.
The result of no significant difference intentionally did not
reflect any socloeconomic or educational program differences by school but

37
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only by funding source. Three sehools, Fair Gaka, (Firsc Grade) was
combined with &arﬁield, (Praaehool, Kindetgartan) scorea and further
combined wlth Van Buran (?,K 1)) te campriSe ‘the Title 1 £unded papula»
tion. Thase scorea vere used in comparison with Taft scores (P,K,F),
which prnvidad very uﬁequal N’a. Tha mean gain aﬁ each achool aaparately
1ndicated the trends the sehools were taking in respaet to this axaminaw
tion,v Garfield (Vair Oaks) mean gain = l2.29, Van Buren nean gain =
6.64; Taft mean gain = 13,16 which showed tha trend taward the nan funded
aeﬁool (Tafe)‘ There was an apparent gain of Taft over Van Buxen but not
in the ratio neaded for aignifinance. One factor may aecauna for the
difference oche: than aduaational progran is thé-heighbethaodé from‘
which the c¢hildren céme, Van Buren draws from &urrounding hausing pro~

jects while Taft draws from individually owned dwellings.

Question 3, Preschool Experience vs. No Pxeaahoallﬂxparience»

’Though éhara ﬁaa no gignificance heuwéam‘tha twe groups, the mean
gain for the Preschool group was 8.8 while the mean gain fgx the No Pra-
gchool groupvwas 9.6, Tactors such as fawily income, number of parents in
the home, educational level of adults in the home may have contributed to
the galn of the No Preschool group over the Praschool group. One may
spaculate how much further behind the FPreschool group might have been with-

out the Preschool experience to bring them up.

Question 4. Difference betwsen CGrade Levels.

The resulting significance between the Preschool -~ Kindergarten
groups and no significance between the Kindergarten ~ Plyst Grade groups
for both the Advantaged and Disadvantaged populations could be due to move

than one posaibility, By holding the guestions to a few of the many rules
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peséible,-aﬁé'ranga cfwth& exanination may have been yestricted allowing

both Kindergarten and Fivst Grsdera to do well on it.. Another possibility

might have been the developnental ages of the children.  Kinderganten and L

First Gxada'ahildren nay beftao'ciese to the aﬁd of the'languagefﬁavalogfﬁ’w'f

ment péiidd'tn ghow significant difference in gaine., ' Their 1anguage:may.lr"‘

écill’impro@a buit not in tﬁa ways being sampled on the LI.

'Quastien s Advanaaged v Disadvanzaged. :
The faet that the advantaged and disadvantaged populations were ::-

similar on tha LI, may indicate thar thera was more similarity between

the two groups}1angu&ge,wisa_ﬂhan what has been writtﬁu;in\the_past. Mbst S

L

auﬁhgts point‘ta VQcabﬁiaiy aiﬁféranaes-and phan¢1agi¢a1 changesﬂixom,ona_;j 
dlelect to another. Since the LI is based mginly on the structure of
'1anguage and not the superficial é:éaa of vocabulary and sound changes, it
nay mark a true linguistic similarity in the structure of the two groups. ; 
Or 4t could mitrér the fact that the LI is insensitive to the language

differences between the two groups. (Question 4 indicates the same re=

sults)

Question 6. Difference betwaen Ethnie Groups,

Rather than dropping sampla sizes down to very small levels to
equata N's across cells, the ethnic analyaia was dropped. It was not
raally-nee&ed since the analysls of advantaged and disadvantaged was com~
pletadﬁ The raeial—ethnie diffarences haa‘repaaﬁadly.bean shown to be
explainable in terms'of an underlying socio-economic difference according

to the Coleman saudy.l A ecﬂparison of means indicated difference between

13, Coleman and others, Equality of Educational Opgarnunitx,
Washington, D. C.: U, 8, Goverpment; Ptinning Office, 1966,
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the groups tested an-thé LY wevre within 2,5 points of each other.
" This should be inveatigated thoroughly in a study designed to

clearly control racial-ethnic and soalo-economic variables.

Qu&stiog 7. Males vs. Females,

The faet that sex had no aignificant effect ﬁpon student response
on the LI, may lead to discusaions of limited structursl difference be-
tween childrenv;inguistically speaking. The onset of speech and 1anguagé
may be gooner for some girls yet thsy may both possess the same structure

by the tima they mature to the Preschool, Kindergarten, First Grade levels. .

Question 8. LI va. Peabody Ploture Vocabulary Test.

The relationshlp between these two tests may have been low due to
the time difference in test administration; nevertheless, there was some~
thing to say for the differences in the two méasuraes. The Peabody tests
the receptive (decoding) process of language only by responsge to isolated
words while the LI actively involves reception and expresaion (decoding
and encoding processes). The stimuld is given in complete sentence form
with reference to earlier information which is a further involvement with

language and its recall ability,

Question 9, LI vs. LRS Seriation Test.
A discussion of the linguilstic comnection with seriation was pre-
sented by Nelson 2 as follows:

Jean Plaget, a leading developmental psychologlst, has
theorized that pre-reasoning is developed as the child works

2Jerald Nelson, "A Study of Pra-Reasoning Ability in the SUSD
Preachool Programs" (Stockton, California: University of the Pacific,
1969),P. 1. (Mimeographed). '
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with classifying (grouping) and seriating (ordering), Classi-
fying can be thought of as the usual type of word training which
the teacher does as she tries to help children develep concepts,
such as tree, blue, or fuzay, Seriation 1s exemplified in &
more specific set of words, each of which helps us to velate ox
order collections of things., AlL of the superlatives and
comparatives are serlating words because they ave relational -
(taller than, near, between, last, firat, bigger than). By
definition, all of the prepositions are also relational or
ordexing types of vnrds.} _ L _— _

The low correlation between the hRSvseriaeion.Tastlahd‘tha 1
indicated the areas of language (generative-tranaformational) and of
seriation (cognition or thinking) are not synonymous avess. In adminis~
tering the Seriation Test to the children in the Berelther<Engelmann pro~
gram, it was noted the ¢hildren were'abie ﬁé néméitheKSizafdnd éhaﬁa of
the objects to be matched but when it came to the operation and manipulas
tion of the test items they were unable to function up to thely 1iﬁguistie"
capacilty. In other programs'ehe éhiidten wara‘éble tavpérform the tasks
correctly but unable to gi#é the 1inguiaﬁia labels to the items or the

operation.

Question 10, LI vs. Columbia Mental Maturity.

The small N's in this study do not allow for a c¢lear analysis of
the existing results; but, from the wvesults gathered, the low correlation
between the two came from the areas sampled, One, the structure of
language; the other, the discrimination of like and unlike objects which
substantiated the results in Question 9 that languaga and thinking ancom-

pass some aveas which are not in common,

Question 11, LI vs. Berry Visual~Motor Integration Test.
The low correlation in this comparison could have heen because

language and perception may have started from common beginnings but
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developad- along separate parallel pathas. Pegcepnianvbeing a sensorl~
motor function while language a generative,proaesg, may ‘account for some

of the differences.

Question 12;\;L1 vé. Galdﬁeil*;_'.

The low eoxralatiénkbaaween these two tests may be Qeeause the
latter samples general kﬁoWiadgevwhieh enaampaséas 1éngda§e'ahd non-
language readiness aress while the LI samples the rules used in generaef‘
ing the language: It might have been attributable to-the small N's used

in the correlation as well,

Question 13. Interrater Reliability.

Part of the high correlation between raters i3 due to the prede~.
termined right-wrong judgements at the time of test construction. The |
aﬁswers were glven below the respOnsekline so the gross judgements weré
éliéady made nevertheless, there reméined a few finite judgéments which
were measured on this sample. The Iaventory was designed for teacher |
adminiatration and because of the high interrater reliability it appears

to be well suited for multiple examiners.

Question 14, Split-Half Raliabil.ityt

Considerdng the low range of suores, the reliability estimate was
good for this inventoty. With an Nﬂ314 pairs of ﬂcoras, it can ba safely
gssumed that the instrument will be reliable on a wide range of popu1a~

tions, both advantaged and diaadvantaged.
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SUMMARY

The fourteen studies presented were an out-growth of the five
generally-stated hypotheses presented in Chapter 1. It is important then
to review the studies in reference to these as stated.

A. A language inventory test should differemtiate between children who
have had differing programs of education, :

The LI does not differentiate betwean children who have had diffex-
ing programs as shown by Questions 1 through 4. In all four instances |
(Bereiter-Engelmann V8. Traditional; Titla I va, Non Title I Funded
Programs; Preschool Experience vs. No Preschool Experience; and Diffaréﬁaa-j
betwaeen Grade Levels) there was no significant difference between the pro-
grams as presented,

B. A Language inventory test should differentiate between children
having differing cultural, seocial, or ethnic backgrounds.

Though these studies were loosely defined as disadvantaged or ad-
vantaged without the statistiecal study of ethnic differences, the LI
showed no significant diffarence, (See Guestions 5 and 6).

. A language inventory test should not differentiate between boys and
girls.,

The LI did not differentiate between males and females, (Question
7) and therefore this generally-stated hypothesis was accepted. It may be
noted that this is the first of the three hypotheses to be accepted, and
this could be due to the LI's insensitivity as an alternative explanation.
Bs A language ilnventory test should be closely related to scores obtained
from other proven aehieﬁémantéralatad testd.

The LY did not seem to be clearly related to commonly used
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achievement~related tests as shown in questions 9 through 12, Possibly

larger N's for these questions wguld yleld mgre‘reliablé data in this

. area.

Es A langusge inventory test should be a rellable instrument when used

- in the field of early childhood education.

The LI has been shown to be easily scorable and migiﬁally rellable

with the use of split-half weliability and interrater reliability tests.

Though it is relisble, it is not relatable to any other established

meagurement commonly used in the field of early childhood edueation.
'RECOMMENDATTONS

The recommendations presented are both an out-growth of the
studies presented and the undarlyiqg‘thaory‘bahind,ﬁhe L. They ave di-
verse in nature but shau@d’seyvg as polnts to consider in any future
investigation along the lines presented.
1. Throughout this study raw scores were used in avaipating the responses
of children, on the LI, An item analysis would have given more informa-
tion about the test .performance. In addition, normative tables_uﬂing '
various types of derived scores would help those wishing to use the LI.
2. A greater rangs uf_itamﬁ might.help at the upper end of the examina~
tion, Although no child received a 100% score, many scores were concen-
trated in a small range, at the uppex end of the scale.
3, Larger N'ﬁvin_nha correlational studies would have glven better data

with which one could project the resulta,

4« A better statistical design would allow for inveatigetion of the

raclal~ethnie, soclo-~aconomic variables and thedir interaction.

5. Either an expansion of Robert's rules for genexating transformed
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sentences or a diffevent theoretical base should be explored to extend
the range of the LI.

6. Linguistica in its truest sense does not dictate right or wrdng. It
is used to analyze language behavior to de#éloﬁ.grammar; thereforé, the
'right' answers given for éach question were arbitrarily chosen ﬁo give
some meagure of performance. These 'vight' answers should not be4in~
terpreted by\educators as the only answer that is correct nor the only
acceptable standard of children's language. The 'right' answefs should
be considered with caution. |

7+ Since ;his wag a validatiOn study, curriauium suggestions were not
entered hefe. Four sample presentaﬁiona based u@on four areas of de-
tecting linguistic skills were entered in ﬁhé Appendix E‘for conéideraw

tion,.
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INTRODUCTION

| “Language is a well defined object in the heterogeneous mass of speech facts."

Ferdinand de Saussure- )
Course in General Linguistics

Rationale

: The evaluation of language maturity among culturally disadvantaged as
. well as culturally privileged preschool, kindergarten, and first grade

o children requires careful examination of two main aspects of linguistic
activity: language competence and language performance.

; ‘Language as an organized system consists of an infinite set of sen-
L - tences formulated according to a finite set of rules. This means that

E the user of any language operates with established rules according to
which he not only formulates sentences, but also understands sentences
that other speakers of the same language may create. This implies that
speakers of English, coming from various cultural environments, employ
a common set of rules whenever they wish to put their ideas, thoughts or
emotions into words syntactically concatenated for the purpose of
effective communication.

: Recent investigation has clearly indicated that the above mentioned

S conception of language presupposes the existence of a set of rules that
the speaker of a language begins to internalize as soon as he needs to

“send and receive messages. The formalization of the same rules consti-
tues the structure of grammar in the traditional sense of the word. Such
mental process will assist the child to acquire the structural pattern of
his language. This reference frame, his language competence, will guide
his participation in the multiple linguistic activities conditioned by

. the social environment.

[H1 RS O S

Performance v Competence ' : Performance
o v : Y
—— : Speaker Language: | Speaker
i "Encode” (speaking) | Internalized finite | ] Encode (speaking)
" Decode (listening) set of rules . Decode (listening)

A ' A

Fiqure I  Cycle of Speech




The ideal structural pattern previously identified as the basis of

- the language competence of the speaker is not used homogeneously, but
' manifested in the most heterogenous ways conditioned by social environ-

ment. There are three main manifestations of English according to the
social distribution of its structural pattern, namely: the "acrolect"
dialect, the dialect of the high society; the "mesolect" dialect, the
intermediate dialect spoken by the dominant group; and the "basilect"

. dialect, the form of the same language developed; and spoken in

environments different from the other two speaking groups.

Linguistically speaking, users of different dialects are equa]]y

- competent to use the structural pattern of language they have in common,

but as earlier stated, social distribution and level of education may
convert the common pattern of language into any of the English dialects.
In a given basilect, for example, the obligatory phonological rules may
not be present; or be manifested in a manner different from that dictated
by the language; or may show phonetic shapes. different from those used

in a given acrolect. Therefore, it should be the purpose of education
not to eliminate the speaker's dialectical patterns, but to add to his
linguistic repertoire. .

Language:

Internalized finite
set of rules

Language Competence

~Social use of
English

Language Performahce

/\\

- Acrolect - Mesolect ' §§si1§g§
Dialect of the . Dilect of the Dialect of the
- High Society ' Dominate Society Disadvantaged Society

Figure II  Common Language, Society & Dialects




The most appropriate scientific tool to approach the universe of

- language competence and language performance seems to be the so-called
generative-transformational grammar recently developed in America.
School grammar has been for decades interested in breaking down sentences

to observe how they have been constructed, but has failed to elicit a
system of economic rules according to wh1ch students learn to derive
sentences. The transformational approach to grammar permits to infer
the deep structure of sentences, and outline hypothetically the process
by means of which the speaker brings the deep structures of language to

‘the tangible surface of the utterance. This process permits also the

observation of arbitrary rules as well as environmental influences which
generate the various social dialects.

Transformational grammar can be defined as a finite set of rules that
generates an infinite number of grammatical sentences of a language and
no ungrammatical ones and assigns to each sentence generated its proper
structural description. Transformational grammar has two components:

A. The syn tactié coMponent consists of:

1. Phrase structure level
2. Transformational structure 1eve1

B. The phono]og1ca1 component consists of a number of
parts, for representing the structure of a sentence.

The rules of transformational grammar are instructions used in the
production of the basic sentences of a language and rules used in the
derivation of sentences from those basic ones.. For example:

This rule reads: Produce a Sentence as a Noun Phrase plus a Verb Phrase.

The rules for the production of the sentence: John feeds the dogs are:

Sentence -----Noun Phrase + Verb Phrase
Verb Phrase ----- Verb + Noun Phrase
Noun Phrase ----- Determiner + Noun
Noun w---ewww- ~--John, dogs
. Determiner --«--- the
Verb ~c-acccmcua- feeds




The sentence produced by the ordered application of the rules can be
represented by the following diagram. The upper components, which are
- the components of an infinite number of sentences, represent the deep
structure of the sentence. The lower components are actual words and vepre-
sent the surface structure of the same sentence.

Sentence

_ Noun Phrase ~ Verb Phrase f
Deep Structure VéF5—_d—“‘f—i:::::i:::ﬁggﬁzﬁﬁzgif\‘
| Determiner ' Noun
Surface Structure John | feeds the ’ dogs

Applying transformational rules to “John feeds the dogs", the f0110w1ng |
der1ved sentences can be obtained:

1. The dogs that John feeds.
2. The dogs John feeds.

The rules of the phonological component assign the proper pronunciation
to the sentences of a language. For example:

the verb feed in the sentence "John feeds the
dogs", is assigned the correct pronunciation
after the phonological rule has turned it into
feeds in order to express person and tense.

The Inventory consists of fifteen sentences constructed according to some
of the main rules that a child is.able to manipulate from his third to his
sixth year of life. The child will be exposed to these sentences that repre-
sent an aspect of his experience, according to a programmed stimulus in order
to obtain the following:

A. Recognition of vocabulary items projected in a
given syntactic structure.

B. Manipulation of the syntactic structure in which
the vocabulary items have been projected.

C. Utilization of sound as an 1ntegrat1ng part of
grammar. _ .

D. Art1cu1at1ons of sounds as word components.




» - TEST KEY SYMBOLS

Sevrmnmanas Sentence
..... =>  Rewritten as
[ Noun -Phrase
V meomenne Verb
:f‘ij:::i N —mmmeem- Noun
S VPosomeua Verb Phrase
Aux ------ Auxilliary
PP ------- Prepositional Phrase
Det-wmnm-- Determiner
A BT E R Verb intransitive
- F (A EEETEES Verb\transitive
| LT Tense
T Memmemen Modal
Prep-~~-~- Preposition
1 Pl swmcmm Plural
% Sg —wmwmas Singu]ar_
5 Pas =~=w-- Past |
- Pres ===--- Present
Part ----- Participle

; ‘ ‘i:2>>--e-- Incorporation of phrase into sentence




! Sentence_ 1
| p
’ - ir

Phrase Rules

Phonological Rules

for: The worms crawl over the rocks

7. V -eemee Vi + PP
8. PP ---- Prep + NP
9, N ----- wornm, rbckl

10. Det --- the
11, Vi ~--- crawl

12. Prep -- over

The application of these rules produce the following string:

the + worm + pl + pres + crawl + over + the + rock + pl

-

1.  Noun + Plemcvmuinuan worm #}s /2] ===mmeee- worms  /warmz/
2. Verb + pres (3-pl)-~--crawl + ¢ «----uu- crawl /kral/
3. Noun + pl ~---eou- rock +s / § [-=m=m- ‘rocks /raks/

When the phonolog1ca1 rules are applied to thg above string, the f0110w1ng
sentence is ohta1ned .

The worms crawl over the rocks.
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Phonological Rules:

Sentence _ 1 _

=

AN

et W Aix - 'z/ |
NN
Gt o T 1//. 2
| | //41/\/1//
A
VDY

7 worme o)+ st g crw v OVEr+ Ahe + rock + of

1.
2.
3.

Phrases:

: Phoneme :

Sentence:

Noun +‘/z/———
Verb + @ -
Noun + /s/
NP , PP
, o vp
The_worms . - crawl : over the rocks
T . 2 . 3

/r/ as in rocks

The worms crawl over the rocks




| Sentence‘ 2

_—— Phrase Rules
]

for: The dogs play behind the bushes.

| PR Jp— NP+ VP S RN Vi + PP

2. NP ---- Det + N 8. PP ----- Prep + NP
T J— Cnt (p1) 9. N --e-o- dog, bush
4, VP —em- Aux V. 10, Det --—- the |
; 5. Aux --- T+ M v B B PO )RR play
Aj 6. T ---- pres o 12, Prep --- behind

" The application of these rules produce the following string:

the + dog + pl + pres + play + behind + the + bush + pl

Phonological Rules

= 1. Noun +pl ----ocu- dog +.s /z/-==---==~ dogs / dagz/
444~447—5_ 2. Verb + pres (3-pl1) play + f----mocnn- --play /pley/ .
3. Noun + pl =---evew- bush + s f3z/-=e==- bushes /bu$iz/

When the phonological rules are applied to the above string, the foilowing
~ sentence is obtained:

The dogs p1éy behind the bushes.

[S11E160% U SO IR
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Phonological Rules:

1.

’ 2 L]

3.

Phrases:

Phoneme:

Sentence:

Sentence 2

Hhe £ oy # of S s f A /wéywﬁzé%%ﬁf/% e+ St o

Ve /4

7'/

o of

Noun + /z/
Verb +
Noun + /+z/
NP | VP PP
Ibngggg' gl%z_ behind tge bushes

Ju/ as in bushes

" The dogs play behind the bushes,




Sentence 3
: %_ Phrase Rules
for: The boy sees the faces in the leaves.
1. Semceccenn- NP + VP 7. Vemmoomanne VE + NP 4 VP
E— Det + N 8. PP-meceene- Prep + NP
T 3. Nemomoomee- Cnt (P1, Sg) 9, Nemeooaeme- boy, face, leaf
. E 4, VP wevminano Aux +'V 10. Det-------- the
5, AuX ---ewnw T+M 11, Vte-eenoo- see
6. Teeeecmemns pres 12. Prep------ in

The application of these rules produce the following String:

the + boy + sg + pres + see + the + face + pl + in + the + leaf + pl

~— - "phonological Rules

- 1. Verb + pres------c--- see +§  [z/-m--eomnn- sees /siyz/
.~ 2. Noun + R fécé +s /% Z[==mme——- faées' /feysiz/
T " 3. Noun # pl ------me=-leaf + 5 [2f=n-mmemmee- 1eaves [iyvz/

-~ sentence is obtained:

~ The boy sees the faces in the leaves.:

-9-

When the phono?ogxca1 rules are app11ed to the above string, the following




o

Phonological Rules:
B ¢

2.

3.

. Phrases:

The bo
.__WT__)L

Phoneme:

Sentence _3

sg 7 MV

D

Verb + /z/—

& o

A

Noun + /iz/

Freo

)

De#

V-

Ao Aé§71‘=%7,‘/aﬂﬂ5,4 B p ST 4 A fééif;&/ i w7 S+ forf e ol

Noun + /z/

NP VP

sees the faces
2

/v/ as in leaves

- PP

in the leaves

3

Sentence: The boy sees the faces in the 1eaves.'




" Sentence 4

Phrase Rules

for: The birds will build nests in the branches.

| IR NP+ VP 7o M ceeee will
2. NP ---- Det + N 8. V eeee Vi + NP4PP
3.0 N--- Cnt (p1) 9. PP --- Pret + NP
= 4, VP ---- Aux + v ' 10. N ----‘ bird, nest, branch
: 5. Aux --- T + M “11. - Det --- the‘
6. T ----- pres . 12, Vt ---- build

13. Prep -- in

The application of these rules produce the following string:

The + bird + pl + pres + will + build + nest + pl + in + the + branch + pl

=" phonological Rules

— — 1. Noun + pl -=-vonroe- bird + s /2/ ~=--cme-mcomean birds / bardz/
2. Noun + pl wmemcenea nest + s /s/ =-memeocccnuaa nests / ﬁésts/
i 3;_ Neun +'p1—------4- branch + 5 [iz)/-mumcmme e branches / brentiz/

When the phonological rules are applied to the above string, the following
sentence is obtained: - :

\
\
I

The birds. will build nests in fhe branches.

|
|
|

i
|
i
i
|
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; Phonological Rules:
——t 1. Noun + /z/—
j - 2. Noun + /s/
: 3. Noun + /iz/
Agijigii: Phrases: NP ' : vp . PP
???:?::éy o . The bird - will build nests in_the branches
: : Phonemé: /e/_a;.in web o ‘ o ’

Sentence: The birds will build nests in the branches.




Sentence 5

Phrase Rule

for:

There are wasps in the spider webs.

---------- 6. T ------------~--pres

----------- Det + N 7. PP -mmemmmmemmnn Prep + NP
---------- Cnt (p1) 8. N ---cecmeeeeas wasp , spider web
---------- Aux + be + PP 9, Det -w--=------- null, the. |
--------- T+M 10. Prep----------- in

Transédrmational Rules

The application of these rules produce the follwoing string:

wasp + pl + pres + be + in + the + spider web + pl

Apply the T-There rule to the same string to produce:

there + pres + be + wasp * pl + in +the * spider web + pl~

Phonological Rules

~ 1. Noun + pi —-~--~-—-----¥-wasp 8§ [§)mmmmmmmnmmmmneeen wasps /wasps/
;2. BB+ Pres --ecmmmccccmc et m e e are far/ -
3. Noun + L e e e LT spider web + s /z/------~~--m-p1der webs ,spajdaw webz/

‘When the phonolog1ca1 rules are applied to the above transformed string, the
fol]ow1ng sentence is obtained:

There are wasps in the spider webs.

-13-




Sentence _ 5

S

72V

,¢/ * RSO / # //es',&/w’ v &+ 7 #* //e’f’- q;a/%?rwféfp/

Phonological Rules:

-1, -Noun +5/s/

2. Be + pres

3. Noun + /z/

Phrases: v NP PP
There are wasps in the spider webs
1 _ 2 3
Phoneme: /e/ as in web

Sentence: There are wasps in the spider webs.




Sentence 6

" .Phrase Rules

ff%if%:% for: The toad brings the bugs.

TR - NP v VP I N
R J [ J— Det + N | S P— toad, bug
= 3. N ==-wem=n= Cnt (p1) 9. Det ----- the
— A,% T Aux + V | 10, Vt ------- bring
ES Aux === T+ M
= 6 T oemeeaeaa- pres

Transformational Rules

Z The application of these rules produce the string:

the + toad + sg + pres + bring + the + bug + pl

',7 Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion rules to the same string:
| the + bug + pl1 + the + toad + sg +  pres + bring
This final string will be included with the following phrase rules.

Phrase Rules

for: The lizard takes ( the bugs the toad brings.)

S TR NP + VP | IR R — Vt + NP
© 2. NP meee- Det + N ‘ \
— 3. N =wooe- Cnt {sg) _ . s bog v plv She b Ao #5400 ES * ,é/'//}:‘;f"
R § 4. VP -=--- Aux + M S 8. N cemvcmmue- lizard
7 i 5. Aux ---- T + M 9. Det --veu--- the
6. T w=mw-w- pres _10. Vt --------- take

S Phonological Rules -

7; 1. Vérb + pres --=-omwee- take + 5 /5/--mesmmmcennas takes /teyks/
2. Noun + pl —=--memcuua- bug + s /z/===-cemacennn - bugs /bagz/
3. Verb + pres -~------- bking +.s /2] ==-=emmemeen- brings / briyz/

When the phonological rules are applied to the following total string:
the + Tizard + sg + pres + take + the + bug + pl + the + toad + sq + pres + bring
the following sentence is obtained:

,ﬂ ,”,; , | ‘The lizard takes the bugs the toad brings.
, P
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Phonological Rules:

- Sentence 6
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- 1 Verb + /s/—
4~44**?ff 2. Noun + /z/d
3. Verb + /z/
. Phrases: | NP
' | The lizard
paa S
- Phoneme: /3/ as in bug
Sentence: ‘

VP

takes the bugs

NP

the toad brings
o3

The lizard takes the bugs the toad brings.




‘Sentence 7

Phrase Rules

for: The turtle digs the holes.

1. S ~memcmcmen NP + VP 6. T mccemacnnn- pres

S | J— Det + SR Vt + NP

3, N cecmmmmmae Cnt (ég, pl) I T T R— turtle, hole
4, VP --vcuve-- Aux + V 9. Det --------- the

5. AuX --=meme- T+M 10, Vt ==cmecmene dig

" Transformational Rules

The application of these rules broduce the string:
the + turtle 4 sg + pres + dig + the + ho]é + pl
Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion‘ru1es to the same string:
-  the 4 hole + pl + the + turtle + sg + pres + dig
This final string will be included wifh the following phrase rules:

Phrase Rules

for: The boy finds (the holes the turtle digs).
PR S — NP+ VP y S Vt + NP
2. NP memmmme- Det + N
: -
3. N ----ee-- Cnt (S 9 ) / Fbo » sl "/f/ > /fgy‘./ﬂ///e #a ,y/éf/%f
4, VP ---emm-- Aux +V 8. N —mmmemn- boy _
5. Aux ====--- T+M 9. Vt ---e-e- find
6

Phonological Rules

1. Verb + pres -------- find +'s /2] ==-m-mmcmmcmeceeeae finds /fayndz/

2. Noun + pl —-ccccuuns hole + s /z/ --==m=-mccmameun ---holes - /howlz/
3. Verb + pres ------= dig + § /2/ =--memmmeeeceemea-digs  /digz/

When the phonological rules are applied to the following total string:

the + boy + sg + pres + find + the + hole + pl + the + turtle + sg + pres + dig

~ the following sentence is obtained:

The boy finds the holes the turtle digs.
-17- |




Sentence 7
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Mionalogical Rules:
.. Vert + /2/

|
|
|

i 2.. Noun + /fz/
R Ve [z ——— — ———
o Pveess W W e

The: boy finds " the holes_tHe turtle digs
Bl ‘iT“' 2 ' ¥

PHomemes: /A7 as in dig - , .
Semtence: The boy finds the holes the turtle digs.




Sentence ____”g

Phrase Rules

 for:  The boy catches the fish
S cememnee NP + VP 7. V ccomcmceee Vt + NP
NP «eemeaee Det + N 8. N ~c-ccen-- boy, fish
N memmmnen- Cnt (sg) 9, Det ==--u-- the
VP wecnmeas Aux + V j -

10, Vt —=emeeee catch

Aux ====u- T+HM ,
T «=ww==== pres

Transformational Rules

. The application of these rules produce the string:

the + boy + sg + pres + catch + the + fish + p]

= Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion rules to the same string:

the + fish + pl + the + boy + sg + pres + catch

'i This final string will be included with the following phfase_ru1es.

Phrase Rules

= When the phonological rules are applied to the following total Strihg

the + girl + sg + pres + want + the + fish + p] + the + boy +sg + pres + catch
the fol1ow1ng sentence is obtained:

The girl wants the fish the boy catches.

-19-

~ for: The girl wants (the fish the boy catches.) : | ’
| R e — NP + VP 7. V =btemeeeee Vt + NP -
2. NP mmmemme Det + N ~“\“‘**\-~\\;\\\\\
3. N =memmoce- Cnt (sg) Abe + Fos ot of + A+ ééy¢s7 * pras oo fclh
4, VP —-vceore- Aux + V 8. N —-cceemme- cat
5. Aux -=----- T+M 9, Det --eom~-- the
6. T -===- we=  PPres 10, Vt ----2--- want_
Pnonolog1ca] Rules ' | '
1. Verb + pres -—--cemew-a want + s /s/ - wants / wants/
2. Noun + pl =mmecmmuan- fish + ff cmmeemmmmeemmee fish / fi¥/
3. Verb + pres —-m--=--- catch + 5 /#z/-===cwemenx catches / katiz/
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" Phonological Rules:

Sentence 8

f%fﬁ/y},f 57 » s o+ /g_@;‘é‘/{%gr‘ %,—4;—_,0/
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V /4 Vid
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D 4 Az

22?‘ X 7 V4 _. Y
CTLT D

/7/\1/

I |

- :
A 72// # 59 o+ gress ’ﬁ £ sarah + Pt S //Z{Aa///# s/ s ety

1. Verb + /s/———-
‘2. Noun + §

3. Verb + /iz/

Phrases: NP VP
The girl wants
i 2
Phoneme : / 8/ as in fish

NP

the fish the boy catches
-3 o :

Sentence: The girl wants the fish the boy catches.




Sentence

Phrase Rules
i

f?r: ffThe boy brought the cheese."
1. S cmemccnnees NP + VP

2. NP —mmmmmeme Det + N

3. N cememnmee {Cnt (sg)}

4, ‘VP --------- Aux + V

5. Aux =-w---- T+M

Transformationa]_Rules

9
T e pas
7. V memmmeceee- Vt + NP
8 N -ommmoooe- boy, cheese
9. Det =------- the
10, Vt --cmmoee- bring

The application of these rules produce the string:

- the + boy + sg + pas + bring + the + cheese
Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion rules to the same string:

the + cheese + the + boy +sg +.pas + bring
This final string will be included with the following phrase rules.

.. Phrase Rules

"~ for: The mouse was eating (the
1. S meremammeaee NP & VP 7o M mcccmcean be-ing
2. NP emmmmmemne Det + N J Vt + NP ‘
3. Normomoooee Cnt (sg) .ZZ;::;;;ﬁaffzééffzﬁyy:;;::;;;;::;;;;
4, VP -veemeee- Aux + V 9., Ne-ciomeeow mouse
5. AUX —-=---= T+M 10. Det =---u-- the
6. T -ommmme- pres 1.Vt emeema- eat
. Phonological Rules
1. Be + pas -__,-__-_,;_---_-_-;--,_,--__--__--_; ----------- -was / woz/
2. Verb.+ ing ~eemmemwwax eat + ing /iv/-=--wmm-cmmmemanen- eating / iytin/
3. Verb + pas --w-------- bring + pas =we---ccmmmamnanna o brought - /brot/

cheese the boy brought).

When the phonological rules are applied to the fo]]ow1ng total string:

the + mouse + sg + pas + be + ing + eat .+ the + cheese + the + boy + sg + pas + brxn

the fo110w1ng sentence is obtained:

The mouse was: eating the.chéese,the boy brought.

-21- »
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Phonologica] Rules:

1. Be +.pas

2. Verb + /in/

3.‘ Verb + pas

Phrases: , NP VP : NP
The mouse was eating the cheese the boy brought
2 L 3

Phoneme: J&/ as in cheese

Sentence: The mouse was eating the cheese the bqy‘brought.




| ‘The application of these rules produce the string:

_’Sentence 10

Phrase Rules
, o

f?r: J The girl wanted the butterfly .
S NP+ VP T V mammmmmmeaen Vt + NP
NP =oeme-e Det + N 8, N =cccocecmncnae girl, butterfly
V ceommeas Cnt (sg)b 9. Det ~=-ccemmom-- fhe
VP ~vowne Aux + V | 10, Vt —-cocccnnmana- want
Aux ----- ST+ M o
T mememmen Pas

.for: Thevboy is takfng (the butterf]y the girl wanted.)
1. S commeeeelP ¢ VP 8
2. NP --o-me- Det + N
3. N —mecma- Cnt (sg)
4. VP ----- Aux + V
5. Aux ----- T+M 9.
6. T ----cu- pres 10, Det ------ the
I 2 T R— be-ing 1. Vt -~-m--- take
Phonological Rules
1. Be + pres-----m-eccemeaoua- - e —————— ;is‘/ iz/
2. Verb + ing cmcmmmmmu--take + ing / in/--mmmem ? ---------- taking / teykin/
3. Verb + pas -=vce--wewea- want + ed /#d/ ~----m--omemceoneen wanted / want%d/

- When the phonological rules are app11ed to the fo]10w1ng total string:

Transfofmationa] Rules

the + girl + sg + pas + want + the + butterfly + sg
Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion rules to the: same str1ng

the + butterfly + sg + the + girl + sg + pas + want
The final string will be included with the following phrase rules:

Phrase Rules

the + boy + sg + pres + be + ing + take + the + butterfly + sg + the + girl +sg +pas +want
the following sentence is obtained: '

The boy is taking the butterfly the girl wanted.

23




Sentence 10
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Phonological Rules:

1. Be + pres —

2. Verb + /ig/
3. Verb+ /}d/

Ahe « éf/ #~ {7 #* //‘zsféff//y » / Loz # //(f /zx//e/zf//«,‘gf R 7/,-/;-57,« /Ma’f won

Phrases NP VP

NP

‘The boy ~ is taking
_ 2 _
Phoneme: /&/ as in the

Sentence: The boy is taking the butterfly the girl wanted.

the butterfly the dirl wanted
—3 -




B aren

U

7 Sentencé : 1Trm”'” -

i Phrase Rules:

ffor:

The man left the jam.
1. S —emceeas NP + VP 6. T =cmcmmmeeee- Pas
2. NP ---u-- Det + N 7. Vemcceccmanees VYt + NP
3. V cemeeea Cnt. (sg) 8., Ne-mmmccccmeanaa man
N-Cnt
, 9. Det ----cceenaee the
4, VP ~=e--- Aux + V ‘
: 10, Vi-omomomanonas leave
5. Aux ----- T+M -

Transformational Rules
The application of these rules produce the string:

the + man + sg + pas + leave + the + jam
Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion rules to the same string:
~ the + jam + the + man + sg + pas + leave
This final string will be included with the following phrase rules.

Phrase Rules

_ The monkeys are eating (the jam the man left.)

_ _for
1. S e NP+ VP 7. M cecmmmmeaan be-ing
2. NP —--mmene- Det + N 8. Vomemmmnooeee Vi + NP
. _//" . —_
30 N -emoooee- Cnt (p1) L Far o # A2 - P ST A S S e
4, VPeooammnem- Aux +'V | T | —— - monkey
5. Aux --------T +M , 10. Det --------- the
6. T mmmemmmmen pres M.Vt smeemmee-meat.
Phonological Rules |
1. Noun + pl -omemcmcccccaana. monkey + s . /zZ/---===-eec------monkeys /menkiz/
2. Be + pres--~---- e et L SV N S
3. Verb + pas ----esw=cmecoaa- leave + pas ~=--==-oco-cau-eo- left /left/

When the phonological rules are applied to the following total stringﬁ

: ;f'- the+ monkey+ pl+.pres + be +ing + eat + the + jam + the + man +'sg + pas + leave

the following sentence is obtained:

 The monkeys are eating the jam the man left.

_25.;




- Phonological Rules:

Sentence 11
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1. Noun + /z/

2. Be + pres

3. Verb + pas

Phrases: NP VP ' NP
- The monkeys are eating the jam the man left.
1 ' 2 : 3 '
“Phoneme: /j /7 as in jam

Sentence:  The monkeys are eating the jam the man_]eft.




Sentence 12

Phrase Rules

for: " The bones ére undér the ground.

1. S =emeee-eNP + VP 6fA T m=--=---pres

2, NP —mmweee Dei +N | 7. PP -weow- Prep + NP

R {gng (p])} . ?._ N----—f--‘bone,.grognd
-Cnt

4, VP -omm-- Aux + be + PP 9. Det ------ the

5. AUX ===== T+ M - 10. Prep------ under

Transformational Rules

_The application of these rules produce the string:

the + bone + pl + pres + be + under + the + Qround

Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion rules to the same string:
the + bone + pl + under + the + ground

This final string will be included with the following phrase rules.

Phrase Rules

for: The dog is going to get (the bones under the ground.)
B R R ~-NP + VP 7. Mecommccmccae be going to

2. NP —e-oee-ce-Det + N 8. V mommmcomceoe- Vt + NP

: e T

3. N TTommessseTeT Cnt (Sg) Kot bore -/-,a/v'- e # //ﬁ;x’v‘f/’dﬂ#/
4, VP =mccmomeeec Aux + V 9. Nemommmommmmaa- dog

5. AUX -======u-s T+M | 10, Det —memmemmeee- the

6, T comeocmcnna- pres - B R P 4 Rt get'

Apply the T-Negative rule to the following total string:

the + dog + sg + pres + be + going + to + get + the + bone + pl + under + the + ground .
the following str1ng is obta1ned

the + dog + sg + pres + be + not + going+ to +get+ thet+ bone+ pl+ under+ the+ ground

Phonological Rules .

1. Be + Pres =-e-o-mommcmmccccemmmmenen . is Jiz/
2. M+ pres =-mememeemmcmeaee-- i$ g0ing t0 ==m=--mmmemamaas is going to /iz gowin tu/
3. Noun + Pl meeomcccsmaaaaas bone + § /z/-=-cmmcmcccmmcmaean S -bones /bownz/

When the phonological rules are applied to the above total string, the following
sentence is obtained:

The dog is not going to get the bones under the ground.

-27-




- Sentence___12
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Phonological Rules:

1. M+ pres

Aji,ufﬁﬁg 2. Be + pres

3. Noun + /z/

!

I ~ Phrases: NP - vp NP
The dog is not going to get the bones under the ground
o . 2 '

5 ,
Phoneme:  /z/ as in is

Sentence: The dog is not going to get the bones under the ground.




 Sentence 13

Phrase Rules

The corn is in the dishes.

......... NP + VP 6., T -----<=——--- pres
....... Det + N 7.. PP =---wee-uue prep + NP
........ Cnt (p1) 8, N ------------ corn, dish
------ Aux + be + PP 9. Det ---=------ the
..... T+M 0. Prep -------- in

Transformational Rules

The application of these rules produce tﬁe string:
the + corn + ég + pres + be + in + the + dish + pl
Apply successively the T<Relative, Deletion rd]eé to the same string:
the + corn + sg + in + the + dish + pl ,
This final string will be included with the following phrase rules:

Phrase Rules -

for: The roosters are going to get ( the corn in. the dishes.)
1. § mmememeeeee NP + VP 7o M cmcemmmameees be going to
2. NP =r-ucec=- Det +« N A 8, V meeomeeen- :::—XE_:,EE
R | [— Cnt (p1) —
T v P Aot cormrsprims ther aishr of
4, VP -wuneeme- Aux + V 9. N -ecommccnen ~-- rooster
5. Aux -==----- T+M - 10. Det ---m--eeee- the
6. T -v-cenca- pres 1. Vt ~emmeecceews get
~ Phonological Rules
1. Noun + pl ——-ccmmacmam e eeeee rooster + § /z/ ~=-cocueae- roosters / ruwstorz/
2. Be't pres ---memmeecmmme e e T are /ar/

3. Noun + pl ecermeccmmnnmm e dish + s /3z2/-<=ccmmmcuuun- dishes / di%#z/
When the phonological rules are applied to the following total string:
the + rooster + pl + pres + be + going + to + get +the +corn + sg +in +the + dish + pl

- the following sentence is obtained:

The roosters are going to get the corn in the dishes.

-29-
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Sentence '13
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Phonological Rules:

1. Noun + /z/

2. Be + pres

3. Noun + /fiz/
Phrases: NP | oo

The roosters

NP

~are going to get
1 4 2 :

Phoneme : /v / as in going

the cofn in the dishes

3 .

Sentence: The roosters are going to get the corn in the dishes.




Sentence i4

Phrase Rules

—_~for: The bird is sitting there.
; § mmmcemcone- NP + VP S T R be-ing
: ] — - Det + N - 8, V smmmmmmmmemea Vi 4 Ady - p
N <oemcocmmmnm tnt (sg) | 9. N =-m-mceeemmie bird
TR Aux + V 10, Det —mmmnmmcnen the
Aux <==-eeu-- T ; M L R B sit
T memmmmeeaee pres' B 12.  Adv - p ~--e--- here

Transformational Rules

“The application of these rules produce the string:
“the + bird + sg + pres + be + ing + sit + there
Apply successively the T-Relative, Deletion rules to the same string:

it e

the + bird + sg + pres + ing + sit + there

(Rl

;Jhis final string.will be included with the following phrase rules.

?Phrase Rules

e for: (The bird sitting there) ha§ Tost some feathers.
| J QP pres
6. V mommeoemnn Vt s NP
7. NP =ccoceu-- Det + N
8. N =m-nmmmemm Cnt (p1)
: 9. Det -~=----- some
i3. | Aux + V 10, N ~emcmceee feather
4 Aux eemmeee- T %+ have + part + M M.Vt meecemee lose
~Phonological Rules
ff . Have + pres =--etee s el has / haz/>
. ’Vérb + part -------------- -lose + part ---------ccmcmccmeaaa- lost / lost/ ‘
fgather +s /z/ i feathers / fe¥arz/

1{:when'the phonological rules are applied to the foilowing total string:
- the + bird +sg +pres +ing +sit +there +pres +thave +part +lose +some +feather + pi

 The follbwing sentence is obtained:

The bird sitting there has lost some. feathers.
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Sentence 14

s
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o Phonological Rules:

_ 1. Have + pres
- 2. Verb + part
. 3. Noun + /z/
::j::::g Phrases: NP VP NP
The bird sjtting there has lost sone_feathers
Phoneme: /fer/  as in there | _
Sentence:  The bird sitting there has lost some féathers.




~ Sentence 15

Phrase Rules
for: The dog is standing here.
-NP + VP ' T M ~- be-ing
Det + N - 8.V memmnee Vi 4 Adv - p

ﬁTransformat1ona] Ru]es

. The application of these rules produce the string:

the + dog + sg + pres + be + ing + stand + here

‘10. N -; ----- - shoe

T+ have + part + M 11, Vt ~===~-= bring
stand + ing / 19/ -===-cmmemmccmmomnan standing / standin/
shoe + s /z/------f--—---—-~;¥ -------- shoes / §uwz/

f}ém—uf when the phonolog1ca1 rules are app11ed to the following total str1ng

The dog standing here has brought three shoes.

- : : s




Sentence 15

ﬁi\\\\\\\\\\\N |
ﬂe//\/t/ C Aéx | 4

M/T T Y e

e + a/ay + S + 1ES +ée¢//,y+5/4/;/ » Soare

[

Abe 4/07 v 5 PV ES P 2P 57ézm/ r/(nr,l Z/ﬁﬁﬁllfefﬂffz 4 ﬂéy,,y J///‘(g 4_5épg + f/
. - y i

Phonological Rules:

1.

2.. Have + pres

3.

Phraseé: |

Phoneme:

Verb + /in/

Noun + /z/

NP , v NP

The dog standing here: has brought - three shoes
1 : -2 ‘ h 3

/ 6/ as in three

~ Sentence: The dog sténding here has brought three shoes.
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Scope

1. Objective evaluation of language competence and language performance.
2. Determination of progress toward language maturity.

Personnel for Administration

The Inventory can be administered by classroom teachers or by spec1a\1sts
in the educational and med1cal fields.

Procedures for Administration

.. 1. The examiner should be thoroughly familiar with the Inventory
before attempting to administer it. Directions should be
followed carefully so that the results obtained by different
examiners will be comparable.

2. Do not say the words in the sentence with any special emphasis
or any more loudly than is necessary - use normal conversational
tones. Familiarize yourself with the sentences by read1ng them
aloud before giving the Inventory.

3. Examine each child individually. |
| 4. The child should be motivated to "Tisten carefully."

5. The child should be facing the examiner while rece1v1nq the
following 1nstruct1ons
“Show me . . ."
"Tell me . . .
“Show me . . .
“Listen." -
"Say it:"
"Say . . .

If the expected response is not given by the child, the original.
stimulus may be repeated. No further probing should be carrled out
if the expected response is not given.

Scering

Scoring of the Inventory in its first tryout is of provisional-
nature, and consists of the straight tally and total of the correct
responses.  Careful comparison of expectancies and results will ‘lead
to meaningful implications and assist in finding devices to establish
norms for administering the test. Once norms have been established,

~ the Inventory will be adjusted in order to determine the extent of
language maturity of a given individual. Each sentence and its
component parts will be clearly marked for tallying by using a num-
eral and a letter to correspond with the data processing card issued
with the instrument.

=35~
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Student‘s Name School
Grade Teacher
Birthdate Ethnic Group
Age (Date of test)
Sex: M F Language Spoken by Student
Pre . Post
Examiner '
Date




Examiner: State the following to the

Sentence 1

child and record his response in

| \
o e TR A KR R &1 SR Y 1 i

the blanks.

{Responses)

&

(Directions) (Mark if correéect)
THE WORMS CRAWL OVER THE ROCKS.
1
Show me what crawls. A, , ()
(the worms) :
. : : , 2
Tell me what the worms do. ' B. ()
(crawl)
: 3
Show me where the worms crawl. Cc. )
’ _(over the rocks)
Listen: THE WORMS CRAWL OVER THE ROCKS R
Say it : 4
D. L ¢
(wormsS)
5
E. )
(CRAWL)
6
Y F. - ¢
(recks) ’
7.
Say: rock G. ¢
{(Rock)

1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under the line.-
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.
2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D. E. F. & G.

3. The numbered brackets correspond

with the data processing card.

-37- .







Examinerx:

\
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el
i

e
TR JH‘I‘

Sentence

(Directions)

THE DOGS PLAY BEHIND THE BUSHES.

State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.

- (Responses)

o e e S SRR AR | R AT SRt ot REre v 1211

(Mark if correct)

. v | | 8
Show me what plays behind the bushes. ‘ A, ' ()
~{the dogs) :
COogs, 9
Tell me what the dogs do. ‘ : , B. « ).
10§
Tell me where the dogs are. . C. « )
s = . (behind thg bushes)
Listen: THE DOGS PLAY BEHIND THE BUSHES.
Say_it! 11
D. - )
(dogS) .
12
E. )
(PLAY)
. 13
F. )
) ’ (bushES) - |
: = 14
Say: bush , _ G. ()
' ' (bUsh) :
1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under the line. 1

s 2.
3.

—

(The minimal response is underlined.) A.B.,& C.

-39-

Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E F, & G.

The numbered brackets correspond with the data processing card.







.Sentence

Examiner: State the fellowing to the child and record his response

(Direétions) _
THE BOY SEES THE FACES IN THE LEAVES.

Show me who sees the faces.
Tell me what the boy does.

Show me where thevboy sees the faces.

Listen: THE BOY SEES THE FACES IN THE LEAVES,

Say it!

Say: leaves

3

in the blanks.

(Responses)

(the boy)

(sees the faces)

(in the leaves)

(seeS)

G.

(faceS)

(leaveS)

{leaVes)

‘1., Vocabulary items that indicate sentence cdmprehension are under the line.

(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.

2. Word components {(sounds) e_xpec_:téd are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.
3. The numbered brackets coerrespond with the data processing card.

(Mark if correct)§







Sentence

4
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Examiner: State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.

Listen:

(Directions)
THE-BIRDS WILL BUILD NESTS IN THE BRANCHES.

Show mevwhat-will bgild nests.'
Tell me what the birds will do. .

Show me where the birds will build nests.

i

Say it!.

Say:

branch

THE BIRDS WILL BUILD NESTS IN THE BRANCHES:

&

(Responses)

”‘[]'JE\‘I?"[ L T

I -
(B BSRE 3

(Mark if correct)

AL
(the birds )
B.
~ (build nests)
C.
(in the branches)
D.
(birds)
E. .
(nestS)
F..
(branchES)
GO
(brAnch)

1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehenmsion are under the line.

(The minimal response is underlined.) A,B., & C.

2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D,E;F, & G.

3. The numbered brackets correspond with the data processing card.

~45-
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 Sentence
‘Examiner: State the following to the child and record
(Directiéns) |
THERE ARE WASPS IN THE SPIDER WEES.

Show me what there is in the spider webs.

<
L

Tell me where the wasps are,

Listen: THERE ARE WASPS IN THE SPIDER WEBS.

Say it.!:

Say: web

1. Vocabulary irems that indlcate sentence comprehension

(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.

M
‘\
i
|
L

O

5 -

Ii‘
i
i
0l
I
Lty

i
|
i
|
|
i
[

|
[N

.

‘ |
A THST 0 PRl e

t
|

his response in the blanks.

: [
st et Dl

MR
I
_1!\‘\

‘\“ L pLtliling e

(Responses) _(Mark"if cdrrect)

Ao

(wasps)
B- ‘ ) B

(in the spider webs)
C.
D. X

"~ {waspS)

E'

(ARE)
F. |

(spider web$S)
G.

(wEb)

are under the‘line.

2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.

3. The numbered brackets corres?oﬁd with the data processing card.
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Sentence 6
Examiner: State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.
(Directidns) : ' (Responseé) (Mark if correct)
THE LIZARD TAKES THE BUGS THE TOAD BRINGS.
' . 35
 Show me what takes the bugs. - , A. ¢ )
- (the lizard) - |
, _ 36
Tell me what the lizard does. B. : ()
: (takes the bugs)
. . : 37
Show me what brought the bugs. _ C.___ ' — )
, : (the toad)’ ‘
Listen: THE LIZARD TAKES THE BUGS THE TOAD BRINGS.
: : D. - . ( )‘
(takeS)
39
E. Ry ()
- (bugs) :
. . . . " 40
F. o ¢
(bringS)
. : _ - &1
Say: bug . ' Go____ , _ )
' (bUg) '

1, Vocabulgry items that Indicate sentence comprehension are under the line.
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.

2. Word‘cbmponenté (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.

‘3. The numbered brackets ccrrespond with the data,processingvcard.
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Sentence 7

Examiner: Stéte_the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.

" (Directioms) (Responses) : (Mark if correct)
‘THE BOY FINDS THE HOLES THE TURTLE DIGS. 4
Show me who finds the holes. ' A. » )
-~ (the boy) . :
5 ; . - 43
i Tell me what the boy finds. B. )
! _ .. (the holes)
. . : ' : &4
Show me what digs the holes. C.___ ' : )
: » (the turtle) :
Listen: THE BOY‘FINDS’THE HOLES THE TURTLE DIGS.
Say it! I | o o 45
- D. ) ) ( )
(£indS)
46
E. . - )
' (holeS)
. o 47 -
(digs) | |
~ v : 48
Say: dig ' G. - )
: (d1g)

1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehemsion. are under the limes.
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.

2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & Go ' '

3. The numbered brackets correspond with the data processing card.

X
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Sentence 8
Examiner: State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.
(Directions) " (Responses) : : (Mark if correct)

THE GIRL WANTS THE FISH THE BOY CATCHES.

49
Show me who wants the fish. - A, . . )
' - (the girl) ‘
v : 50
Show me what the girl wants. B. . ' )
(the fish)
: : 51
Tell me how the boy gets the fish. S ' : )
: ' (catches the fish)
Listen: THE GIRL WANTS THE FISH THE BOY CATCHES.
Say it! - - | - - 52
' ' ' D. ' : )
{(wantS) '
53 |
E. : : , )
(FISH) ' |
' | ' 54 |
F. ¢ )
(catcheS)
: 55 |
Say: fish . . G. ' ¢ )

1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under the line,
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.

2. Word components (sounds) expected dre capitalized. D, E, F, & G.

3. The numbered brackets correspend with the data processing card.
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Sentence 9
Examiner: State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.
(Directions) - (Responses)’ ' (Mark if correct)

THE MOUSE WAS EATING THE CHEESE THE BOY BROUGHT.

56
Show me what was eating the cheese. . A. . « )
’ : ‘ (the mouse) '
57
Tell me what the mouse was doing. =~ =~ . B. - )
(was eating) v
. g : 58
.Show me what the mouse was eating. . c. ¢ )
' (the cheese) '
Listen: THE MCUSE WAS EATING THE CHEESE THE BOY BROUGHET.
. Say it! , o | i -
. : ) D._ , - A ' )
(WAS) '
60
E. , ¢
(eatING)
o 61
F. : ¢ )
{BRCUGHT)
. : . 62
Say: cheese ’ G. : - ¢
. {CHeese)

1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under the line.
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.
2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.

‘3. The numbered brackets correspond with the data. processing card.
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Sentence 10

Examiner: State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.

{(Directions)

THE BOY IS TAKING THE BUTTERFLY THE GIRL WANTED.

Show me who is taking the butterfly.
Tell me what the boy is doing.
Show me what the boy is taking.

Liéten: THE BOY IS TAKING THE BUTTERFLY THE GIRL

Say it!

' Say: the

| : |
i

f . . I

1 1

| |

: i
JHIIE

‘

; i

|

| S N

(Responses) (Mark if correct)
63
A. : )
(the boy)
64
B. - ’ ()
(taking the butterfly)
65
c. « )
(the butterfly)
WANTED.
66
D.. )
(18)
67
E. ()
' (takING) |
68
F. )
(wantED) 1
69
G. « )|
(THe)

1.. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under the line.
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C. '

2. Word components (soﬁnds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.

3. The numbered brackets correspond with the data'processing card.
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Sentence

11

Examiner: State the followingito the child and record his response in the blanks.

Listen: THE MONKEYS ARE EATING>THE JAM THE MAN LEFT.

(Directions)
- THE MONKEYS ARE EATING THE JAM THE MAN LEFT.

Show me what is eating the jam..
Tell me what the monkeys are .doing.

Show me what the man left.

[y

- (Responses)

(Mafk if correct)

70
A, )
(the monkeys)
71
B. - . ()
(are eating the jam)
72
c. )
(the jam)
73
D. )
(monkeyS)
74
E. )
(ARE)- : i
| 75 |
_F. . ¢ )
(LEFT) ‘
76
G. )
(Jam)

Say it!
>\'r
Say: jam
1. Vocebulary items that indicate sentence comprzhension are under the line.
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.
2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.
3.

The numbered brackets correspond with the data processing card.
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Sentence 12
Examiner: State the following to the child and record his respoﬁse in the blanks.
(Directions) , (Responses) . (Mark if correct) .
THE DOG IS NOT GOING TO GET THE BONES UNDER THE GROUND. - .
: 77
Show me what is not going to get the bones. A. ' « ).
' : (the dog) - i
_ _ ' 78
Tell me where the bones are. B. ' « )
: ' ' (under the ground)-
| | - 79
Is the dog going to get the bones? c. . )
‘ (no)
Listen: THE DOG IS NOT GGING TO0 GET THE BONES UNDER THE GROUND.
Say it! - o , ' o , ' 80
) D. ) - ( )
(IS NOT) '
81 |
E. ' ; . ( ) X
(g0ING) . ' « |
_ _ - 82
Fo___ . )
(boneS)
v : 83
Say: is o _ G. , - ¢
’ (is)

1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehensién are under the lines. L ' i
(the minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C. - : - _ ‘

2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.

3. The numbered brackets correspond with the data processing card.
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Sentence 13
Examiner: ‘State the following to the child and record his response inkche blanks.

(Pirections) . ' (Responses) (Mark if correct)

THE ROOSTERS ARE GOING TC GET THE CORN IN THE DISHES.

84
Show me what is going to get the corn. A, - )
| | (the roosters)
y | | , | 85
Tell me what the roosters are doing. B. _ : (D
: - (are going to)
' . 86
Show me what the roosters are going to get. C. : ' ¢ 2
: ' (the corn)
Listen: THE ROOSTERS ARE GOING TO GET THE CORN IN THE DISHES.
Say it! , : ' : , 87
' D. )
(roosterS) ' N
. . 88 |
E._ Q]
: (ARE) -
: 89 |
F. A ' ¢ )
(dishES) |
‘ , 90 -
Say: going . : G. « )
: (goING)

1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under the line.
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C.

2, Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.

3. The numbered brackets correspond with the data processing card.
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Sentence 14 %
Examiner: State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.

{(Directions | : » ' ‘ (Responses) (Mark if correct)

THE BIRD SITTING THERE HAS LOST SOME FEATHERS.

91
Show me what is $itting there. A. )
: : : (the bird)
S : , : 92
Tell me if the bird is sitting here or there. B._ ' : N )
. ' (there)
o . ‘ o 93
Tell me what happened to the bird. C. - )
: (lost some feathers)
Listen: ' THE BIRD SITTING THERE HAS LOST SOME FEATHERS
‘say it! | 9%
D. )
(sittING)
95 ‘
E. )
(LOST)
v 96 |
(featherS)
o _ 97
Say: there o G. : ' ¢ )|
' _ , (theRE) :
1. Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under ‘the line.
(The minimal response is underlined.) A, B, & C. '
2. Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized. D, E, F, & G.
3. The ﬁumbgred brackets correspond with the data processing card.
| _ | -63-
i







Examiner:

~

(Directions)

THE DOG STANDING HERE HAS BROUGHT THREE SHOES.

Tell me what the dog is doing here. | A.
Tell me what the dog has done. B.

Show me what the dog has brought, C.

Listen: THE DOG STANDING HERE HAS BROUGHT THREE SHOES.

Say

Say:

1.

Sentence 15

State the following to the child and record his response in the blanks.

bl

it
D.
E.
F.
three | ‘ G,

(Responses) (Mark if correct)
12:]
)
(standing) :
: 99
€y
(has brought)
100
: )
(three shoes)
101
(G
(standING)
C : 102
)
(HAS) '
' 103
()
(shoe8)
104
()
(THree)

Vocabulary items that indicate sentence comprehension are under the line.

'(The minimal response is underlined.) A, 3, & C.

Word components (sounds) expected are capitalized,. D, E, F, &G.

The numbered brackets correspond with the data processing card.
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SUBJECTIVE EVALUATION

|

/ Verbaizﬁommand Comprehension

1-10, (alternate for child
who does not respond verbally)

1. Come here

2. Sit dowm

3. Stand up

4. Go to the door

5. Open the door

6. Point to the light

7. —Come back to the chair
8. Walk around the table.

9. Put the toy under the table.
10. Put the toy on the table.
Voice

11. Pitch

12. Rate

13.  Volume

14, Eye contact

~15. Gestufes

Rating of Intelligibility (check one)

16. Readily intelligible

Intelligible if listener knows topic

Single words intelligible now & then

Completely unintelligible

No verbal communication

Dialect Spoken (check one)
17. Afro-American

Anglo-American

4

ik ;an-American

Oriéﬁtal-American

Low
Slow

Soft

" Nome:

Few

Yes

No

High

Fast

‘ Much

Lond,'




Subjective Evaluation

prs

Child's Response.to Inventory 1

18. Ability to repeat items - Good  ___
19. Attention to test -
20. Willingness to talk ;__
21. Quickness in repeatiﬁg .
22. Body contrbl o

Poor
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APPENDIX B

The following are sample presentations baéed upon the four areas of de-

tecting linguistic skills clted in Jacobs, 1968, Neither age nor grade

level have been determined for these presentations, as they are represen~

e tative only of a posgible format.

-

1. "the ability to distinguish betwemn the grammatical and ungrammatical
strings of a potentially infinite set of utterances," (Jacobs, 1968)

Purposes

,"2 o Materials:

Procedure:

Note:

Po determine linguistic competence by observing a child's

gelection of grammatical from ungrammatical sentences.

Tokens, "M and M Candies", paper strips, play money, any
gymbol of reward.,

Place the reward items on the table by the child, and say,
"I am going to tell you a sentence, when it sounds like this:

"The boy ate the cookie."

Tell mwe that it sounds right.--(Use any word to signify

You are right. You keep posltive response to the

the s correctly produced sentence,)
(reward)

Now, when what I say sounds like this:

"Eating the boy the cookie,"

It sounds mixed up. Tell me that it iz mixed up.
You are right! You keep the Wt
- o - dreward)

After the child knows the distinction you are making between
the sentences, begin the game using other sentences.

If the child makes én'ineerrect response, take one of the
rewards from his stock pile. This gives immediate confirma-
tion on his progress in the activity, '




2. "the ability to interpret certain grammatical strings even though
elaments of the interpretation may not be physically present in the
string," (Jacobs, 1968)

Purposei  To determine linguistic competence by observing a'chiia"'
. ability to interpret sentences produced with grammatical.
 deletions.

Materisle: Pictures or objects,
N Procedure: Teacher: (Plaeé'ﬁhe’picture.before the child.)
"I am going to tell vou about the pictura.“,‘

"The acisscrs cut the pager

- Now I am going to tell you. again ‘buts something is
going to be missing., . o

- "The gscissors the paper."

e — ' " ™at is missing?"
— A Child: = cut or some utterance with reference to cut.

— Teacher: "Good talkingl" "You knew what was missing."
- "The misaing word was cut."

Note: If the child misaes the response, give the complate stimulus
sentence again befara asking the child to respond. ‘

You may choose to give a tangible veward along with verbal
praise for further reinforcement of the verbal praise.




3. '"the ability to perceive ambiguity in a gramuatical string,"
(Jaeobs, 1968) , . v N S

Purpose: "'To deéérminé'iinguistic competence by observing a child's
identification of ambiguous sentenca8¢

Materials: Pictures or raal objects. :

Procadure: Teacher: (Place ‘the pleture before the ahild).

"I am going to tell you gomething."

"Birthdgg_cakes are for biruhdgz;."
| “Say 1" B
Child: "Birthday cakes are for birthdays."
Teacher: 'What dbgs_ﬁh@n mean?"
Response 1s in narrative form. From the content
of the utterance, judgement can be made as to the

child's identification of ambiguity.

Notes Try the same activity without the plctures to see what
additional clues the child is gaining from the visual stimuli.




Purpose:

_y Procedure:

Materials:

4, "the ability to perceive when two or more strings are synonymous
(Jacobs, 1968) ‘ .

To determine linguistic competence by observing a child's
identification of ambiguous gentences. ‘

Pile of chips, tokens orareward symbols.

Preliminary exploration of the child's skills in diserimina-
tion 1s necessary. He must first of all understand the
concepts of "same" and "not the same'.

The next step is to explain that two different ways of say~
ing something may carry the same meaning in terms of .
resulting behavior,

Teacher: "I am going to say two sentences," "Tell me .
- 1f they tell you to do the same thing or two
different things.”"

"Lake the big ball,"

"Take the ball that 1s not small,"

Guide the child to the discovery that they are

synonymous acts. The child keeps his _
, (reward)

(The usevof reward gives bdnh immediate
confirmation and reward simultaneously.)

Teacher: "Mhma boqght pﬂpcorn at_the store,"

. "Mama got some popcorn at the store;

Guide the child to determine the act was the same,
Reward for the discovery.

Teacher: "Jemnifer and Gindy played in the yard."

"Jennifer and Cindy did not go out of the house."

Guide the'ahiid to detéxmiﬁe_tha acts ﬁerev
different. _ Reward.
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