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Terms

4

Morphology is the study of morphemes and their

o

arrangements in forming words (Nida, 19561). Morphemes are
the minimal meaningful units which constitute wordcs or ports
of words (Nida, 1961). They may either tzke the form of

4 . e
U

lexical words, inflec%jonallsuffixcs; or derivati
Lexical words are the substantife or é@ntantive aspects of
an utterance (Muma, 1978) such as noun, verb, or zdjective.
Inflecticnal suffixes are linguistic devices that modulate
meanings such as tense, plurality, possession, and noun-verb
agreement (Muma, 1978). Some exazmples of inflectional suffixes
are "-ed" (past tense), "-ing" (progressive aspect), "-es"
{plurality), or "-s" (plurality). Derivational affixes

produce new word forms from old words (Muwma, 1978). Examples
of derivational prefixes would include “pre-" (precook),

"re-" (reread), or "un-" (unhappy), while examples of deri-
vational suffixes would include “-ment" (arguement), "-ful"

(beautiful), or “-ness" (sadness).

Statement of the Problem

Current morpnological tests more comprehensively assess
infilectional suffixes in spontaneous lexical words and nonsense
words than they assess derivational prefixes and suffixes,

These tests such as the Berko (1958) and the Illinois Test of
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Berko test mssesses production of merphological inflections

in nonsense words while the Grammatic Closure Subtest of the

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (1968) assesses

e e At i

production of morphological inflections in lexiczal words,
Other tests assess production of morphological inflections
in both lexical words and nonsense words in order
if there is any significant difference in the use of morpho-
logical endings in those two contexts, There is little
information, however, on the acquisition of rules for deri-
vational prefixes and suffixes. Althcugh it is known that

inflectional suffixes are mastered at the age of five or

(@]

six (Berko, 1958), derivational affixes have not been studied
sufficiently to evaluate the age of onset, Since derivational
-fﬁles are also an aspect of morphology, it is important to

assess these prefixes ana suffixes as well as the inflectional

suffixes to note any developmental difference between the

two types of affixes,

The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was threefold: (1) to
determine if any significent developmental differences existed
between the performance of kindergarten students and first-

grade students on the various subtests of the Florida Morphology

Evaluation; (2) to determine if any significant differences

existed between performance on the various subtests of the

Florida Morohology Evaluation in response to three different
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manners of presentation- spontaneous lexical words, spon-
taneous nonsense words, and modeled lexical words; (3) to
determine if any significant differences existed betwecn

performance on the verious subltests of the Florida Morphology

Evaluation: a., Inflectional suffixes and Derivational

affixes, b. Reguler and Irregular Inflectional suffixes,
c. Derivational prefixes and suffixes, d. Inflectional
suffixes and Derivational'affixes combined.

For purposes of this study, the following null
hypotheses were developed and tested at the .05 level of
confidence:

1. The kindergarten students will exhibit no
significant difference in response to the spontaneous lexical
words, spontaneous nonsense words, and modeled lexical words
of the regular forms of the Inflectional Suffixes Subtest.

2. The first-grade students will exhibit no
significant difference'in response to the spontaneous lexical
words, spontaneous nonsense words, and modeled lexical words
of the regular forms of the Inflectional Suffixes Subtest.

3. The kindergarten students will exhibit no
significant difference in response to the spontaneous lexical
words and modeled lexical words of the irregular forms of
the Inflectional Suffixes Subtest.

4., The first-grade students will exhibit no
significant difference in response to the spontaneous lexical

words and modeled lexical words of the irregular forms of

the Inflectional Suffixes Subtest.
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5. The kindergarten students will exhibit no
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significant difiference in response to the regular forms of

the Inflectional Sufiixes Subtest and the irregular forms of
the Inflectional Suffixes Subtest.
6. The Tirst-grade students will exhibit no

significaent difference in response to the regular forms of
the Inflectional Suffixes Subtest and the irregular forms of
the Inflectional Suffixes Subtest.

T. The kindergarten students will exhibit no
sign&fic:ut difference in recsponse to the spontaneous lexical
vords, spontaneous nonsense words, snd modeled lexical words
of the Derivational Suffixes Subtest;

S, The first-grade students will exhibit no
gignificent difference in response to the spontaneous lexical
words, spontancous nonsense words, and modeled lexical words

of the Derivational Suffixes Subtest.

9. The kindergarten students will exhibit no

0

ignificant difference in response to the spontaneous lexical
words, sponltaneous nonsense words, and modeled lexical words
of the Derivational Prefixes Subtest,

10, The first-grade students will exhibit no
significant difference in response to the spontaneous lexical
words, spontaneous nonsense words, and modeled lexical words
of the Derivational Prefixes Subtest.

11{ The kindergarten students will exhibit no

significant difference in response to the Inflectional Suffixes

subtests and the Derivational affixes subtests,



12, The first-grade studenlts will exhiibii no
significant difference in response to the Inflecticna
Suffixes subtests and the Derivational affixes subtests,

rradge

13. The kindergarten students and the first-grad
students combined will exhibit no significant difference in

response to the four subtests of the Florida Morpholo::

Tvaluetion.




Chapter 2

THE STUDY OF MORPHOLOGY

Over the past twenty-five years, many studies on
morphology have been conducted (Cazden, 1972, Menyuk, 1963,
Berko, 1958, Brown, 1973) and a variety of strategies have been
developed to evaluate this aspect as & means for assessing
acquisition of morﬁhological rules in novel contexts., Tests
have been devised which use nonsense words (Berko, 1958),
end still others have used language samples to gather data
on the acouisition of morphology (Brown, 1373). Other tests
obtain the same information through the use of lexical words.
Each of these strategies and their épplication to é wide

variety of children will be discussed below.
~THE ACQUISITION OF MORPHOLOGY

Lenneberg and Lenneberg (1975) noted that the early
speech of children learning language consigts of contentive
words- nouns, ferbs; and adjectives~ and lacks grammatical
morphemes; They observed that a child begins to acquire
morphological structure at the age of eighteen to twenty-four
months but the complex multi-staged process of mastering the
morphological system lasts from five to six years there-after,

Irene Warburton (1976) stated that acquisition of
morphological structures influences learning of phonological
structures; She noted that a child who has not mastered
morphological rules will not exhibit correct speech sound

production,
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Courtney Cazden (1972) stated thot common irregulsa:
forms of words are learned first in the zcquisition of morpho-
i I
logy. She felt that these may be learncd as isolated vocabu-

lary words.

Menyuk (1963) stated that therc was a structure of

<t

each sentence, and that structural changes are necegsary

1

derive other sentencegs from the basic sentence. 5She believed
that in this way the child's grammar cen be described as a

structural whole rather than iﬁ segments, Menyuk stated that
the child acquires morphologicel rules around the age of five.
She also stated that morphemes are developed cognitively, and

that a child can carry morphological ruleg over to nonsense

words, and still use the correct morpheme;
MORPHOLOGICAT DATA-NORIMAL

Tests have been devised that assess children of normal
intelligence and development, with results that suggested
children of normal intelligence acquire morpliological rules
around the age of five or six (Berko, 1958). The data have
been collected by administering tests of nonsense words,
lexical words, and by collecting language samples and evalu-

ating them,

Tests of Nonsense Words

The first study of morphology using nonsense words
was done in 1958 when Jean Berko set out to discover what is
learned by children exposed to English morphology. The test

consisted of thirty items; ten sentences of noun plurals,

eight of past tense, three each of singular possessive and
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lar verbs and sdjectival inflection, and one each of progress-

ive tense and compounding. Using the cloze techniqgue to
elicit various inflections and derivations, Berko tested
ears

r
o

children in preschool and first grade, four to seven
old. Twenty girls and tweniy boys between four and five years
old were used in the study, and twenty-six boys and thirty-
five girls belween the ages qf six end seven were tested,

Berko found that the boys and girls were ecual in their ability
to handle English morphology. She found that if a child could
supply the correct plural ending to a nonsense word, he has
internalized a working system of plural'allomorphs in Engjium
and is able to generalize to new cases and select the right
form, She felt that the child would know the rules uncon-
sciously if he could correctly produce a2 nonsense word.,

' Ramer and Rees (1975) employed a modification of
Berko's test to assess the use of six morphological rules 2o
a function of age by ninety black children in New York. The
ages of the children studied ranged from five to twelve years
old., Studying both the morphological constructions of Black
English and Standard American English, Ramer and Rees found
that the occurrence of Standard English responses increased
as the age of the children increased.

Blake and Williams (1968) devised their own morpho-
logical test of English words and nonsense words., They

included children from four to eleven years old in their

study. The children in their study had no problems with
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simple plurals, but only a few could produce irreguler plurals

correctly.

Tests of TLexicel Words

Arnold and Reed (1976) devised a study in which they
administered the Grammatic Closure Subtest of the Illinois

Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (1968) to fifty children

between five and ecight years of age., They found that the
children had a great deal of éifficul%y with this test, due to
dialectical differences. This test evaluates the child's
knowledge of morphologicalland syntactical structures in the
use of lexical words.

Duchan and Baskerville (1976) also used the Grammatic

Closure Subtest of the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic

Abilities (1968) to evaluate seventy black children and white
chrildren ranging in age from five to twelve years old. They
also stated that there was test bias due to the American
English diazlect used as the standard for the development of
this test; They concluded that there are three stages in a
normal child's development of irregular inflectional morphemes,
During the first stage the lack of inflection of base forms
is prominent; for example, the child says "big" for “bigger".
In the second stagé the child overgeneralizes regular form
endings to irregular bases. An example of this stage is the
child's using "foots" for "feet". During the last stage,

the child learns the correct formation of irregular morphemes,
An example of this stage is the child's changing "foot" when

singular to "feet" when plural;
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Languagse Samples

Brown (1973) made a2 detailed description of the
acquisition of fourteen grammatical morphemes in three young
normal children., He included poscible semantic meanings
vhich characterized these morphemes. Brown found evidence
that both the lMean Length of Utteresnce and mnrondlogicwl age
were reasonable predictors of morphological acquisition., He
also found the order of acguisition nearly invariant for the
three young children. Brown.concluded from his study thet
children acquire most of the grammazr of English betwcen
eighteen months end four years

deVilliers and deVilliers (1973) devised a cross-—
sectional study in which they collected spontaneous spcech
samples averaging 360 utterances for twenty-one children
between the ages of sixteen and fofty months, The semples
were analyzed for the same fourteen gremmatical morphemes
studied by Brown (1973). deVilliers and deVilliers found
that because of the small sample size in Brown's study, they
could not use his acquisition of criterion of ninety percent
presence of each morpheme in three successive time samplinges,
With only the data from three children, Brovwn's criterion
seemed unreliéble for this study; The Mean Length of Utterance
order devised by Brown was not used in this study, due to the
Mean Length of Utterance variation in the children of the
deVilliers and deVilliers study. deVilliers end deVilliers
ranked the age that the percentage of each morpheme appeared
across all children. The fourteen morphemes identified by

Brown zand used in the deVilliers and deVilliers study are



present progressive, the prevositions "in" ané "on", pl
past irregular, possessive, uncontractible copula, zrticles,
past regular, third person regular, third person irrecsular,
uncontractible auxilliary, contractible copula, and controct-
ible auxilliary. There appeared to-be a high correiaztion in

~ B

he acquisition order of the fourteen morphemes in the Zrown
: ‘

et

and deVilliers and deVilliers studies., Brown stated that the
Mean Length of Utterance and the chronological age were
important predictors for usagc of these morphemes. deVilliers
an@ deVilliers found a clear advantage in the use of lcan

Length of Utterance as a predictor of morphological develop-

ment over chronological age.

Summary of Morphological Data-Normal

A child of normal intelligence is able to generelize
morphological inflections to nonsense words at five or six years
of age (Berko, 1958). Duchan and Baskerville (1976) found
that a child learns the correct formation of irregular mornhemes
as a final stage during the acquisition of language. Brown
(1973) and deVilliers and deVilliers (1973) found thet with

language samples, the lMean Length of Utterance was an imgportant

predictor of morphological development;
IIORPHOLOGICAL DATA-PATHOLOGICAL

Tests have also been used to assess morphology in
children of below normal intelligence and development., The
tests have been administered contain both nonsense words end

lexical words, Language samples have also been recorded to
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note any diifferesce in morphological rules., No consistent
pattern in the acquisition of morphology existed with the

children of helcw =average intelligence as did with the children

of normal intelligence (Dever, 1972).

) uscd Berko's method with
mildly retarded children (mean I.Q. of 70) between the ages of
fourteen and fiftecen years, They found that the mildly retarded
group's preduction of morphological inflections and derivations
was poorer than that of the children of normal intelligence
that Berko used in her study; They concluded that the children
were unable to generalize to new lexical items in contexts
that required the use of particular inflections.

A féllowmup study by Bradbury and Tunzer (1967) found
that retarded children could learn inflectional rules, but
were less succescful than normal children on a transfer task
requiring the use of those rules,

Newfield and Schlangler devised a study with Berko's
test in 1968, in which they peralleled the nonsense words
with lexical words. They compared thirty retarded children
with a measn mental age of 6;2 years with thirty normal children
with a mean chronological age of 6.10 years, They found that
the order of morphological acguisition in'both groups was
nearly the same, but that the retarded children learned at
a slower rate, The retarded children had a greater ability

then the normal children in generalizing from familiar to

unfemiliar words.
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In 1972, Dever revised Berko's test and used it to
evaluate thirty educable mentally retarded children. He
found that neither use of nonsense words nor lexical words
to elicit morphological endings was beneficial in testing the
development of morphology in educable mentally retarded
children. These children followed no true pattern as did the
normal children,

Liles, Shulmen, and Bartlett (1977) conducted a
study in which they included ten high risk children; ten
normal children, twelve learning disabled children, and tweclve
achieving children, They used an adaptation of Berko's test
for their study. They purposely used incorrect words in the
test to see if the children could detect the incorrect words
in the sentences. They found that the learning disabled group
and the normal group differed in the mean number of correct
responses on syntactically wrong and syntactically and seman-
tically wrong sentencés; They also found that the high risk
end learning disabled children had fewer correct responses
than the normal children, but that these two groups demon-
strated similar delays in the acquisition of morphological
rules,

Shriner and Miner (1968) compared the scores of
twenty-five culturally disadvantaged and twenty-five cul-
turally advantaged six year-olds in response to figures
similar to the ones used in Berko's test; They found no

significant difference in the test scores of the two groups.
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Jooper (1967) devised a morphology test composed of
forty-eight items. He compared 140 congenitally deaf children
with 176 hearing children with & chronological age of seven
to twenty yecars for both., He found that the normal children's
performance on the test was superior to that of the deaf
children; The age that the largest percentage of children
tested passed the items ranked according to difficulty. The

Jd

percentages were very similar for the two age groups.

<o

Language Samples

Johnston and Scherry (1963) studied the development
of grammatical morphemes in language deficient children.
They tested 287 children from three to sixteen years, All
children were of normal intelligence and were judged to have
a deficit primerily in language. A sample of one hundred
utterances from each child at play was collected for the
study, The auvthors found that the fregquency of occurrence
of grammatical morphemes increased as linguistic level

increased, and that the acquisition of morphological ruies

occurred at different rates for individual children.

Summary of Morphological Date-Pathological

These studies support the hypotheses that children of
below average intelligence do not follow morphological acqui-
sition as do children of normal intelligence (Dever, 1972).

A set pattern does not exist with the children of helow

average intelligence used in the previous studies who were
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administered tests of lexical words (Cooper, 1967), teste of
5 VA S e r q e 4 ~ <7 -~ Fo S v ' QAT T « oo
nonsense words (Lovell and Bradbury, 1867), or language
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samples (Johnston and Scherry, 1963)
SUNMMARY

This literature suvggests that normsl children acquire
most of the inflectional morpholosical rules in their vocabu-
lary by the age of five or six. Given the same tests as the
children of normal intelligence and development, children
with pathological éroblems seemed to score below that ol the
normal children.

These studies seem to imply that morphological rules
are learned cognitively more than grammatically, since children
of low intelligence do not perform as well on the tests as
do the normal children; It has been implied that the morpho-
logical rules are dévelopod in the cognitive processes since
the performance on the nonsense words is equal to that of

lexical words on Berko's test and modifications of her test.



Description of the Florida Morphology Evaluation

e ——————

The Florida Morphology Evaluation (""”T)'srsuxser

the productioh of ﬁoth derivational affixes and inflectional
suffixes in spontaneous lexical words, sgont@noous nonsense
words, and modeled lexical wordse (Appendix £). This test,
although not standardized, provides a more comprehensive

evaluation of morphology than the Grammatic Closure Subtest

of the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (1L968),

the Berko ko (1958), or the Berry-Talbott (1966), since it

assesses mastery of a wider variety of morphological rules-
inflectional as well as derivational,

lMoreover, the Florida Morvhology Evaluation cvaluates

morphological skills in nonsense words as well as real words,
By testing use of morphological inflections in both of these
contéxts, it is possible to determine if a child is able to
generalize previously learned rules to new words never befl
heard. The ability to correctly apply affixes to lexical
words may merely indicate that a child is emitting those forms
which he has learned throughout his 1ife. The evaluation of
nonsense words, on the other hand, tests the child's zbility
to form new words through the application of 0ld rules already
learned. This task not only tests the child's grammatical
skills but also assesses his cognitive internalization and

generalization of morphological rules,
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Morphological skills are also tested in the imitative
mode through modeled words in this study, By presentine

short sentences to the child and. having Lim repeail them, the
administrator may determine if there is a difference in the
scores achieved through spontaneous production and imitation,

sSuccess on the imitative portion of the test may be a Ffavorabl

prognostic indicator for future success in -therapy.

Description of the Study Semple

i

Fifty students from Whitnel Elementary School in
Caldwell County were administered the Florida Morophology

Evaluation. Only Caucasisn children were used in this study

to minimize the influence of dizlectical differences, Twenty-—
five kindergarten students of normal intelligence and twenty-—
five first-grade students of normal intelligence were included,
The boy/girljratio was not considered for this study. Peren-
tal permiésion was obtained for each child before the tesgt was

administered,

The Administration

Fach child was administered the four subtests of the

Florida Morohology Eveluetion. The four subtests include:

e

(1) regular forms of inflectional suffixes, (2) irregular
forms of inflectional suffixes, (3) derivational prefixes, and
(4) derivational suffixes. Subtests 1, 3 and 4 were admini-
stered in three different manners of presentation: (1) spon-
taneous lexical words, (2) spontaneous nonsense words, and

(3) modeled lexical words. Subtest 2 was administered in two



different manners of pres: vtion: (1) spontaneous 1 1
words end (2) modeled lexiczl words Spontaneous 1: >
ords were not used in s =t 2 due to the inahil >
create nonsense words from irregular word roots.

Black-line drawings on four-inch by five-inch x
cards depicted each stimulus item. The cloze proccodure wasg
used 4 to elicit the- desired regponse during the present Lon
of the sponteneous lexical words end the presentation of the
spontaneous nonsense words. The stimulus sentences were from
two-to~-seven sentences in length., The directions for the
presentation of the spontaneous lexical words were:

I'm going to show yov a picture and rezd you
some sentences about the pchur\, but I'm zZoing
to leave out the last word and I want you to put
it in the sentence for me. If I seay, 'I zm a
girl and you are a ', (pointing to
the child) you would say, 'girl/boy',

wouldn't
you? Thet's what I want you to do ior me, OKay?

The directions for the presentation of the spontaneous norn-
sense words were:

We're going to do the same thing we just did,
-but this time you're going to hear some words
you've never heard before. Some of them will be
silly, but I want you to listen and put that silly
word in the blank just as you did with the words
you've heard before.

While pointing to each drawing, the examiner presented an

appropriate:sentence buf omitted the final word or words,

The child then supplied the omitted word or words and mzde

what he considered to be the appropriate morphologicel change.

An imitative task wacs

modeled lexical words subtes

used in the presentation of the

ts. The directions for this manner



of presentation were as follows:
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Now I'm going to sayv a sentence and I want
i
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vyou to try to say ex hout
leaving out any words.

The examiner then showed the child a picture and presenied a
five~to-seven-word sentence containing the mornhological rule
to be assessed., The child then repeated the senteﬁco in the
same Torm 2s the exeminer. The average testing time {or each

child wes thirty-five minutes.

The Recording of the Data

Each recponse was recorded on a computerized OpScen
Data score sheet (Appendix A). Raw scores were obtained by

calculating the number of correct items for each subtest.
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THE ANALYSIS OF TiiZ DATA

=

The scores of the twenty-five kindergarten students

and the twenty-five first-grade students were tabulated
through the computer service zat Appalachian Stete University

in Boone, North Carolina, and are presented in tables in
Appendix B. The raw score range for the kindergarten students
was from 95 to 121, and from 115 to 122 for the first-grade
students., The overall raw scores ransed from 95 to 122,

The data were analyzed to test the hypotheses that performance
would not vary according to manners of presentetion on each

subtest of the Florida Morphology Ivaluation. The data are

e T —— e o

summarized in perccntages according to the total numbef of
errors each of the two groups made (Table 1, Appendix Bj.
Tables 2, 3, and 4 in Appendix B summarize the analysis of
variance for each subtest and for combined subtests.

The results from this study rejected eleven of the
thirteen hypotheses that stated that no significant difference
in the number of errors would exist between different manners

of pfesentation on the four subtests of the Florida Morphology

Evaluation, with only two findings that did not reject the

hypotheses,

Hypothesis 1 was not rejected; When the percentages
for each manner of presentation and the analysis of variance
were computed, the kindergarten students exhibited no sig-

nificant difference in the number of errors on the regular



forms of the Inflectional Suffixes subtest. The students
were zble to generalize from lexical words, to nonsense words,
to modeled lexical words with no significaent morphological
problem,

The first-grade students exhibited a significant
difference in response to different mamnmers of presentation,
which rejected hypothesis 2. The greater number of errors
occurred with the spontaneous lexical words in comparison
to the errérs of the modeled lexical words. One hundred
percent accuracy was achieved on the modeled lexical words,
This illustrated that the students responded more cofrectly
to the repetition of a five-to-seven-word sentence than to
the cloze method.

Hypothesis 3 was rejected., The kindergarten students
exhibited a greater percentage of errors on the spontaneous
lexical words than with the modeled lexical words. This
again illustrated that the students were able to repeat the
modeled sentences with more accuracy than they were able to
respond to the cloze method,

Hypothesis 4 was rejected, which illustrated that
the first-grade students were not able to respond to the
irregular forms of the inflectional suffixes subtest with
accuracy on the two different mannérs of presentation.

One hundred percent accuracy was achieved on the modeled
lexical words, with a great percentage of errors on the
spontaneous lexical words,

Hypothesis 5 was not rejected. The kindergarten

students exhibited no significant difference in the percentage



Ny
Lt

of errors on the manners of presentation on the regular forms
and the irregular forms on the Inflectional Suffixes subtests.
This analysis illustrated that the students did not over—
generalize the rules of the regular forms to the rules of the’
irregular forms,

Hypothesis 6 was rejected, The first-grade students
exhibited a tendency to overgeneralize the rules of regular
inflectional suffixes to the rules of the irregular inflectional
suffixes., The greatest percentage of errors on both subtests
occurred with the presentation of the lexical words. One
hundred percent accuracy was achieved on both presentations
of the modeled lexical words.

Hypothesis 7 was rejected, with the kindergarten
students exhibiting a significant difference in their responses
to the lexical words compared to the recponses to the modeled
words, This difference again exhibited the tendency of the
students to correbtly respond to the modeled lexical words
with greater accuracy than to the lexical words, due to the
length of the lexical stimulus items. |

Hypothesis 8 was also rejected. The first-grade
students exhibited a significant difference in their responses
to different presentations on the Derivational Suffixes
subtest. One hundred percent accuracy was achieved on the
modeled lexical wprds, with the significant difference existing
between the spontaneous lexical words and the spontaneous

nonsense words.



Hypotheses 9 and 10 were rejected. ALl
exhibited the greatest percentage of errors on the nmormers
of presentation on the Derivational Prefixes =ubtest. Phi¢
kindergarten students exhibited the greatest percentace of
errors on the spontaneous lexical words which illustrated
that they were able to generalize the prefixes t§ the non-
sense words, but the first-grade students exhibited the greatest
percentage of errors on the spontaneous nonsense words which
illustrated that they were not able to generalize the prefiecn
to the nonsense words,

Hypotheses 11 and 12 were also rejectad. A significent
difference occurred between the Inflectional Suffixes cubtests
and the derivational affixes sublects with the kindergoriten
students and the first-grade students. This illuslrated thaot
the students were able to respond correctly with the inflec--
tional suffix with greater accuracy than they were a&io to
respond correctly with the derivational affix. This could
also suggest that the two types of morphology are not
acquired at the same age of onset,

Hypothesis 13 was rejected., The overall percentage
of errors bccurred with the kindergarten stuvudents, This
puggests that the first-grade studonts had acqguired more of
the morphological rules than the kindergarten students,

The split-half reliability score of the twenty-five
kindergarten students was .767. Using a reliability table,

any score over ,330 with twenty-four subjects is significant

(.05). The reliability of the twenty-five first-grade students
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did not meet Kuder Richardson computer assumptions., Of the
130 test items, so many were achieved with one hundred percent
accuracy that the computer did not predict its reliability.
With all of {the correct responsecs, the reliability score
would also be significant (.05). The overall reliability
of the fifty students tested was .771, end with fbrty—nine
subjects on the reliability table, any score over .231 is
significant (.05).

The type of validity uscd with this test was face

validity. The ten speech therapists who reviewed the IMlorida

Morphology Evaluation unanimously cited it as a thorough test

of morphology, even more so than the standardized morphological

tests now used,



Chapter 5

SUMIIARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Restatement of Problem

Current morphological tests assess inflectional
suffixes more comprehensively than they assess derivational

prefixes or suffixes. Because it is just as importan

]

assess mastery of derivational prefixes and sulfixes as it

U

to assess the mastery of inflectional suffixes, the Florids

Ot A ek

(W
0

Morphology Evaluation was developed and tested in this study,

&%)

In addition, this study has also been conceimed with

differences in the manner of sgtimulus presentation,

Conclusions

On the basis of the findings of this investigation,
it was demonstrated that the twenty-five kindergarten students
and the twenty-five first-grade students from Whitnel Elementary
School in Caldwell County did exhibit differences in the mean
number of errors made in re5p01SéAto the various manners of

presentation on the Florida Morphology Evaluation. The

kindergartén students did not exhibit a significant difference
in the mean number of errors made in response to the manners of
presentation of the regular forms of the Inflectional Suffixes
subtest (Hypothesis 1). They also exhibited no significant
difference in their response to the regular forms of the Inflec-
tional Suffixes subtest and the irregular forms of the Inflec-
tional Suffixes subtest (Hypothesis 5). Hypotheses 2, 3, 4,

7, 8, 9, and 10 were rejected; which illustrated that the
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age of onset. Hypothesis 13 was rejected, which illusireated
that the first-grade students had aceouired more of the mor-
vhological rules than the kincdergarten studentis.

The least number of errors occurred in response ©o
the presentation of the modeled lexical words with the ¥inder-

zerten students, the first-grade stuvdents, and these iwo

groups combined. This suggests that chiidren perform better

-on 2 morphological task requiring sentence repetition than they

do on a task of grammatic closure.
‘There was no significent difference beiween the
spontaneous lexical words and sponteneous nonsense words.,

~

A teacher suggested that no difference occurred
between the lexical words ané the nonsense words because
both grades had been using TOBE (1972) puzzles in their plans

of study. These puzzles are presented to the child in five

black-line drawings vhich stand for five lexical words. The

ct
Vet
=}
(9]
ct

students listen to 2 nonsense word thaz eacher says, and
circle the picture of the lexiczl word drawing that closest

approxinates the nonsense word's sound. Becauvuse of their



prior practice with the puzzles, it is possible That the
children wvere familiar with the similerities of nonsense
words and lexical words so that no significant difference in
the number of errors on the two manners of presentation could
be observed.

It is impossible to conclude whether or not morphology
1s acquired cognitively based on the scores of this test
because of the prior experience of the siudents with nonsense

o

WoXrQs

[$2]

Finally, it was demonstrated that a significant
difference between inflectional suffixes and derivational
affixes does exist. This may be due to the fact that the two
types of morphological structures do not develop at the came

time or at the same rate.

Recommendations for Further Investigation

It is recommended that the Florida Morvhology Evalug.

tion be administered to children younger than five or six
yYears of age to compare their performence to that of the
children studied in the present investigation.

It is also recommended that the manners of presentation
be reorderéd in a further-étudy. It is hypothesized that the
presentation of modeled lexical words prior to the presentation
of spontaneous lexical words and spontaneous nonsense words
might reduce the number of errors obtained in this study.

It is also hypothesized that the presentation of spontaneous

nonsense words prior to the presentation of spontaneous
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FLORIDA MORPHOLOGY EVALUATION (FLAME)

AT I AAMTANAT AT T T
,'.A.l JJ,I_‘IC,: L LOWNA L :)Ul‘ £ LA

Svontancous Texical Word

-
'

()

10.

11.

PAST TENSE, This is a man who knows how to kick. He is
kicking., He did the same thing yesterday. What did he do
yesterday? Yesterday he 1.

PLURAL, This is a2 cup. Now there is another one. There

i s s e

arce two of them. There are two 2 .
SINGUTLAR AND PLURAL POSSESSIVE. This is a boat which has
a

sgil, The szil belongs to the boat. It is the 3
i1 Now there are two boats. They both have sails,
The sails belong to the boats, They are the 4 - sails,

COMPARATIVE AND SUPERLATIVE. This dog is dirty., This dog
is more dirty. And this dog is even more dirty. This dog
is dirty. This.dog is 5 . And this dog is the

6 .

PAST TENSE., This is a girl who knows how to play. She is
playing. ©She did the same thing yesterday. What did she

‘do yesterday? Yesterday she 7

PAST TENSE, This is a boy who knows how to count. He is
counting., He did the same thing yesterday. What did he

do yesterday? Yesterday he 3 .

SINGULAR AND PLURAL POSSESSIVE, This is a baby who has a
hat Whose hat is it? It is the 9 hat. Now
there are two babies., They both have hats., Whose hats
are they? They are the 10 hats.

PROGRESSIVE, This is a girl who knows how to run. What
is she doing? She is 11 .

PAST PARTICIPLE., This is a boy who likes to eat. He eats
every day. What has he done every day? Every day he has
12 .  a

THIRD PERSON SINGULAR. This is a boy who knows how to Jjump.
He is jumping. He does it every day. Every day he i3 .

SINGULAR AND PLURAL POSSESSIVE, This is a witch who has a

hat., Whose hat is it? it is the 14 hat. Now there
are two witches. They both have hafs. Whose hats are
they? They are the 15 hats.

THIRD. PERSON SINGULAR. This is a 1ady who knows how to
drive., She is driving. She does it every day. Every
day she 16 .




16.

PLURAL., This is a glass. Now there is another
There are two of them., There are two LY

PLURAL. This is & door. Now there is anc

thes oL
There are two of them. There are two 18

THIRD PERSON SINGULAR. This is & man who knows how 1o
fish., He is fishing. He does it every dey. Every doy
he 19 .

PAST PARTICIPLE., This is a girl who likes to hake. {he
bakes every day. What has she done every day? Every day
she has 20 .




INFLECTIONAL SUFFIXES

epontaneous Nonsense VWord

=

10.

11.

12,

PAST TENSE, This is & man who knows how to frick., He 1is
fricking. He did the same thing yesterday. What did he do
yesterday? Yesterday he 21

PLURAL, This is @ tup. Now there is another one, There
are two of them, There are two 22 .

SINGULAR AND PLURAL POSSESSIVE. This is a pote who has a

hat, Whose hat is it? It is the 23 hat. Now there
are two potes., They both have hats. Whose hats are they?
They are the 24 - hats,

COMPARATIVE AND SUPERLATIVE. This dog is ferdy. This dog

is more ferdy. And this dog is even more ferdy. This dog

is ferdy. This dog is 25 . And this dog is the
26 .

PAST TENSE, This is a girl who knows how to jay. She is
jaying. She did the same thing yesterday. What did she
do yesterday? Yesterday she Ao .

PAST TENSE. This is a boy who knows how to bownt. He is
bownting. He did the same thing yesterday. What did he do
yesterday? Yesterday he 28 .

SINGULAR AND PLURAL POSSESSIVE. This is a nabby who has a
hat. Whose hat is it? It is the 29 hat, Now
there are two nabbies. They both have hats. Whose hats
are they? They are the 30 hats,

PROGRESSIVE, This is a girl who knows how to lun. What
is "'she doing? She is 31 . '

PAST PARTICIPLE., This is a boy who likes to sneet., He
sneets every day. What has he done every day? Every day
he has 32 .

THIRD PERSON SINGULAR., This is a boy who knows how to
gump., He is gumping., He does it every day. Every day he
33

SINGULAR AND PLURAL POSSESSIVE. This is a fooch who has a
hat, Whose hat is it? It is the 34 hat. Now
there are two fooches, They both have hats. Whose hats
are they? They are the ) hats.

THIRD PERSON SINGULAR., This is a lady who knows how to tive,

She is tiving. She does it every day. Every day she
36 .




14.

15.

16.

m - Py | PO o g [ . m oy
There are two of then. There

PLURAL. This is & gore, Now there is anot
There are two of them., There are two 3¢ .

SON SINGUIAR. This i1is a maen who knows lhicw 1o
He is kreching., He does it every day. Every day
ne 3 (j .

PAST PARTICIPLE. This is a2 girl who likes to nik, She
niks every day. What has she done every day? Ivery any
she has 40 .
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PAST TENSE, Ye
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SINGULAR AND PL
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PAST PARTICIPLE,

THIRD PERSON SI
SINGULAR AND PL
THIRD PERSON SI
PLURAL. Here a
PLURAL. Here a

THIRD PERSON SI

PAST PARTICIPLE,

n

Tj } {. 1

d.

sterday the man daé%ed.

; il
re Two 1axg§.

rugks'! tires,

Iy
R

UPERLATIVE This dog is big. This dog
Lhi‘ dog 1is the big,

o
ca A2
|

sterday the boy wa§%ed

URAT, POSSESSIVE. This is the teadBer's
the teaggor“' hats.

he dog is barking 1ng

ivery day the boy has fa?%en.

NGULAR. Every day the boy ladfhs.

URAL POSSESSIVE. This is the nuffe's hat.
NGULAR., Every day the lady Eﬂégﬁ-

re two dregges.

re two iiggg.

NGULAR., The man wagﬁes his car.

Every day the girl has caé?ed.

I

POSSESSIVE., This is the trick's tire.
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GP UPFILE S~ IRREGULAR FORUS

aneous Lexical Word
PAST TENSE, i who knows how to sing. She
is singing, Ol me thing yesterday. What did
he do yesterday she 61 p

AST TENSE, This kniows how to read. He is
reacing, He did g yesterdsy., What did he
do yesterday 62 .

PLURAL, This 1o a man. Now there is another one. There
2T wo of e two 63 v

zirl who likes to sleep. She is
e thing yesterday. What did she
she 64 .

PLUGAT,. Thisg is a foot. Now there is another one., There
arec two of them., There are two 65 .
PLURAL, Thisg is & deer., Now there is another one., There
are two of then, There are two 66 .

PAST THHSE, This is a man who knows how to cut. He is
cutting, He did the same thing yesterday. What did he
do yesterday? Yesterday he 67 .

PLUDATL, Thic is & knife. Now there is-another one.
There are two of them. There are two 68 .




INFLECTIONAL SUFFIXEZS- IRREGULAR TPORIS

Modeled Texical Vord

1.
2,

Ex N
-

PAST TENSE, Yesterday the boy rg%ﬁ the bell.

PAST TENSE. Yesterday the boy £é0 his dog.

PLURAL. lere are two workin.
PAST TENSE. Yesterday the girl swépt the floor.

e

PLURAL. Here are two gigg.
PLURAL. Here arc two shZéE.

=
PAST TENSE., Yesterday the man hiﬁ the ball.

PLURAL. Here are two pa%gs.



DERIVATIONAL SUFFIXES

Spontaneous Lexical Word

1. -ER. This is a2 man who knows how to paint. What do you
call him? He is = 77 .

2, -~ING., This is a girl who likes to swim, Her {favorite
sport is 78 :

3. ~MENT, These men argue a lot, Here they are }"Lavingg Aarl
B =
] _) .

4. ~NESS. This boy is very sad. He is full of _ 80

5. =EN. This man needs to malke his coffee sweet. He nocis
to 81 . it

6. -FUL. That lady is a real beauty. She is very __ 82

T. =Y. This hoy got a lot of dirt on his shirt, His shirt is
very 83 e

8. -ED. This girl has a lot of talent. She is a very 84

giry,

9. -LESS. This boy does not handle his toys with care. 1lle
is very 85 .

10, =LY, This turtle is slow. He moves very 86 :

11. -EN. This toy soldier is made of wood, It is a 87
! soldier.
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BRIVATTIONAL SUPKFIXES

i

[
Poret
-~
eef
o]

Spontanecous Nonsense Word

1. -BR. This is a man who lmows how to fent. What do you

0o

call Him? He is a 5O .
2., =ING. This is a girl who likes to glim. Her favorite
sport is 89 ’

3. -=MENT, These men asmooge a lot. Here they are having
an 90. .

4. <=NESS, This boy is very nad, He is full of 91 ‘

5. =EN. This man needs to meke his hat freet. He necds to
g2 it
J& .

=

6. -FUL. That lady is a real patooly. She is very 93

7. =Y. This boy got a lot of foof on his shirt. His shirt

is very g4 .
8. -ED. This girl has a lot of bint. She is a very __ 95
girl.
9. -LESS. This boy does not handle his dog with nare. He
is very 96 .
10. -LY. This rabbit is groll. He moves very 97 .

11. -EN. This toy soldier is made of snid. It is a g3
soldier, :



DERIVATIONAL SUTTIXES

Modeled TLexical Word.

: . a9
-ER, This man is a farmer.

P

-ING. Her favorite spert is

i : N
~MENT, This lady can make an auno&nCcme

>

l

102

~-NESS. This house is full of gitcKness.
2
-EN. He needs to fa%%ég his seatbelt.
_FUL. That ledy is very hel$fui.
-

-Y.. This table is very d%uﬁy.
-ED. She is a very 5139Ped artist.

— . . 1QZ
-LESS. This boy is very hoplless,
-LY. This horse moves qu}gély.

-EN, This is a go%ggn egg.



ODETT VT
i ; x\lfl_..l LA

bpontaneous Lexical Word

These twins look exactly like

110 .

]—l u!l‘&"_.

3

N

not completc,

0

This

3. PRE-, The lady nceds to cook the ri
it in the casserole. She needs to _

RE~.
over again. He likes to 113

UN-, This girl is not happy. She

DIS-. These little girls do not &

UN-.
off.

This boy's Jjacket is buttoned.
He needs to 116 it.

el

This boy likes to read his favorite

a4

sree,

another. They look

ce before she puts
112 the rice.

stories over and
his favorite svories,

e 114 .

115 y

Thcy'

He wants to talke it



JERIVATIONAL PREPFI

Liaal LAl

spontanecus Nonsense Word

L. A~, These boys dress exactly nike one another, They
i

d-r‘g'h Cex
regs

2, IN-, Thie picture is not dumfete, It is 118 :

3. PRI-~., This lady needs to goop the rice before she puts
it in the casserole., She needs to 119 the rice,.

4. RE-~. This boy likes to sneed his car over and over again.
He likes to 120 his car,

5, UN-. This girl is not pippy. She is 121 _;

N

. DIS-., These little girls do not gafee., They 1228 v

. UN;. This boy's jackel is sipponed. He wants to take it
off. He needs to 123 it. '

~J




CUATIONA BTG
VAL LUNAL Faibsl LALWD

odeled Lexical Word

A~, That little bov is all

e ; . . 25 ;
IN-~, This enswer is incdriect,

o1 . 26, .
PRE-., BShe needs %o ;r@%égt the water,
- s 1 e .
RE~. He likes to rebuUIlld model airplanes.
ony : . : 12§.
UN-., This girl is unkind.

S . oo L
DIS-. The magician made the rabbit uls;p%ear.

. 112
UlN-, He needs to ggpéger the box.
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APPENDIX B



Table 1

Percentage of Errors of the Twenty-five Kindergarten
Students and the Twenty-five first-grade Students

Who Vere Adminictered the

Subtests of the

Floricda Morvhology Evaluation

Presentations

Kindergarten First Grade
Regular e .t
Forme- Spontaneous 8 N
Inflectional Lexical o
Suffixes Spontancous 6.6 5 £
Subtest Nonsense ) ~ o
' llodeled o )
Lexical 3.8 _fi~~_m“
COMBINID 6 B 1 )
Irregular Spontanecus 20 "t&‘?“”*
Forms— Lexical = €.
Inflectional lodeled 2 0
Sulfixes Lexical =
Subtest COI'BINED 17 ke
‘Derivetional Spontancous o 17 }
Suffixes Texical =
Subtest Spontaneous ;
), 9
Nonsense 24.7 10.9
Modeled .
. O
Lexical 4 7
Derivational Spontaneous A ;% -
Prefixes Lexical -
Subtest Spontaneous ' e
Nonsense 34.8 36.5
Modeled
Texical 4 =
Inflectional 8 3.6
Presentations :
Derivational
Presentations 2l 14.8
Overall 13.8 8




vy ~

Anelydgis of Variance of the Inflectional Suffixes
subteots of the Twenty-five Kindergarten
Students L the Twenty-five
First-grade Students

T 01 vVariance

cegul @ ‘lectional Suffixes Subtest
S00ULCH OF L A OBSERVED  REQUIRED
VARTATTOI ¥R i .05

,if 75 {indergarten 2.03 3.13
OR | First Grade 3.24

Anelysis ol Variance
Trrezular Forms-Inflectional Suffixes Subtest

&

DEGRUES OF OBSERVED REQUIRED
'REEDOM F 0%

FACij 18 Kindergarten 69.33 4,04

ERROR First Grade 119.13
TOTAL 49 ,

Analysis of Variance
Regular and Irregular Forms Combined

SOULCE OF DEGREBS OF o OBSERVED REQUIRED
VARILTION  FREEDONM F « 05

DUE 10 . 1 - .
PACTOR 123 Kindergarten 0.19 3.94

ERROR First Grade 19.58
TOTAL 124




* k|
Table 3

Analysis of Variance of the Derivational Affixes Subtests
of the Twenty-five Kindergarten Students and the
Twenty-five Iirst-grade Students

Analysis of Variance
Derivational Suifixes Subtest

e

SOURCE OF DEGRIES OF OBSERVED REQUTIRNT
VARTATION FREEDOM F .05
DUL TO ' 2 ] e i A A -
FACTOR 72 Kindergerten 33.57 3.13
ERROR First Grade 70.28
TOTAL T4
Analysis of Variance

Derivational Prefixes Subltest
SOURCE OT DEGREES OF OBSERVED REQUIRED
VARIATION FREEDOM ‘ F .05
DUL 10 2 .
ERROR First Grade 30.98

TOTAL T4




Tabnle f;

Analysis of Variance of the Inflecti {mal Suffixes Subtest
and the Derivational Affixes Subt: 1 the Analysis
of Variance of the Overall F'nriu; ‘cv~=r1\¢v

5 ™ - e

Bveluation Administered to the Twent;
Kindergarten Students and the
Twenty—f}ze First-grade
tudents

r—i1ve

Inalysis oi varianc:
Inflectlonhl Suffixes Subtests and the
Derivational Affixes Subtests

SOURCE OF DEGRERES OF T OBSERVED  REQUIRED
VARIATION FREEDOII F .05

g

ngng 27% Kindergarten 11.69 3.89
ERROR First Grade 28,53
TOTAL 274

Analysis of Variance
Florida Morphology Evaluation

"SOURCE OF DEGREES OBSERVED REQUIRED
VARTATION FREEDOM F + 0D

DUE TO 1 Both Grades

o
gggggR . 548 Combined 29.18 3.86

TOTAL 549




Abstract
The purpose of this investigation between a group of
kindergarten and first-grade students was threefold: (1) to

study the developmental differences on the Florida Morphology

Evaluation (FLAME), (2) to determine variability of responses

on FLAME, (3) to determine differences in performance on the
various subtests of FLAME: za. regular Inflectional suffixes,
b. irregular Inflectional suffixes, c, derivational prefixes,
and d. derivational suffixes. Analysis of variance procedures
were used to test the thirteen null hypotheses developed for
the purposes of this study. Analysis of the data indicated
that there are significant developmental differences in the
morphological skills of kindergarten and first-grade students.
Significant differences were 2lso observed as a function of
presentation mode with one exception. Kindergarten students
did not exhibit significantly different responses as a function
of presentation mode on the regular forms on the inflectional
suffixes subtest. Of the eight hypotheses developed to test
for differences in performance on the various subtests of FLAME,
only one wezs not rejected, The kindergarten students did not
exhibit a significant difference in performance on thé regular

and irregular forms of the inflectional suffixes subtests.



