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ABSTUCT 

Language samples were elicited in six different situations 

from 20 five-year-old children ( 10 boys, 10 girls) in their first 

six months at Ariraary School . The samAles of language ere analyzed 

using a. number of quantitative an qualitative measures . The 

qualitative measures used were the noun phrase index (NPI), verb 

phrase index (VI), and length complexity index (LCI) developed by 

Shriner (1967). The data. was also analyzed according to number of 

noun phrases, nu:nber of verb hrases, and total utterances . 

In the statistical treatment of the analyzed data, correlation­

coefficients were obtained between all possible pairs of situations 

and conditions on each of the quantitative and qualitative measures. 

A series of t tests wo.s also computed bet een pairs of si tua.tions 

on each of these measures. The analysis of the results of the 

quantitative and qualitative measures indicated thet the samples of 

language elicited in the six different situations were not comparable. 

Discussion of these results considered a range of factors that 

may have contributed to the differences noted. Factors related to 

the nature of the situ tions, the setting within which the language 

was elicited, and person factors, such as the effect of the 

experimenter and the effect of the mother, were considered. 

It ,vas concluded the.t such factors as those mentioned above 

were integral aspects of the language situation worthy of equal 

consideration with the language el icited. 
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INTttODUCTIO 

The child uses different ords and frames different kinds of 
sentences with every change in environment •••• What is needed 
is a sample of the child's speech sufficiently varied to include 
all the more typical fonns of expression 

(Boyd, in McCarthy, 1929; p.590) 

\fl1at Boyd expressed so clearly almost half a century ago seems 

to have lost none of its pertinence with the passing of time. 

Although the importance of the communication situation on the type 

of language elicited has been commented on by various researchers, 

to the writer's knowledge there have been no studies that have com-

pared language samples elicited from the same children in a. number 

of different situations. A strategy commonly used to elicit a 

language sample involves the subject responding to a stimulus picture 

or object presented by the experimenter ith a minimum or absence of 

verbal cueing. The sample thus obtained is then used as the basis 

for making generalizations about the characteristics of that 

individual's language performance. If the communication situation 

is of significance, however, then language elicited in such situations 

,rhere the interpersonal factor is minimized may not be typical of the 

language that a person normally uses. 

A number of the studies reviewed below made specific, albeit 

passing, reference to differences in the language perfonnance of 

their subjects, either from situation to situation or when inter-

acting ith different people. In all of these cases, however, such 

observations were incidental to the main purpose of the respective 

studies. Nevertheless, in making such references the studies draw 

attention to the importance of differing communication situations 

and suggest, as Griffith (1970; p.438) has so aptly stated, that : 
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••• it seems premature to conclude that verbal output in one 
stimulus situation is representative of verbal output in 
nearly all situations. 

The importance of child language as an area of study is such 

that the question of language sampling situations raised by the 

connnents of Boyd and Griffith is worthy of further investigation. 

It may well be that whatever the nature of the communication 

situation, both the quantitative and qualitative aspects of the 

language elicited remain constant. However, it may also be that 

these aspects differ from situation to situa tion and that to treat 

as a homogeneous unit utterances elicited in a number of different 

situations may render indistinguishable important variations in the 

overall pattern of the individual's language performance. 

This study seeks to move in the direction of clarifying some 

of these issues by comparing oral lan guage samples elicited from 

the same group of 20 five-year-old children in a number of different 

communica tion situations. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

This dissertation presents t he findings of a study that 

examined the comparability of oral language samples. There are 

five main chapters. 

Chapter I contains a review of the literature that considers 

the influence of the comnuni cation setting on the develo pment and 

production of language, and notes some of the methodological 

strategies employed by researchers in the area of child language. 

Chapter II is concerned with the aim and design of the study 

and presents a detailed account of the procedures ado pted in 

selecting the subjects for the study and the techniques involved 
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in the collection of the language samples. This chapter also 

details the statistical techniques used to deterraine the reliability 

of the data and to treat the group data. 

Chapter III is concerned with the results obtained from the 

three quantitative measures: the nwnber of noun phrases, the number 

of verb phrases , and total utterances. The chapter also presents a 

discussion of the major findings that resulted from the application 

of the quantitative measures. 

Chapter IV presents the results and related discussion with 

reference to the three qualitative measures: noun phrase index, 

verb phrase index, and length complexity index. 

Chapter V considers the implications that arise from the 

findings of the study and attempts to arrive at some conclusions 

related to the validity and reliability of these findings. 
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CH ER I 

H.EVIEW 01" THE LITERATURE 

The review of the literature that follows is concerned with: 

1) the influence of the communication situation upon language, 

and 

2) noting the methodological strategies that have been employed 

in previous studies. 

The Communication Situation 

The influence of the communication situation on language has 

been commented on by various researchers, and it seems fairly well 

established that language does not develop in an interpersonal 

vacuum (Boyd, 1927; Villiams & Naremore, 1969; Howard, Hoops, & 

McKinnon, 1970). The essence of this commentary was captured by 

Ervin (1964,p.500) when she said: 

Spoken language is, almost without exception, learned in a 
social setting. This setting includes material and 
behavioural referents for speech, rewards for speaking in 
a certain way about specific topics, and feelings towards 
those who hear and towards those who provide models of 
speech. 

The effects on language of such factors as socio-economic back-

ground ( Cazden, 1968; Bernstein & Henderson, 1969), ethnicity 

(Entwisle, 1968), mental retardation (Newfield & Schlanger, 1968), 

and deafness ( Brannon a.nd Hurry, 1966) are well documented in the 

literature. However, the influence of the size of the co:nmuni-

cation group, the closeness of the relationship betlfeen me:nbers of 

the communication group, the op 'ortunities to use language, the 

stimulus potential of events within the communication situation, 

are other factors that may not have received the attention warranted 
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(Williams or Mattson, 1942; Fitzsimons, 1958; Becker, Bavelas, & 

Braden, 1961; John Goldstein, 1964). 

Villiams 1attson (1942) for example, attempted to determine 

the effect of increa.sin
0 

the size of the play group of nursery school 

children upon their language. Of the social groups investigated by 

~Villi ams attson, they found that the combination of two children 

and an adult resulted in more talking, more words per sentence, and 

more 'friendly ' intercourse than any of the other sized groups studied.1 

If language performance is susceptible to such influences as 

those outlined above, then perhaps studies in the field of children ' s 

language should be concerned not only with t1e characteristics of 

the language elicited, but also ith such factors as the nwnber of 

persons involved in the communication situation and the types of 

language situation sampled. The review of the literature below is 

concerned primarily with the experimental design and methodological 

considerations of studies that are representative of research in the 

field of children ' s language. 

'ethodological Strate~ies 

revie1v of the literature suggests t1at researchers use three 

main strategies for e ici ting the language data they re 1uire: 

1) some studies use minimal interaction, 

2) some studies elicit sampl es of the child 1s oral language in 

interpersonal interaction situations, and 

3) some stu<.lies use a combination of the first two methods . 

l In the experimental play situation ea.ch child had a turn at a.11 
of the fo l lowing: to play freely alone with the materials 
provided; to play a.lone with the experimenter; in a group com­
posed of one other child an the experi ~enter ; nn also in a 
group composed of t o other children and the e xperimenter. The 
report d i not indicate whe ther the order of participation in 
these ifferen groupings as varied . 
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For the purpose of this study the term minimal interaction 

situation is used to refer -to any situation where oral language is 

elicited from the subject;s using pictures, objects, or other 

impersonal fonns of stimulus. Although the experimenter may use 

prompts (e.g. 'Anything else?', 'Can you tell me anything more?') 

as a means of eliciting a maximum language sample, he acts primarily 

as a passive administrator rather than adopting an active partici­

pating role in the eliciting situation. 

The term interpersonal interaction situation is used, in this 

study, to refer to any situation where the language sample obtained 

is derived from the oral language used by the subject/sin communi­

cation with one or more persons, where all persons involved in the 

situation are active participants. 

Minimal interaction situatiO,!!S.· A number of studies have used 

stimulus pictures to elicit language from their subjects (Darley & 

Moll, 1960; Cowan et al., 1967 ; Shriner & Sherman, 1967; Wilson, 

1969). Although the purpose for which the language data was collect­

ed may vary in the studies listed above, the method used to elicit 

the language sample was similar. 

Darley & , foll ( 1960), for example, obtained speech samples 

from 150 white, five-year-old kindergarten children. Fifty 

consecutive responses were elicited and tape recorded in each child's 

home using the Children's Apperception Test cards. These cards were 

presented one at a time, with the examiner engaging the child with 

neutral comments such as 'Tell me about this picture'. Typewritten 

transcri pts of the recorded responses were used for the purpose of 

analysis. 
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The stimulus picture from the Picture tory Language Test 

{PSLT) was used by Wison (1969) to elicit a language sample from 

40 subjects ranging in age from three to 17 years. The primary 

purpose of her study was to determine whether the l'SLT, devised to 

evaluate written language samples, could be used as a standard 

method of eliciting a representative sample of oral language. Each 

subject was shown the picture and asked to tell a story about the 

picture. They were also told that they could look at the picture 

1vhile they were telling the story. Wilson concluded that a represen­

tative sample of ore.I language was obtained and that scoring proced­

ures for oral lan5~age samples could be standardized from the 

measures used in the JlSLT. 

Ten stimulus pictures were used by Cowan et al. (1967) to 

elicit spoken language from their sample of 96 five, seven, nine, 

and 11-year-old girls and boys. The pictures were taken from a 

popular magazine and showed varying numbers of adults anc children 

engaged in different activities. When the results for the stimulus 

pictures were arranged in order according to the average mean 

length of response, the difference among pictures was found to be 

statistically significant. Although the authors could offer no 

reason for the difference in length of utterance that the pictures 

stimulated, they suggested that the different stimulus content might 

elicit sentences of different complexity and that the difference in 

length may follow from the complexity of the sentence. 

The stimulus pictures, however, may be carefully selected by 

the investigator who has a particular type of speech in mind. A 

case in point is a study carried out by Hawkins (1969) who investi­

gated specific differences in the speech of middle class children 
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an working class chi dren. 1e used a sample of 124 mi le class 

five-year-o ds. Two tas s were sed toe icit language. T1e first 

task consiste of a series of four picture cards which together told 

a little story. Tis task va designe to elicit narratives eech. 

The second tas include three postcarc size repro uctions of paint-

ings. 1is tas as esigned to elicit descriptive speec1. tough 

t e ur ose of the stu y ns to compare t e erformance of the two 

socin c ass grou s, an examination of the results inc ica.ted intra 

c ss ifferences etween the two tasks. '11ether or not these 

ifferences ere sta. istically signi icant was not indicated in the 

results. 

timu u pictures were a so use by Berryman (1 69) to elicit 

l.lngue.ge, t her stu y introduced anot1er vnria ,le: the in luence 

of t e ty. e of ues ion ns .:e • erryman ' s stu y use our ora 

sti ulus se tence types: nonstructure interrogative ( '''ha.t o you 

sec inti~ picture? ' ), nonstruct re imperative ( 'T c 1at you 

see in t1is picture. ' ), str cturer interrogative (' 'l .... t is t e oy 

oing in this pie re? •), an structure i perativ~ ( 'Te me '1at 

t1e oy is oing in t~is picture. •). 'bile Berr an foun that no 

st ti tica ly. ignific t if rence in ength or reaction time of 

responses occurre as a. functio of sentence ty e, s 1e in t' ~ 

a 1ig1er fre,te c o voe ·e • onse 1 <· 5) cccurre nf' r the 

terro ft r tl c im er at · v 

. t'1oug1 other stu ies (_uer i, .i ~ a. s ' re o 
' 

9 ; 'o arc:, 1,oops, & C 7 innon, 9 ... n; In ins, 7 ) 

cifferen t peso mi iual i tern~t·on situation toe ci .... nguage 

sam es 

stories 

suc1 as iscussion abo t e ecte topics, a.n ma.·ing u 

t e use of sti u us pictures appears to be tie most ri ely 
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used technique. 

Interpersonal interaction situations • .Another group of studies 

have relied for their data on language elicited during interpersonal 

interaction situations. Some of these studies snmple the child's 

oral language used in play situations (Smith, 1935; 1oore, 1947; 

Kellmer- ringle & Tanner, 1958), while others have used various adult­

child interaction situations (Moustakas, Sigel & Schalock, 1956; 

Va l ters, Connor, & Zunich, 1964; Baldwin & Frank, 1969; Granowsky & 

Krossner, 1970). 

mith (1935) used records of conversa tions from 305 chi ldren, 

ranging in age from 18 - 72 months, as the source for her data. The 

conversa tions had been recorded in one of two situations: either 

while the child was engaged in play with other children, or bile 

the child was alone with adults in a home situa tion. In neither case 

did the experimenter converse with the child, as the aim was to secure 

a record of the child's "spontaneous " speech. Detailed analysis of 

the language elicited included the influence of such factors as sex 

differences, mental age, social class, order of birth, and the 

situation in which the language was elicited. Smith found that in 

the situation where the child was alone with adults the subject used 

longer sentences, more questions, more complex and compound sentences, 

and fewer imperative sentences . Only the difference rele.ted to longer 

sentences, however, was found to be statistically significant. 

The influence of environment on children's speech was investi­

gated by foore (1947). She used as subjects 51 children of pre-school 

age ( 11 children from an orphanage and 40 children who attended either 

a Day Care Cen.tre or a Nursery School). Fifteen two-minute samples 

of spontaneous speech were gathered for each child in both indoor and 
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outdoor ~lay situations. 

stu y by a .in Fra . 19 9 of t e syntactic com exity 

of ~
11e language ot er an c i cl use r e1- ta. king to eac other 

invo ve the co lection of nngua.ge sa.m les fro t 1e •• JOt ers an 

cl i r ren too t 1er in a lay ession. .he oom in 1ic 1 t1e ot er-

c ild interactions occurr con o.inec' o. n er of • ·rf cnt types of 

toys. 1 facet of tie stu 1y ort of not~ ·elate to tic possib e 

y tie mot r-effcc t 1ese iffe nt to .., a on t' c 1 ngua<Je use 

c1ild pairs. For exam le, if o.c mot1er-c i G a ye' o ly 

wit a ol f ily hi~ another ir a .::> 11 e i t!1 o. j i g-s a 1, 

t 1e fantasy of en associo.t d . it c'o ea<l to tic produc-

tion of more co1 plicate sentences thnn . e conversation about the 

jig-saw. Int is case any cifferences note betveen he t,o pairs 

mig' t not reflect any basic difference in t 1e comple:xi ty of o al 

anguo.ge, t ~ossibly iffe cnces in the oti ulu otentia of t c 

objects layed with. To investigate tiis ... 1roblem, .1.,aldwin c.. Frank 

categorized eac1 s ntence a.ccor ing tote toy Leing" aycd vit1 

an also according to tie object 1·c was the su ject matter of 

t 1e sentcrnce. 

Combil o. tion of nl internctio 

si tuo.tions . In contrast to t e studies is cussed in the sub- cctions 

above, an experimental design t1at gathers 1 nguagc dnt from oth 

'ilinimn interactio an inter ersonal interaction si ""· ntions has een 

SC y ot er reseo.rc 1er { enyt r, 90 az en, 967; rerber & 

ertel, 9C9; Leen anter, 197 ). 

~yntactic structures in he language of children have been 

s tu ie by '!enyuk ( 96-3 b). .Ier su jects ere 48 private nurser 
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school children and 48 first grade children. Menyuk recorded speech 

in three stimulus situations: responses to a projective test (The 

Blacky Pictures), a conversation with an adult, and conversation with 

peers generated by role playing in a family setting. In addition to 

these three situations, the children were observed in their school­

room for a period of two hours. This additional language sampling 

was done for the purpose of cross-validation, to detennine whether 

some syntactic structures were used only in the classroom situation. 

Although lenyuk drew attention to the poss ibility that differences in 

the language used may occur between different situations, she made no 

mention as to the results of her cross-validation measures. 

Cazden (1967), in her study, collected a number of speech samples. 

In contr st to a common research design which gathers samples from 

many children in one situation, Cazden and an associate collected 

speech samples from two children in eight situations ranging from free 

conversations and telephone interviews, to story re-telling. Both 

children, a boy and a girl, were in a Boston Summer School following 

a year in the first grade. At the time of publication, Cazden had 

only analyzed the srunples for length of utterance in each situation 

separately, and for use of conjunctions in the total output for each 

child. Two generalizations drawn by Cazden have particular relevance 

for the present study. First, the two children differed in their 

response to particular situations. Second, the situational variation 

for each child was greater than the over-all difference between the 

two children. The latter generalization again d raws attention to 

situational variations in language characteristics, but like the study 

by !lenyuk ( 1963b) does not explicitly compare language elicited in 

minimal interaction situations with that elicited in interpersonal 
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interaction situations. 

A nu. Ler of criteria which a language sari le should meet have 

been established in a study by Lee & Canter (1971) • .Among these 

criteria they noted the need for a conversational setting and the 

use of sti ulus aterials (pictures and toys) in which tie child 

vas interested. 

A study of language deficiency in four and five-year-old 

disadvantaged children by Gerber & Hertel ( 1969) involved oral 

language sa.nples elicited int ree different types of situation: a 

conversation in an adult-child relationship, a story telling 

situation using a family of dolls, and res onses to a number of 

pictures from the Peabody Language Building Fits. The language 

elicited in the different stimulus sitintions was treated for the 

purpose of analysis as a unitary language sample ·it1out further 

consideration of the different situations in which the sample vas 

elicited. 

Although an her of the studies discussed above made reference 

to differences in the language perfor.. ance of their subjects, either 

frora si tua.tion to si tun tion or when interacting with different 

people, such observations were incidental to the main purpose of the 

respective studies . 'l'he present study, however, tn es as its main 

purpose an exa:nina tion of the comparo.bili ty of oral language samples 

elicited in a number of differing communication si tun tions from the 

Slli~e group of su jects. 
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CHAPTER II 

.AIM AND .PROCEDURES 

This chapter is concerned with describing: 

1) the aim and design of the study, 

~) the subjects, 

3) the data-collection plan, 

4 the methods of analysis. 

Aim and Design of the Study 

The aim of this study was to investigate the comparability of 

samples of children's oral language elicited in a number of differ­

ent stimulus conditions and situa tions. To this end, oral language 

samples were elicited from 20 five-year-old children and the samples 

thus obtained were analyzed using a number of quantitative and 

qualitative measures. 

Subjects 

The subjects of this study were 20 five-year-old children in 

their first year at ~rimary School. Table I shows age and time at 

school characteristics for the total group and for the boys' and 

girls' sub-groups. This age group was selected as presenting the 

earliest convenient opportunity to sampl e from a group representative 

of the total population at a particular level. 

The following four criteria were established to guide the 

selection of subjects for the study: 

1) The subjects were all to be pupils of either of two ormal 

rimary Schools attached to the local Teachers College. 

The two schools were chosen; 



Variables 

Age Range 

Mean Age 
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TABLE I 

AGE ANGE, IEAN G •, T IE AT SCIIOOL ANGE, 
AND IBAN TIME AT SCHOOL FOR BOYS AND 
GI LS UB-G OUPS, AND FOR TOTAL G tOUP 

Boys n• lO Girls n=lO 

63-65 months 63-66 months 

63.9 months 64. 2 months 

Time at School 
Hange 3 - 5 months 3- 5 months 

Mean Time at 
School 3.8 months 3. 7 months 

Total Group 
n=20 

63-66 months 

64. l months 

3 - 5 months 

3.7 months 
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(a) because of their close proximity to a University where 

one phase of the data collection was to occur, 

( b) because as Normal Schools they had available 

facilities where children could be taken from the 

classroom to work in undisturbed conditions, 

(c) because the children from these Schools frequently 

worked with students and lecturers from the local 

Teachers'College, and it was felt that the subjects 

were likely to behave in a more natural manner than if 

they had come from a school where contact of this type 

was minimal. 

2) The children selected were required to have had at least 

three months but not more than six months experience at 

school. The lower limit was established to provide a 

settling-dolVn time for a ll the children, some of lVhom may 

not have had prior experience in an organized educational 

setting. The six month upper limit was set in an attempt 

to establish as homogeneous a group as possible with regard 

to age. It was further felt that the influence of the 

school itself on language performance would not have had 

too great an effect in this period of time. Similar limits 

have been set by other researchers (Gerber & Ilertel, 1969). 

3) The subjects were to be at least 5 years of age but not 

older than 5 years 11 months. As Table I indicates the 

oldest child, in fact, ,v-as only 5 years 6 months and, 

although an upper limit of six months attendance at school 

was set, all the subjects had been at school between 3 and 

5 months. 
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4) The subjects were to be of European descent. This 

particular criterion was established to again maintain 

as homogeneous a group as possible. The two schools 

involved in t he study drew their pupils from similar 

residential areas. 

The follo,fing procedure was used to assemble the sample of 20 

children (10 boys and 10 girls) from a po pulation of 43 children 

(19 boys and 24 girls) who met the criteria established above : 

1) The population was arranged into two sub-populations 

(boys and girls) in random order using Kendall & Smith's 

tables of random numbers (.Popham, 1967; pp.381- 385). 

2) The mothers of the first 10 girls nnd the first 10 boys 

on each randomized list of names ,ere circularized asking 

l 
for their co-operation and participation in the study. 

3) If a rejection fonn was received from a mother, a circular 

was sent to the mother of the next boy or girl on the list 

of potential subjects. 

This procedure was followed until the required sample was 

assembled. Of the 19 boys in the population, 11 circulars had to be 

sent to obtain the sample of 10 boys, and in the case of the 24 girls 

13 circulars had to be sent to obtain the sample of 10 girls .
2 

l Appendix .A shows details of the circular sent to the mothers of 
the children selected for the study. A form was included on 
the circular to be returned to the investigator indicating the 
mother's willingness or otherwise to participate in the study. 

2 These 13 circulars included two where the mothers had indicated 
willingness to participate in the study but were shifting away 
from the school district before the study would be completed. 
For this reason they were removed from the sample. 

l 
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The Data-collection Plan 

The study was designed to cover four phases: an initial phase, 

a procedural phase, a data-collecting phase , and a phase for the 

interpretation of results. 

1) The initial phase . During this phase the preliminary ideas 

that had stimulated the study were researched more fully and the 

structural details of the study developed. 

2) The procedural phase. The administrative details associated 

with the study were finalized during this phase. '!'he necessary 

approval was sought from and granted by the schools and controlling 

educational authorities concerned. The parents of the children 

selected, as described above, were also approached individually and 

the intention of the study was explained in very general terms. The 

real purpose of this individual meeting was to establish rapport with 

the mothers who ,rould be participating during the data-collecting 

phase. The reason for not explaining the aim of the study too 

specifically was to avoid, to the greatest extent possible, pre­

disposing the mothers to behave in a manner that was not typical of 

their normal interaction with their children. 

3) The data-collection phase . The data-collection plan was 

guided by the principle that the data should be collected in the 

shortest possible time. The justification for this lay first, in 

support of one of the criteria by which the sample was selected; 

namely that the children should have been a t school not less than 

three months and not longer than six months when the data-collection 

commenced. And second , it was hoped that the shorter the period of 

time during which the data was collected, the more likely any 
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practise effect the added school experience might have would be 

minimized. In fact, the investigator was able to complete the data-

collection within a six week period of time. 

The data-collection lnn involved the sampling of oral language 

in three major conditions: n condition where the investi6ator was 

the passive administrator of the stimulus requirements (the child 

condition); a condition where the investigator actively participated 

in the oral language situation (the child-a ult condition); anr a 

condition involving the child in interaction with his or her mother 

(the mother-child condition). 

i) The child condition. In this condition samples of 

oral language were gathered from ea ch child in t,o situntions, one 

using the Children's pperception Test (CAT) stimulus pictures, nnd 

the other n Doll-tell-a-story situation. In the first situation 

the firs t nine oft e ten pictures of the CAT were used. 

The pictures were shown to the subject one at a time. Before 

the series of pictures as shown the following general instruction 

w s given : 

1 1 run going to show you some pictures one at a time and I 
,van t you to tell me what you can see in each of the pictures.' 

Before each picture was shown the following supplementary 

instruction was given : 

'Tell me what you can see in this picture. 1 

The intention in this si tuo. tion was to elicit as many res ponses 

as ossible and yet, at the same time, refrain from specific prompt-

ing (for example, 1 \That is the :nonkey trying to do?•). A selection 

from the following list of cues wa~ u ed : 
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'Can you tell me anything more?' 

'Anything more?' 

'.Anything else? 1 

The cues were repeated until the child indicated that there was 

nothing more he or she wished to say. 

The Doll-tell-a-story situation involved the use of three dolls; 

1 
a girl doll, a boy doll, and a dog doll. The subject was given the 

following instructions: 

'I ant yo to make u a bedtime story for a Teddy Benr who is 
going to sleep. I want you to tell your Teddy Bear a story 
about a girl, a little boy, and a dog. • 

As each of the dol l s was mentioned the investigator took the doll 

from behind a screen and laced it in front of the child. The 1 ist 

of cues used for the CAT situ~tion was also used during this situation. 

gain, the criterion was to elicit as much oral language as possible· 

wi t :1out specific prompting. 
2 

The order of presentation of these two tasks was varied. Half 

of the boys and n ho.If of the girls were given the situations in the 

order CT stimulus pictures folloied by the Doll-tell-a-story 

situation. For the other half of the sample the order vo.s reversed. 

The purpose of t1i was to counterbalance any order of presentation 

effect that might occur. Generally, an interval of at east a day 

1 The I girl • was a 12-inch vinyl plastic doll with lo 1g, curly, 
rown h i and dressed in a .. rinted, cotton sun-frock. The 

1 boy ' ,~s a 9-inch vinyl >lastic re~resentation of the cartoon 
character Charley Dro,m. The ' dog ' was 9 inches in lengt an 
made from 1hi te nylon fur fabric , i th black ec.rs and tail of 
the same material. 

2 Uo,ever, us will be discussed later, the investi gator was not 
entirely successful in being "neutral" in this task and in 
terms of utter ... nces elicited the task generally did not prove 
to be very roclucti ve . 
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occurred between the a.dministeri g of the fa o situ tions.
1 

ii) The child-a.dult condition . A further srunple of 

language llas elicited in o. si tuution hich involve the investigator 

intervie ving the subjects in ma.tche pairs o.ccordin~ to sex and 

school. Tha.t is, a boy from School A was ~a.ire 1it1 another l.oy 

from chool A, and a. girl from School A as a.ired with o.nother girl 

from School A, nnd so on. In two cases, beco.use there was an o d 

number of oys or girls in one school, a partner ras selecte from 

the randomized list of subjects repared a.t the outset of the study. 

T1a.t is, the next boy and the next girl from that particular school 

on the ordered list of subjects was selected as a substitute partner. 

The comments of this partner ere recorded in the same way as for 

the subject but were omitted from the data analysis procedures. 

Several resenrchers (Sampson, 1956; Cazden, 1967; illia.ms & 

Nar more, H)G9 ) have mnde 1. ention of the types of topics dis cussed 

with t1e children in their studies. The selection of topics for 

discussion in the interview situation of this study was guided by 

this earlier work. 

Discussion of the topics was ini tinted by using t e following 

questions : 

' Vhat do you lile doing at home?' 

',lha.t have you been doing at school today? 1 

' Have you any pets at home? ' 

'Do you like going away for trips a.1 d holidays?' 

l For 19 of the c:O subjects the interval ranged bet1,een one and 
six days. For the other s u bject it took the investigator a 
considerabl e per i od of time to establish rapport with the child 
and the t i ght schedule forced the investigato r to administer 
the two s i tuo. tions on the same day. 
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'Tell me about a story (or T.V. programme) you have read 
(seen)?' 

'Have you a toy (game) at home that you like playing with 
very much?' 

All pai rs of subjects were exposed to this same set of 

initiating questions and in the same sequence. However, numerous 

supplementary questions ,vere asked in relation to the individual 

res ponses given by the children. The guiding criterion for this 

particul r situation was that the investigator should attempt to 

elicit as much oral language as possible through directed question-

ing and supporting comments. 

iii) The mother-child condition. The final samples of 

oral language were elicited from a condition involving the mother 

and child interacting in three situations involving a picture 

discussion, a shape construction task, and the construction of a 

1 
jig-saw puzzle. The order in 1vhich these s ituations were presented 

was also varied. 

It was intended that the mothers should attempt to stimulate 

and elicit as much language as possible from their sons or daughters. 

The instructions given to the mothers were framed with thi s purpose 

in mind. 

For the picture discussion the mothers were instructed as 

fol lo,vs: 

'Here is a picture tha t I want you to discuss with• ••••••••• 
I want you to think of t his as a picture in a book at home 
and you 1vant •••••••••• to tell you as much as possi ble about 
the t h ings happen ing in the picture. I want you to encourage 
• • • • • • • • • • to talk about this picture in the way you , ould 
when talking to her/him at home about t h ings that interest 
you both. 1 

1 Appendix B shows photographs of the three tasks involved in this 
condition. 



- 22 -

The mother was given the follo ing instructions before the 

1 ,Ir Space Uan I sha.pe construction was presented : 

'For this go.me I rant you to discuss with•••••••••• the 
shapes and colours as he/she makes up the man . Try to get 
•••••••••• to talk a.bout the shapes, what they look like, 
what they reminrl him/her of, what else you could do with them, 
ancl so on. Ask•••••••••• why he/she has picked the shape and 
colour that he/she has.' 

Instructions given to the mothers for the 'Jig-Saw ' situation 

were as follows: 

'Before you break the jig-saw up talk to•••••••••• about what 
is happening in the picture . Then break the jig-saw up and 
make it together. ~bile you are doing this talk to•••••••••• 
about the parts, where you will put them, why you will put 
them in this place , what you can see on the parts, and so on. 
Encourage•• •••••••• to talk as much as possible about the 
jig-sa,v. 1 

The order in which the three situations were presented was 

varied. One-third of the subjects discussed the picture first, 

another third discussed the picture second, and the other third 

discussed the picture last. The order of the other to situations 

varied similarly. The purpose of varying the order was the same as 

that referred to in the discussion of the first condition (p .19). 

Time allocation. In all of the situations within the 

various conditions the major objective was to elicit as much oral 

language from the subjects as possible. Therefore, no time limit wns 

established for any of the situations and the investigator or mother 

used their judge ent to decide when the child had contributed as 

much as could be expected in any single situation. 

Methods of Analysis 

This section deals with : 

1) The pro cedures used to score the ra data, 
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2) The statistical techniques used to : 

i) dete ine the reliability of the data, 

ii) trea t the scored data. 

1) Scoring procedures . A nW!l ber of measures have been used 

to analyze children's language so.::nples. Some of these measures 

have been based on verbal output (Mean Length of Res ponse and Number 

of Different ;Vords} and others on structural analysis (Develop-

ental Senten ce Types and Structural Complexity of sponse). A 

new language measure, the length complexity index (LCI) has been 

develo ped by Shriner (1967). This classification system attempts 

to measure both sentence length and sentence complexity to gether 

according to a weighted num ri cal system. It is the LCI that has 

been used as a primary measure to analyze the language samples in 

this study. 

The temporal reliability of the LCI has been investigated by 

Barlow & ~., iner (1969) and they concluded thnt the LCI was not as 

variable ns the Mean Length of i.es ponse (MLR) and that LCI tended 

to measure children's language output more reliably over time. 

harf (1972) investigated a number of language measures based on 

verbal output or structural complexity, including the LCI. Sharf 

noted that although each of the language measures he investigated 

gave a reliable measure of language growth, the structural analysis 

easures ( such as LCI) provided a more detailed kind of language 

descri ption. 

A statement on the scoring procedures for the LCI has been 

pre pared by Miner (1969) and this provided t he reference for the 

1 
scoring procedures adoi ted in this study. From the tape recordings 

1 Appendix C contains a summarized version of !liner I s scoring 
procedures. 
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of the interviewer sessions typescripts were ~repared and scored. 

Individual and group results were calculated for each of the six 

situations and for the three conditions on a number of measures . 

In all, six measures were computed from the scored typescripts. 

Three of t1ese were quantitative measures and three were qualitative. 

The unntitative measures employed were number of noun phrases, 

number of verb phrases, and total utterances. These were obt ained 

by counting the noun phrases, verb phrases, and total utterances 

produced by individual subjects in each of the six situations. This 

data was noted on individual record cards from which group data was 

later compiled. The ualitative measures employed ,ere noun phrase 

index ( PI), verb phrase index ( V I ), and length com,.Jle · i ty index 

(LCI). Tie formulas for obtaining these in ices are contained in 

ppendix C. 

2) tati~tical techniques . These are considered ith reference 

to: 

i) the reliability of the data , 

ii) the statistical trea ent of the group data. 

i) The reliabil •ty of the data . The reliability of the 

ato. w s tested in two as: 

a) transcri )t reliabilit , 

b) scoring reliability. 

a) Transcript reliability. The problem of the 

reliability of transcripts ty ec from ta e recordings has been raised 

by .:initz (1959) and Siegel (1962), an. ccause any inaccurac in the 

transcribing of language saraples obtained coul affect the scoring of 
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the sam es, a transcript reliability as calculated. The tape 

recordings of six of the subjects fo one of the condition situations 

ere re-transcriLed by another assistant. The following formula as 

used to compare the transcripts: 

ro. of agreements - no. of isagreements 
Total no. of com arisons x 100 

1 

Since tie purpose of this reliability measure ·as to determine 

the accuracy oft e transcript for scoring rposes, the criterion 

for deciding disagreements ~as based on t1e comparison of tie 

grammatical classes involve. For example, un er the scoring 

procedures of the study 1 bear' and ' bee ' would receive the same 

score and on the transcript com arison t1is would not be counted as 

a disagreement. However, 'bear' and 'bears' would receive different 

scores and as such this com arison would be classed as a disagree-

ment. For the six transcripts compared, the percentage agreement 

ranged from 89.74 to 100 with a mean percentage of 96.23, thus 

indicating a high inter-typescript agreement. 

b) ~coring reliability. For reasons similar to 

those outlined above, scoring reliability was also measured using the 

same formula as for transcript reliability. Agreements and is agree-

ments resulted from comparisons of the seven unit scores for each 

1 
utterance. The transcripts t'~epared for the transcript reliability 

measure were used as the basis for the scoring reliability measure. 

Where disagreements occurred between the original and the comparison 

typescripts, the latter was revised to make it identical to the 

1 The unit scores were Noun Phrase One points; oun Fhrase Two 
po ints; Verb Phrase One points; Verb Phrase Two points; 
Conjunctions points; egatives points; uestions points. 
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original transcript. The scoring reliability ercentages ranged 

from 85.22 to 95.5,, ith a mean scoring reliability percentage of 

0.9 . 

ii) The statistical treat ent of the group data. As will 

be indicated below, it was necessary to use three procedures in the 

statistical treatment of the group data: 

a) the correlation-coefficient, 

b) nn analysis of variance, 

c) the t test. 

a) Correlation-coefficient. The pri ary statistical 

techni ue used to analyze the data vas the correlation-coefficient. 

programme for the Sony Sobax 2550 Electronic Calculator was used 

to compute the correlations for this phase of the statistical treat-

ment. This programme computed the correlation-coefficient r for 

ungrouped n paired observations (Xi , Yi) (i = 1, 2, ••• , n) here 

x· o.n Yi were arbitrary va ues. The fonnu a on 1ich the programme 

as nsed is presented below: 

r • ~(><,-x} (Yr-9) 

{((X•-X)s. ~(Yi-Yf}t 
_1]. -y .L 

Where X=n ..G"fX, ., 1: n i 
l ! 

Yi 

Correl tion-coefficients were com ute on each of the six 

measures for all aired combination. of situations and/or conditions. 

n number of noun phrases, for examp e, correlatio s were co putc 

bet een situations l nu<l 2, sitt,tions l an 3, situations 1 and 4, 

an so on, and also between situ tion 1 ontl condition 2, sittntion 
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and condition 3. On each measure 30 correlations were computed to 

cover all possible combinations. 

b) Analysis of variance. In order to test for 

significant differences between the six group means on each of the 

measures a complex analysis of variance was employed. The computation 

of the required sums of squares involved the use of the following 

formulas: 

The significance of the F value obtained was determined from a Table 

of F for .05, .01, and .001 levels of significance.
1 

c) t test. The F values obtained from these analyses 

of variance were all highly significant and a series of t tests was 

used to determine which of the group means were contributing to the 

difference obtained. Since the first statistical procedure produced 

correlation-coefficients, the correlated t fonnula presented below was 

used for the various paired combinations of situations on each of the 

measures: 

I ic Temar, 
iley 

52 
I -

'1 I 

• (1955) Psycho logical Statistics. 
ons, p389. 

New York: John 
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Although .05 was set as an acceptable level of significance for 

this study, findings significant at the .01 and . 001 levels are also 

reported in the results for all statistical procedures. 
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CH T III 

QUANTITATIVE EASURES: 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter is concerned with: 

1) the results for t he three quantitative measures, 

2) discussion of the results for the three quantitative measures. 

1 
esul ts 

This section presents the results for: 

i) number of noun phrases, 

ii) number of verb phrases, 

iii) total utterances. 

Number of noun phrases. Correlation-coefficients, by s itua tion 

and condition, for number of noun phrases are presented in the 

correlational matrix in Table II.
2 The correlations were generally 

lOlt and positive, suggesting a small but definite relationship , 

particularly between pairs 1- 2 (0.37), 1-3 (0.35), 2-3 (0.36), 

3 l-C
2 

(0.35), 2-C
2 

(0.36). odero.te pos itive correlations, 

1 

2 

3 

The degree of relationshi p between variables, suggested by 
positive or negative correlations in the results, is indica ted 
within the following limits : 
• 21 - .40 low correlation , cl finite but small rel a tionship 
.41- .70 oderate correlation, substantial relationship 
.71- .90 high correlation, marked relationship. 

The conditions and situations refer to those outlined in the 
rocedural chapter. Condition 1 (the child condition) involved 

situation 1 (c.=.T.) and situation 2 (Doll-tell-a-story). 
Condition 2 (the child-adult condition) involved situation 3 
(peer-adult discussion). Condition 3 (the mother-child 
condition) involved situa tion 4 (picture discussion), situa tion5 
(shape construction), and situe.tion 6 (jig-saw puzzle). 

For ease of presentation, the fonns 1 - 2, c1 - c3 , c1 - 4 are 
used to represent correlate pairs of situations, or conditions, 
or situa tion o.n con i tions. ·,ie r e a ppropriate the obtained 
correlation is placed in brackets after each pair. 
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TABLE II 

COHRELATIO -COEFFICIENTS BY SITUATION 
AND CONDITION FOU 

NUALBE OF NOUN PHRASES 

Situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 0.37 

3 0.35 0.36 

4 o.oo -0.31 0.03 

5 0.06 0.17 0.11 0.69** 

6 0.12 0.02 0.16 0.58** 0.47* 

cl 0.41 -0.10 0.11 0.10 

c2 0.35 0.36 0.03 0.11 0.16 0.41 

c3 0.06 -0.06 0.11 0.03 

* p <• 05 level 
** P < . 01 level 

0.11 
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suggesting a substantial relationship, were found bet een c1 - 3 

(0.41), c1 -c
2 

(0.41), 4-5 (0.69), 4-6 (0.58), and 5-6 (0.47). 

The only statistically significant correlations were those bet een 

situations 4 -5, 4-6, and 5-6. 

A low nego.tive correlation was obtained for situations 2-4, 

suggesting a tendency for a high score by a subject in one of the 

situations to be matched by a low score in the other situation.
1 

As 

the data for n ber of noun phrases in Table III indicates, these 

two situations 1·1ere quite different in range and mean. At test 

indicated that the difference between the group means for the two 

situations was statistically significant beyond the .001 level. 

The most notable feature of the correlations presented in 

Table II is the dichotomy between situations I, 2, 3 and situations 

4, 5, 6. The correlations obtained for pairs of situations, within 

either of these two groups, indicate:l a. higher degree of rel tionship 

than those correlations obtained for pairs of situations across the 

groups. The most significant relationships were established by the 

various combinations of situations 4, 5, and 6. 

An analysis of variance was computed to test the significance 

of the over-all variation of the means for the six different 

situations, and the results of this analysis a.re l)resented in 

Table IV. The F value obtained was well beyond that required for 

the difference to be significant at better than the .001 level. 
2 

Since the analysis of variance produced a F value that as highly 

significant, a. series oft tests was computed for the various pairs 

1 In this regard the terms 'high score' and 'low score I are used to 
refer to a rank order comparison of the subjects' scores. 

2 McNemar, Q. (1954). Psychological Statistics . 
John Wiley · Sons, p391. 

ew York: 
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TAilLE III 

RANGE AND .IEAN NUMBEil. OF 
NOUN PU ~ASE.S, vrnn Il.1lASES , AND TOT.AL UTTERANCES 

BY SITUATIONS FOR TOTAL GROUP 

Number of 
oun Phrases 

~o.nge lean 

12- 63 28.1 

3- 23 9.15 

15- 56 36.8 

9- 154 55.2 

14 - 138 47.9 

26 - 117 65.8 

t umber of 
Verb Phrases 

flange Mean 

11- 60 24.0 

3- 25 9.3 

17- 58 34.95 

10 - 152 35.05 

2 - 100 26 .75 

21 - 107 51.15 

Total 
Utterances 

iallge Mea.n 

10 - 60 25.95 

3- 22 9.4 

24- 54 39.0 

15 - 145 58. "1-5 

18 - 139 51.6 

37 - 134 74.6 
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TABLE IV 

A CO .t'LEX ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF NUMBE ~ OF rouN HU:.ASES OF T VENTY SUBJECTS 
FRO SIX DIFFERENT O ~ L.A.NGU.AGE ITUATIO S 

Sum of 
Squares 

41224.242 

24374.825 

42922. 925 

108521.992 

df 

5 

19 

95 

119 

*** p < .OOl level 

Variance 
Estimate 

8244.848 

1282. 886 

451. 820 

F 

18.248*** 
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of situations. 

The t values for the comparison of group means are presented in 

Table V, and do.ta relating to range and mean number of noun phrases 

is included in Table III and Fig. 1. Inspection of this data 

suggests highly significant differences between some of the pairs of 

group means, articularly situation 2 compared with all other 

situations, nnd situation 1 compared with situations 4 a.nd 6. The 

t values presented in Table V confinn this. The dichotomy noted 

between situations 1, 2, 3 and situations 4, 5, 6 on correlation­

coefficients, is emphasized by the results for range and mean nwnber 

of noun phrases, as presented in Table Ill and Fig. 1. The extended 

range covered by the scores for situations 4, 5, 6, in contrast to 

the limited range of scores for situations 1, 2, 3, is clearly 

illustrated in Fig. 1. 

Numbe r of verb phrases . Table VI presents the correlational 

data for the number of verb phrases produced. Correlations for number 

of verb phrases generally indicateda more definite relationship than 

did the correlations for the number of noun phrases produced. Low 

positive correlations were obtained from situations 1-2, 2-3, 3-6, 

2 - c2 , 6 - c
1

, and 6 - c2 , and a marked relationship was established 

betlveen situations 1-6 (0.72) and situ,tions 4-5 (0.78). The 

moderate and high correlations were all statistically signif icant 

beyond either the .05 or .Ol levels. 

In general, the dichotomy between situations 1, 2, 3 and 

situations 4, 5, 6, noted in the results for number of noun phrases, 

was repeated in this measure . An e ~ce ption to this pattern was 

situation 6 which, in situations 3-6, 6-C
1

, and 6-C
2

, sho1red a 

low but definite relationship, and in situations 1- 6 a high and 
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t TEST VALUES BY S ITUATI ON 
FOR Nill. BE.it OF NOUN PHRASES 

1 2 3 

6. 203*** 

2.587* ll. 716*** 

3.094** 5.888*** 2.184* 

2.538* 5.405*** 1.494 

6.183*** 10.007*** 5.082*** 

* p <. 05 l evel 
** P < •Ol level 
*** p < .001 level 

4 5 

1.195 

1.59 2.646* 
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FIG. I 

BAR GB.APB SHOWING DISTRIBUTION OF 
ANGE AND UEAN SCORES BY SITUATIONS 

FOR THHEE QUAN1'ITATIVE HEASURES 
(NUMBER OF NOUN PHI-USES, Nm BER 

OF VERB PHll.ASES, TOTAL UT'l'ERANCES) 

N°· OF NOUN PHRRSES N°· OF VERB PH~RSES TOTRL UTTERANCES 

L2.34-5G 12,'34-56 

Notes 

I The top and bottom of the bars represent the range of scores 
for that situation, and the dotted line represents the group 
mean for the situation. 

2 The numbers along the bottom axis represent the s ix 
situations. 
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TABLE VI 

CO ~ELATION-COEFFICIENTS BY SITUATION 
AND CONDITION FOR 

NUMBER OF VE B l11nASES 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

o. 29 

0.44* 0.23 

-0.02 -0. 28 o.os 

0.19 o.os 0.15 0.78** 

0.72**-0.10 o. 20 0.48* 0.62** 

o. 45* -0.11 0.19 o. 20 

0.44* o. 23 0.08 0.15 o. 20 

0.16 -0.14 0.16 

* p < .05 level 
** p < •01 level 

0.45* 

0.09 0.16 
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. 
significant correlation was obtained (p < .Ol). 

A lo,v negative correlation (-0.28) between situations 2-4 

repeated a similar negative correlation for these same two situations 

on the number of noun phrases measure. At test indicated that the 

difference between the group means for these t,rn si tuc. tions was 

signific~nt beyond the .01 level. 

As with the number of noun phrases, the most marked relation-

ships were obtained from the paired combinations of situations 4, 5, 

and 6. The results in Table VI indicate tha t the correlations for 

situations 4- 5 and 5- 6 ,vere significant beyond the .01 level, 

while the correlation for si tuo. tions 4 - 6 was significant beyond 

the .05 level. 

An analysis of variance (Table VII) indicated that the over-all 

variation of the means for the six different situctions was highly 

significant. As the du.ta in Table VIII indicates, the statistical 

significance of the t values, from a series oft tests computed for 

the number of verb phrases, is not generally as high as was the case 

for number of noun phrases. 'l'he main feature of the t values 

presented in Table VIII is the significance of the difference 

between the group means of the various pairs of situations 1, 2, 3. 

The data presented in Table III and represented in Fig. 1 also 

includes the range and mean number of verb phrases by sit ations. 

Although the dichotomy noted in t he results for number of noun 

phrases is re eated for number of verb phrases, the differences 

between group means, in the latter measure, are not as marked. The 

levels of significance for data in Table V and Table VIII support 

this conclusion. The group mean for situation 2, however, again 



Source of 
Variation 

Situations 

Subjects 

Remainder 

Total 
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TABLE VII 

A CO.M LEX ANALYSIS OF VA..ll IANCE 
OF NUMBER OF VERB PH -w3ES OF T.VENTY SUfJECTS 
FROM SIX DIFFERENT OH.AL LANGUAGE c;:_, ITU.ATIONS 

Sum of 
Squares 

19623.925 

20454.492 

32641.908 

72720.325 

df 

5 

19 

95 

119 

*** p < .001 level 

Variance 
Estimate 

3924.785 

1076.552 

343.599 

F 

ll. 4225*** 
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T BL.I.!. VIII 

t TEST VALUES BY SITUATION 
FOR NUhU3ER OF VERB PHRASES 

1 2 3 

4.963*** 

3.603** 9.779*** 

1.433 3.737** 0.014 

0.496 3.308** 1. 494 

6.175*** 6.907*** 2.655* 

* p < .05 level 
** p <· 01 level 
*** p < • 001 level 

4 5 

1.855 

2. 372* 4.902*** 
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appears in marked contra.st to the group means for all other 

situations, and the t values, presented in Table VIII, for situation 

2 pairings were all beyond either the .Ol or .001 levels of signifi-

co.nee. 

The pattern of distribution of scores, noted on the measures of 

noun phrases (Table III, Fig. I), was repeated for the number of verb 

phrases. The first three situations produced a restricted 

distribution of nlllllber of verb phrases in contrast to the latter 

three situations. The effect of extreme scores is much more 

noticeable at the upper end of the distribution for all situations, 

and for situation 4 in particular. 

A series oft tests was also computed co paring mean number of 

noun phrases and mean number of verb phrases by situntions. Table IX 

shows group meo.ns and t values for these comparisons. The differences 

between noun phrase an<l verb phrase group means for situations 4, 5, 

and 6 were highly significant (p < .OOl). This was in contrast to 

differences between the group means for situations 2 and 3, which 

did not reach an acceptable level of significance. 

Total utterances . The correlation-coefficients presented in 

Table X generally indicate either negligible relationships or small 

relationships. Moderate correlations, however, were o tained from 

situations 4-5 (0.70), 4-6 (0.61), and 5-6 {0.53) . 

The dichotomy noted between situntions 1, 2, 3 and situations 

4, 5, 6 for both noun phrase ancl verb phrase measures was repeated 

in this measure. The relationship was stronger between the 

comparisons in the 4- 5 - 6 grouping, wit the correlations between 

situations 4-5 and 4-6 significant beyond the .01 level and that 



Situation 
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3 
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IX 

G OU . fEANS AND t VALUES 
FOR OUN ES AND 

VERB I t.ASES 

Mean No . 
•s 

28.l 

9.15 

36.8 

55.2 

47.9 

65.8 

p <(.05 level 
p <• 001 level 

.ea.n No. 
VP's 

24.0 

9.3 

34.95 

35.05 

26.75 

51.15 

t 

2.6076* 

0.247 

2.0672 

5.9701*** 

6.6027*** 

5.5446*** 
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TABLE X 

co& EL .TIO -COEFFICiill-JTS BY SITUiTION 
AND CO IDITION FOl. 

TOTAL UTTEI .ANCES 

Situation 1 2 3 4 5 6 

2 0.39 

3 0.37 o. 26 

4 0.02 -0.18 -0.10 

5 0.09 o. 27 o. 21 0.70** 

6 -0.03 0.15 -0.05 0.61** 0.53* 

cl 0.39 -0.04 0.16 0 .03 

c2 0.37 o. 26 -0.10 0.21 -0.05 

ca 0.06 0.09 0.06 

* p < .05 level 
** p < ·Ol level 

0.39 

0.08 0.06 
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between situations 5-6 at the .05 level. Situation 5, in 

combination with situations 2 and 3 and condition 2, did establish 

a link across the two groupings referred to above. These correlations 

however, were of low magn itude and did not reach a level of statistical 

significance. 

An analysis of vari ance was als o computed, to test the signifi­

cance of the over-all varia t ion of the means for the six different 

situations, and the results of tlis analysis are presented in 

Table XI. An extre,nely high F value of 25. 4381 was very significant 

( p 4'.001), and a series of t tests was co puted to determine which 

group means were contributing to t h is difference. 

Uo s t of the t, values obtained from com pn r~ng group means on the 

total utterances measure were statistically significant, and the 

majority of these were so beyond the .001 level. The only pairs of 

situations with t values that were not statistically significant were 

situations 3 - 5 and 4 - 5. These t values and their levels of 

significance are presented in Table XII. All the situation 1 and 

situation 2 pairings produced t values significant beyond the .001 

level, except for situations 1 - 5 w 1ic - vas significant beyond the 

.01 level. 

The comparative data presented in '!'able III and Fig. 1 indicates 

that the attern, noted in the results for number of noun phrases and 

number of verb phrases, is again repeated in the measure of total 

utterances. The effect of extreme scores, however, is much less 

noticeable in the measure of total utterances than in either of the 

other two uantitative measures. The effect of extreme scores was 

again more noticeable at the upper end of the distribution, although 

not as marked as was the case with the number of verb phrases. 



Source of 
Variation 

Situations 

Subjects 

Remainder 

Total 
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TABLE XI 

A COMPLEX ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
OF TOTAL UTTERANCES OF TWENTY SUBJECTS 

F .m.1 SIX DIFFEil.ENT ORAL LANGUAGE SITUATIONS 

Sum of 
Squares 

54934.3667 

24115. 3333 

41030.9667 

120080.6667 

df 

5 

19 

95 

119 

** p . oo evel 

Variance 
Estimate 

10986. 8733 

1269. 228 

431.9049 

F 

25.4381*** 
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T LE XII 

t TEST VALUES BY SITUATION 
FOR TOTAL UTTERANCF.s 

l 

6.06*** 

4.613*** 

3.915*** 

3.32** 

7. 538*** 

* 
** 
*** 

2 

16.354*** 

6.378*** 

5. 874*** 

11. 316*** 

p < .05 level 
P < •Ol level 
p <• 001 level 

3 

2.483* 

1.74 

5.94*** 

4 5 

1.16 

2.571* 3.506** 
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Summary. The phenomenon that characterizes the results of the 

three quantitative measures is the dichotomy between situations 

1, 2, 3 and situo.tions 4, 5, 6. The data, articularly in Table III 

and Fig. 1, illustrates this phenomenon very clearly. Although the 

tendency touards statistical significance is evident in the various 

pairings of situations 1, 2, 3 on the three measures, in one case 

only does this reach statistical significance .
1 

In contrast, a 

strong and significa.nt rela.tionship is established between the 

various pairings of situations 4, 5, 6 on the three measures. The 

dichotomy between situations 1, 2, 3 and situations 4, 5, 6, on the 

three quantitative measures, is emphasized by the links between the 

two groups. The data in Tables II, VI, and X shows that the 

correlations between combinations of pairs of situa tions that linked 

the t1vo groups, for example situations 1-5, are almost invariably 

of a very low order. The results also indicate quite clearly that, 

as far as the three quantitative measures are concerned, the six 

situations do not produce comparable language samples. 

Discussion 

The discussion below is concerned primarily with exploring the 

dichotomy revealed in the results of this study, by examining 

possible reasons for the occurr ence of this phenomenon. The causes 

can probably be attributed to the influence of two sets of factors : 

the nature of the situations themselves and the 1-1erson effect in the 

administering of the situations . 

The nature of the situations . The discussion of this set of 

factors makes specific reference to the stimulus otentia.l of the 

situations, to the notion of productivity , and to the factor of 

1 See Table VI si tuntions 1 - 3 for number of verb phrases (p < .05). 
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time in t1e sampling procedures. 

The nature of the situation could very well have contributed to 

the differences noted between the si tua.tions in the results for the 

three quantitative measures. Smith (1935), in her stuuy of factors 

influencing the develo ent of language in pre-school children, 

collected language samples from the child in play with other children 

and from the child in the home. Her results indicated that for five­

year-old children there were differences between the situations, for 

such language characteristics as number of words to the sentence, 

complexity of sentences used, and percentage of questions asked. 

Each of the situntions in the present study was selected because 

it appeared to represent a different way of eliciting an oral 

language sample. To some extent this selection was supported in 

both individual and group differences in the number of phrases or 

sentences elicited for individual situations (Table III). However, 

more pronounced than the differences between individunl situations 

as the division of these six situations into two clear groups. 

These two groups were clearly distinguishable from the correlations 

in Tables II, VI, and X and from the diagrammatic representation in 

Fig. I. There appeared to be greater similarity between the tasks 

involved in situations 4, 5, 6 than those in situations 1, 2, 3. 

It may even be, however, that where a number of stimuli of a 

similar nature are used, marked variations in the amount of language 

elicited can occur. Findings from studies by Co an et al. (1967) 

and Ilawkins (1969) provide support for such a view. Both studies 

were re ported in some detail in the rev iew of the literature. Cowan 

et al• found significant differences in R between the ten stimulus 

p ictures used in their study. Hawkins (1969) also used stimulus 
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pictures in his study aid found t1 t the language elicite y the 

t:o series of pictures id iffer in certai respects. _s far ns 

tie production of ana horic pronouns, for exa..n~le, as concerne , 

t e narrative series elicited over t·ice as any as id the 

escriptive series. 

If sfodlar sti ulus ictures can ro uce different results t 1a.t 

ore statistically significant, then different stimulus situations are 

perhaps ore likely to o tis. In the present study, situations 1, 

2, 3 re resente three ui te different situ tions, and in te s of 

the pro uction of > rases and sentences these three situations shored 

only a moderate degree of rel tionship. On the other hand, a high 

degree of relationship was establishe be~een situations 4, 5, 6. 

As has alre dy been suggested above, these situations ere probably 

more alike than situations 1, 2, 3. They ere much more alike in 

tle an~,uage de ans they placed on the children, nnc the three 

situations all involved interaction wi tl t e ot 1er. 

It is ossi ble t 1at if the situ tions in t 1e 1resent study had 

varied more markedly in nature, the uantitative differences between 

the language samples ould ave been even more accentuated. Cazden 

( 196 7), for example , co l lected speech sn.r:iples in eight quite 

different situations from tvo Grade I children. Caz en use 

terminal uni ts in the analysis of the samples. The t o children 

differe ui te m rkedly in the toto l number of term i nal uni ts produc-

ed , in the number of terminal units avera6ed per situation, an in 

which situations were the most or least pro uctive for each child. 1 

Productivity for langucge is likely to be closely related to 

l One c ild averaged 458 terminal uni ts to the other ' s 315 
terminal uni ts . The num er of ter inal uni ts for the 
situations ro.nged from 21 - 129 for one of the chil ren anC!. 
from 12 - 7 7 for the other child. 

i 
I 

I 
I 

I 
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the stimulus potential of any situation. The uantitative easures 

in the present study were concerned with the production of noun or 

verb phrases and of sentences. The data clearly indicated that 

situations 4, 5, 6 were much ore productive than situations 1, 2, 3 

on all three easures. Related to anguage productivity, in the 

present study, was the range of incividual scores for each of the 

measures in the different situations. Fig. 1 plai nly indicated the 

pattern of scores across the three measures. T 1e tendency was 

clearly for situations 4, 5, 6 to have a more extenced range of 

scores tha.n situations 1, 2, 3. Situation 2, in pa.rticulnr, ms 

very restricted on all three measures. Thus, from the point of view 

of productivity, the only finding that can be supported ith any 

certainty is that situation 2 was most unsuitable, an as the data 

in Table III indicated all the su jects experienced great difficulty 

in producing sentences in this situation. The disparity in 

pro uctivity between the situations has implications for the relia­

bility of the language sample elicited. 

The sample number of 50 responses arises fre uently in the 

literature on children's language (Shriner & herman, 1967; Baldwin 

& Frank, 1969; Lee & Canter, 1971). If 50 responses is the minimum 

number likely to provide a representative sample of a child's oral 

language then this may account for the marked differences between 

situations 1 , 2 , 3 nncl situations 4, 5, 6 in the present study. As 

the data in Table III indicated, situations 4 and 6 each elicited a 

oean of 50 or more noun phrases or total utterances. itua.tions 4, 

5, 6 were less productive for mean number of verb phrases. Situations 

1, 2, 3 vere generally oor at eliciting phrases and sentences, and 

even the most productive situation (situation 3) produced a mean 

number of phrases or utterances considerably less than the 50 responses 
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at east 50 rcspo s~s, the ,resent stu'y has trcate• t e resnonses 

frol!l c'ifferent e lici tin[; situations ns separate sam. es for ara. ysis. 

If t'e pr sen stu'y ha. s rez_.,onses fro, t 1e ifferent 

situation" to ro uce a tot 1 sam le, t1en the mca.n n er of noun 

hrases, verl> )hrnses, and total utter nccs ou cl h ve cen 242. 
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pe fo a.nee . If the total above 1 d si1:1 y been state as a.verages 

per situation, ,·,itho t .;onsidero.tion for the attuo.l nurn er of p1rases 

or entences eli jtc in each sit tion, the figures ou 10.ve een 

40. , 30. l , nnr '3 . res ectively. If hcse figur s a.re co pure 
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,vi th the mean scores presented in Table III, then it can be seen 

that, not only woul d the chnracter of individual situations be lost, 

but al s o the need to examine the reasons for such differences 1rould 

not arise. 

Another factor contributing to the differences noted bet een 

situations may have been the sampling techniques used. The ma.in 

criterion was to obtain a maximum sample of oral language. Ai cCarthy 

(1929) used a method of equal samplings to obtain her corpus of 

responses, and this technique has been repeated frequently since 

then. Equal samplings does seem to have the advant age of 111orking 

1vi th the same number of sentences from each subject. The major dis­

advantage s would seem to lie in the collection of this corpus of x 

sentences. If a set number of situations or stimulus items are to 

be used, the possi bility arises that t he required corpus may be 

produced without sampling all of the situations or stimuli provided. 

Thus, the tota l sample could comprise an unbalanced weightinr of 

language elicited under different conditions. Since varying the 

order of presentation of stimulus situations does not appear to be a 

widely practised procedure in research on children's language, the 

representativeness of language elicited following the technique of 

equal samplings seems questionable . Where the chil d is allowed to 

exhaust the oral language possi bilities of any single situation or 

stimulus without the constraints of time or quantity, his production 

is more likely to be typical of his normal language performance. 

It was mentioned above that the criterion used to determine the 

size of the language sa.iaple was to elicit as much language as possible 

in any situntion . No attempt was made to control the time allocated 

to any one situation and, therefore, the marked differences between 
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sitno.tions 1, 2, 3 an situations 4, 5, 6, in the number of phrases 

or sentences elicited, ay si~, l y have been a result of differences 

in time taken to complete each situation. The effect of a dis­

proportiona te nwnber of phrases and sentences on the Lrimary 

qualitative measures will be discussed in the next chapter. However, 

.. ,cCarthy (19 29) noted, in her study of children's language in 

different situations, t1at time vas o. factor in certain situations. 

She found a. negative correlation between length of res ~ onse and time 

required to collect 50 res_;_Jonses in her p layground si tuo.tion. 

The person effect . ?; ost of the d iscussion related to the 

results for the quantitative measures has concentrated on factors 

related to the inanimate aspects of tie language situations. This 

is not to deny the importance of the personal factor, for without a 

person to direct one's oral or written language to the , hole purpose 

of this fon.1 of communication would be meaningless. The discussion 

belo considers, albeit briefly, factors related to the person 

effect that may have had some influence u pon the results obtained 

in the ;)resent study. 

A central figure in rese a rch on children's language is the 

researcher, and a.ccording to Cowan et al. ( 1967) the possibility of 

resea.rcher effect on the results in studies of children's language 

ha.s not received the attention it should have. The dichotomy 

between situations 1, 2, 3 and situations 4, 5, 6 on production of 

phrases and sentences in the present study could lend credence to 

the view that a erson effect was exerting some influence. The 

dichotomy parallels the involvement of tie two adults in the data.­

collection phase . Situations 1, 2, 3 involved the investigator, in 

either an admi nistrative or participant role, while situations 4, 5, 

l 
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6 involved tie mother in interaction ,ith her child . The 

investigator ,as involved in discussion 1ith children in s ituation 

3, o.nd this type of interaction was the closest a. proximation to 

the interaction tha t occurred in sit ations 4, 5, 6. As the data 

in Table III indicated , the nU.G1ber of phrases and sentences produced 

in thi situation more closely approximated the sa.rae results for 

situations 4, 5, 6 than did situations 1 and 2. To ,hat extent the 

differences ,vere real differences, reflecting the influence of the 

person interacting with the children, is very much a. matter for 

conjecture at this stage. 

The other person ,vho figures prominently in research on 

children's language is the mother. Although records of time t aken 

to co plete the various tasks were not kept as part of the experi­

mental procedure, the length of the typescripts for situa tions 4, 5, 

6 indicated that the children were much more roductive, in terms of 

number of utterances elicited, when interacting with their mothers. 

However, there were some quite marked individual differences, 

particularly in the production of noun and verb phrases, where a 

quarter of the children were more productive in situations 1, 2, 3 

than in situations 4, 5, 6. The general difference betlveen the 

productivity of situations 1, 2, 3 and situations 4, 5, 6 may simply 

have indicated that the mothers were more pers istent than the 

investigator, and that the uantity produced does not reflect any 

basic differences in the complexity of the language produced. This 

aspect ,fill be explored further in the next chapter. 

Personal factors may also have contributed to the differences 

noted in the results . Siegman & Pope (1966) have considered the 

relationship between inte viewee anxiety and speech. They iscussed 
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optimum arousal theory with reference to the facilitating and 

inhibiting effects of anxiety. The inhibiting effect of anxiety 

may well have contributed to the poor productive potential in 

situation 2, and this possibility gained some support from subjects• 

comments. 

Summary. The discussion above has attempted to consider some 

of the factors that may have influenced the dichotomy between 

situations that was the marked characteristic of the results present­

ed in this chapter. It was suggested that this dichotomy could have 

been influenced by such factors as the stimulus potential of the 

situations, the time factor, the effect of verbal engagement with 

such .. ersons as the investigator and the mothers, and personal 

factors such as anxiety. Al though these various factors have been 

discussed as separate issues, this should not be taken to imply 

that any one factor is more important than any other factor, or 

that the factors exert an influence in isolation from each other. 
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CH.A.PTER IV 

QUALITATIVE MEASUU.ES : 
i.ESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter is concerned with : 

1) the results of the three qual itative measures, 

2) discussion of the results for the three qualitative measures. 

1 esul ts 

Th i s section ? res en ts the results for: 

i) noun phrase index (NPI), 

ii) verb phrase index ( V I) , 

iii) length compl exity index LCI). 

Noun hrnse index (NPI). The major feature of the correlations 

presented in Table XIII is the low degree of relationship established 

between the various airs of situations and/or conditions . The only 

correlation that was statistically significant ( p < .Ol) was a 

moderate correlation betlreen situations 5- 6 (0.57). Most of the 

low negative or pos itive correlations obtained ranged between 0.25 

and 0.33. 

The correlations between the airs of situations for NPI was also 

characterized by the number of negative corre l ations obtained. Low 

negative correlations were obtained for pairs 2-3 (-0.33), 2 -C2 

(-0.33), 1-3 (-0.26) , l-C2 (-0.26), 3-C1 (-0.26), and c1 -c2 

(-0.26). An examination of the data suggests a tendency for subjec 

who had a relatively high NJ?I in one of the situations , to have a low 

N£ I in the other s ituation. This inverse relationship, however, 

though discernible , was not sufficiently strong enough to in icate 

a significant trend • 

..... ________________________ --



Situation 1 

2 0.02 

3 -o. 26 

4 -0 . 06 

5 0.16 

6 0.31 

cl 

c2 - 0.26 

ca 0.19 
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TABLE XIII 

CO dRELATION-COEFFICIENTS BY SITU1TION 
AND CONDI TION FOR 

OUN Pil EI DEX 

2 3 4 5 6 

-0.33 

-0.05 0.17 

o. 26 0.10 o. 27 

0.09 -0.01 o. 27 0.57** 

-o. 26 -0.11 0.25 0.39 

-0.33 0.17 0.10 -0.01 -0. 26 

0.15 0.07 0.28 

** p < .Ol level 

0.01 
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The dichotomy,noted in the resul ts for the quantitative 

measures , bet,veen situations 1 , 2, 3 and 4, 5, 6 was not evident 

in the correlations for NPI. The correlations obtained between 

situations ithin the to major groups, identified in the previous 

chapter, vere general l y no greater than those obtained for situations 

paired across these groups. 

An analysis of variance (Table XIV} indicated that the over-al l 

va.rio.tion of the means for the six diff rent situa.tions on I was 

highly significant (F = 22 . 55, p < . 001) . Since the analysis of 

variance produced an F value that ,as highly significant, a series 

oft tests as computed for the various pairs of situations to 

identify hich of the group means were contributing to this 

significant difference. 

The main feature of the t values resented in Table XV is 

that ab1ost ha.If of them (46.6 per cent) were arge enough to be 

highly significant ( p < .001) . i th the exception of one other 

t value, the remaining t values ere not sufficiently larg 

to reach an acceptnble level of significance. The ma.in feature of 

the significant t values in this table are those obtained efa·een 

all pairings , ith sit ation 1, o.nd the pairings of s ituation 4, ith 

situations 1, 5, and O. The group1ea. ifferenccs et.cc 

situ ... tion and a.l oth r situ tions, o. d Letween si tuction 4 o. d 

situations 1, 5, an 6 are clearly illustrate in Fib. 2. 

Range o.n ean rI for the six situations are included in the 

data nresente in Table XVI and in Fig. 2. Generally, sit ations 

4, 5, 6 were uch more restricted in the range of I t 1u we r e 

situations 1, 2, 3 . This was in marked contrast to the range for 

the n her of noun phrases for these same situ tions { Table XVI} . 



Source of 
Variation 

Situations 

Subjects 

Remainder 

Total 
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TABLE XIV 

A COA LEX .ANALYSIS OF V IANCE 
OF NOUN PHRASE INDICES OF TVENTY SUBJECTS 

FU.OU SIX DIFFER.ENT O LANGUAGE SITUATIONS 

Sum of 
Squares 

9.021 

1.791 

7.568 

18.38 

*** 

df 

5 

19 

95 

119 

p < ·001 level 

Variance 
Estimate 

1.804 

0.094 

0.08 

F 

22.55*** 
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T BLE XV 

t TLST VALUES BY SITUATION 
FO~ NOUN Bl ASE EX 

Situation 1 2 3 4 5 

2 5.199*** 

3 7.771*** 0.082 

4 5.805*** 0.913 1.283 

5 8.288*** 1.578 2.161* 4.35*** 

6 8 .742*** 1.527 2.078 4.306*** 0.202 

* p <• 05 level 
*** p < •001 level 
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FIG. 2 

BAR G~ .AB:l SHO YING DI T lb TIO OF 
tANGE .AN 1E SCOu.E BY .:::, l'l'U. 'fIO S 

F01 THREE OUALIT TIVE . .!EASU :.ES 
(NOUN PHR EI-DEX, V· E PH.ASE I DEX, 

LENGTH CO ti' XI TY I DEX) • 

NOUN PHRRSE 
INDEX 

VERB PH~FtSI!. 
INDEX 

LENGTH- CO/IIIPLEXITY 
I .fr INDEX 

9 

6 

5 

+ 

L·01.-._..._"------..I 

1 23+56 1234-56 

otes 

l The top and bottom of the bars represent the range of scores 
for tho. t task and the dotted line re resents the group mean 
for the situation. 

2 The arked c!.ifference in range bet een PI and VP! situ~tions 
and LCI situations called for different scales to sow the 
relative relationship between the three groups of situations. 

3 The nw;ibers re resent the six situations. 
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TABLE XVI 

ANGE AND MCAN OU :lil ASE INDEX, 
VERB f ABE INDEX, AND LENGTH COMl)L • I TY INDEX 

BY SITU.,lTIO S FOU TOTAL GROUP 

Noun Phrase 
Index 

ho.nge !.foan 

1.5 -3.32 2.27 

1.0 -2.69 1.6 

1.07-2.07 1.59 

1.4 -2.1 1.67 

1.22-1.79 1.47 

1.24-1.80 1.46 

Verb Phrase 
Index 

!.O.llge 'ean 

1.83-2,71 2.34 

1.63-3.0 2.31 

1.37-2.68 1. 86 

1.57-2.36 1.89 

1.0 -2.08 1.65 

1.48-2.06 1.78 

Length 
Complexity 

I ndex 

Ha.nge fean 

2.86-12.57 7.98 

3.3 -13.17 6.97 

2.74-10.33 6.43 

2.39- 8.24 4.27 

1.96- 5.68 3.47 

2,49- 5.74 4.23 
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~ art fro ean for sit ation 1, the mean I's for the other 

five situations were similar, an, as the data on Table XV in ic tes, 

ost of these differences were not stntistico.lly significant. 

1 tho gh the correle. tion-coefficients for }T I die' no-'- reveal 

the ichotomy note in the results for t'1e quantitative measures, a. 

tendency in this direction is ap a.rent from the data in Fig. 2 and 

Tt..ble XVI . Ho,1ever, his tendency was noticeable only in the range 

of i~l'I's. Te J.:J.enn ... I's, as indicate above, vere generally very 

similar. 

Verb phrase index ( I). The pattern revealed by the correla­

tions in Table XVII does not suggest the existence of any strong 

relationships between pairs of situations and/or con i tions. .:ost 

of the correlations indicated only a very small relations1ip between 

the situations paired. Pairings including situations 3, 5, anc 6 

ere prominent in the positive or negative correlations between 0 .20 

and 0.40. The moderate positive correlation for situations 2-3 

(0.48) was statistically significant (p < .05). 

Again, correlations between pairs vithin the situ tions 1, 2, 3 

a.nd within situations 4, 5, 6 were generally not higher than 

correlations between pairs across t1ese to major groups, as 

identified by the three quantitative measures . 

A feature of the correlctional matrix was the small group of 

negative correl tions that ranged fro -0.12 to -0.44, wit_ the 

latter beyond the .05 level of statistical significance . The 

nego. tive correlation for si tue tions 4 - 5 suggested a substantial 

inverse relationship bet een these two si tun tions. This inverse 

relationship i ndicated a more significant trend than that noted for 
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TABLE XVII 

COil · TIO -COEFFICIENTS BY SITUATION 
.AND CONDITION FO 
VERB Hih.ASE INDEX 

Situation l 2 3 4 5 6 

2 0.13 

3 0.05 0.48* 

4 o.oo 0.19 0.13 

5 0.24 0.17 0.23 -0.44* 

6 -0.37 0.08 o. 26 o.oo o. 26 

cl 0.33 0.10 o. 27 -0.30 

c2 0.05 0.48* 0.13 0.23 o. 26 0.33 

ca -0. 27 0.23 0.31 -0.12 0.31 

* P < •05 level 
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si tun. tions 2 - 3 for NPI • 

.An analysis of variance was computed to test the significance 

of the over-all variation of the ~eans for the six situations, and 

able XVIII presents the results of this analysis. ince the 

analysis of variance produced an F value that was highly significant, 

a series oft tests as computed for the various pairs of situations. 

The t test values and levels of significance for VI are 

presented in Table XIX. The high statistical significance of the 

pairings of situation 1 with all other situations ( except si tun tion 2) 

and of situation 2 with all other situations (except situation 1) ,va.s 

tie major feature of the t values for VPI. These significant 

differences are particularly noticeable in l!,ig. 2. The other 

fen. ture of the t values in Table XIX as the la.ck of significant 

differences between the group means of the various pairings of 

situations 3, 4, and 6. gain, this is evident from a visual 

inspection of the data in Fig. 2. 

The differences between the group means, as represented by the 

t values, l\l'ere generally greater for pairs of situations across the 

t,o major groups of situations than for pairs of situations within 

the groups . To some extent this re-introduces the c ichotomy noted 

in all of the 1uuntitative measures yet lacking in the correlation 

patterns for PI and VPI. For VPI this tendency was noticeable not 

only in the range of scores ( as ,as the case for l'PI), but also in 

the group means for the situations. The data from Table XVI and 

Fig. 2 indicates that the range of V I was generally more restricted 

in situations 4, 5, 6 than in situations I, 2, 3. This was in 

marked contrast to the relationship noted between the groups of 

situations for range of number of verb phrases (Table III, Fig. 1). 



ource of 
Variation 

Situations 

Subjects 

Remainder 

Total 

- 66 -

TABLE XVIII 

A COMPLEX ANALY. I OF VAH. I CE 
OF VEH.B PIL.ASE I ND ICES OF TWEN TY SURJECTS 

FI OI.f SIX DIFFE lENT ORAL LANGUAGE SITUATIO S 

Sum of 
.,t ua.res 

8.1462 

2.1968 

6.0214 

16.3634 

df 

5 

19 

95 

119 

*** p < .OOI level 

Variance 
Estimate 

1.629 

0.116 

0.063 

F 

25.857*** 



Situation 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

- 67 -

TABLE XIX 

t TEST VALUES BY SITUATION 
F01 VERB PHRASE I NDEX 

1 2 3 

0.316 

6.12*** 5.693*** 

6.241*** 4.555*** 0.374 

10.534*** 6.965*** 2.954** 

11.286*** 5.773*** 1.218 

* p < •05 level 
** p < .01 level 
*** p < .001 level 

4 5 

4.258*** 

1. 717 2.478* 
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Table XX resents the results of a series of t tests co puted 

on I nnd V I by si tun tions. The differences for three of the six 

com_;_-iarisons ,vere statistically si 6nifica.nt beyond the .001 level, 

and for two other comparisons beyond the • 01 level. Al though the 

results sho1 that the verb phrases were generally more co""l::,lex tho.n 

the noun phrases in each situP.tion, inspection of the do.ta. in Table XX 

indicates a tendency for a linear relationship to be established 

between r-PI a.nd VPI by situations. 

Len1:5th comA lexi ty index (LCI) . The correlations resented in 

Table XXI generally in icnte more substantial relationships than wns 

the case for ei t 11er T1'I or VPI. Most s ignificant of the moderate 

correlations were those for situu.tions 2-3 (0.68) and 2- C2 (0.68) 

which were significant beyond the .01 level, and those for 3 - c3 

(0.47), 4-6 (0.48), and c
2
-c

3 
(0.47) ,hich vere significont 

beyond the .05 level. High correlations, suggesting a marked 

relationship , were obtained from situations 1-2 (0.72), 1-3 (0.74), 

5 - 6 ( 0 • 83) , 1 - C 2 t O. 7 4) , 3 - Cl ( 0 • 7 6) , Cl - C 2 ( 0 • 7 6) • All of 

these correlations were beyond the .Ol level of statistical 

s ignificance . The very strong relationshi bet een situations 5 and 

6 is clearly discerni le in Fig. 3. 

The dichotomy between situations 1, 2, 3 and situations 4, 5, 

6 re-appeared i n this censure as a major feature of the pattern of 

correlations . Alt1ough there wa.s a tendency for situations producing 

lou an oderate correlations to link these groups, the separateness 

of the two major groups was .;iore marl·ed. he high correlations for 

pairs of situations, ithin the I, 9 , 3 grouping as another feature 

of Table .XXI. 

An analysis of Vllrinnce (Ta'Jle X.'{I l ) incicate t1 t the v~riation 



Situation 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

- 6 

TABLE XX 

GROUP UEANS AND t VALUES 
FOR ro llASE INDEX MID 

VERB PITRASE INDEX 

Mean 
V:PI 

2.336 

2.306 

1. 858 

1. 886 

1.645 

1.783 

** p < .01 level 
*** P < .001 level 

Mean 
NPI 

2.265 

1.599 

1.592 

1.67 

1.466 

1.459 

t 

0.6679 

5.8916*** 

4.8628*** 

3.823** 

3. 2723** 

8.372*** 
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TABLE XXI 

CO ATION-COEFFICIENTS BY SITU TION 
AND CONDITION FOll 

LENGTH COM LEXITY I NDEX 

1 2 3 4 5 

o. 72** 

0.74** 0.68** 

0.16 0.01 0.39 

0.28 0.09 0.41 0.37 

0.19 0.10 0.42 0.48* 0.83** 

0.76** 0.16 0.22 

0.74** 0.68** 0.39 0.41 

0.19 

* 
** 

0.01 0.47* 

p < .05 level 
p < ·01 level 

6 

0.16 

0.42 0.76** 

0.15 0.47* 
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FIG. 3 
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Source of 
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TABLE XXII 

A CO!PLEX ANALYSIS OF V IANCE 
OF LENGTH COMFLEXITY INDICES OF TWENTY SUBJECTS 

F .o I SIX DH'FE.l:{..El T O AL LANGUAGE SITU.i TIO JS 

Sum of 
Squares df 

Variance 
Estimate F 

328.019 5 65.604 26.755*** 

205. 406 19 10.811 

232.915 95 2.452 

766.34 119 

*** P < •OOl level 
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between the mee.ns of the six si tuo. tions on LCI wo.s highly 

signific nt (F = 26.755, p <:.OOl). As a consequence of this 

significant difference, a series oft tests was computed for the 

various pairs of group means. 

Only two of the fifteen t values presented in Table XXIII 

failed to reach statistical significance beyond the .05 level. 

The feature of the do.ta presented in this table was the high level 

of statistical significance bet,veen the various group mean pairings. 

Of the thirteen statistically significant t values, eleven were 

beyond the .001 level. The data in Table XXIII indicates that 

differences between the group means for combinations of situations 1, 

2, 3 or combinntions of situations 4, 5, 6 tended to be of lesser 

statistical significance than the differences between the group 

means of combinations across these two major groupings. All such 

, differences were highly significant beyond t1e .001 level. This 

pattern of relationships and differences between group means and 

range of LCI can be seen clearly in Fig. 2 and from the data in 

Table XVI. 

The range of LCI's was much greater in the first three situations 

than in situations 4, 5, 6. This repeated a tendency noted for NPI 

and VPI, and was in marked contrast to the pattern noted for total 

utterances (Table III, Fig. 1). 1be dichotomy between situations 1, 

2, 3 and situations 4, 5, 6 vas more clearly discernible in the 

results for LCI than in the results for either NPI or VPI. However, 

the tendency towards such a dichotomy in all three measures was 

evidenced generally by larger group means for situations 1, 2, 3 

than for situations 4, 5, 6, and by a more extended range of indices 

for situations 1 , 2, 3 than for situations 4, 5, 6. 



Situation 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 

2.271* 
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TABLE XXIII 

t TEST VALUES BY SITUATION 
FOR LENGTH COMPLEXITY INDEX 

2 3 

4. 204*** 1.179 

6.377*** 3.980f** 4.88*** 

4 

8.502*** 5.366*** 7.021*** 2.457* 

6.941*** 4.316*** 5.313*** 0.152 

* p < .05 level 
*** p <: .001 level 

5 

5.217*** 
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Summary. The correlations obtained on the three qua.Ii tative 

measures generally indicated only low to moderate relationships 

between the pairs of situations and/or conditions. It was only on 

LCI that more substantial relationships were established between 

certain pairs of situations. The dichotomy between situations 1, 2, 

3 and situations 4, 5, 6 was not as clearly discernible on the 

qualitative measures as it was on the quan titative measures. 

Al though a tendency in this direction was apparent fro;n the range 

and raea.n scores for N...-'I and VI, it was only on LCI tha.t this 

phenomenon resulted from a ll the major statistical procedures . 

The results indicated that the language samples elicited in the six 

si tue tions were not comparable on complexity of language, as 

measured by NI, VI, and LCI. 

Discussion 

The discussion below considers characteristics revealed in the 

results for the three qualitative measures, and then examines 

factors that may influence the com lexity of language elicited in 

different situations. 

A feature of the correlations for I and VI was the number of 

low order negative correlations that were obtained. The only 

significant negative correlation obtained, however, was that for 

situations 4- 5 (-0.44) on VPI (p < .05) and even this indicated only 

a very tenuous inverse relationship. In comparing the • at tern of 

negative correlations for PI with those for VPI, it was interesting 

to note that all pairs of situations that produced a negative 

correlation for one of the measures produced a positive correlation 

on the other measure. 
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Unlike the dichotomy noted between groups of situations,that 

was a major characteristic of the results for the three quantitative 

measures, this phenomenon wns only generally apparent in the results 

for LCI on the qualitative measures. The correlations between pairs 

of situations within situations 1, 2, 3 and within situati ons 4, 5, 6 

for NPI and for VPI were not noticeably higher than those for pair-

ings of situations across these groups . Yhen the correlations for 

LCI, however, were examined (Table XXI) the d i chotomy was again a 

prominent characteristic . 

Associa. ted with the general dichotomy between situations I, 2, 

3 and situations 4, 5, 6 on LCI was a tendency for the range of 

scores to be more restricted for situations 4, 5, 6 on all three 

qualitative measures (Table XVI, Fig. 2). It is interesting to note 

t hat this trend was the reverse of that commented on in the 

discussion for the quantitative measures, where the restricted 

range of number of >hrases and number of utterances was clearly 

related to situations I, 2, 3, (Table III, Fig. 1). 

The data in Table XVI shows that the highest mean indices for 

all three measures were recorded in situation 1, and the lOlvest 

mean indices in situation 5 for VPI and LC I and in situation 6 for 

rPI. If the size of the indices was affected solely by the number 

of phrases or sentences produced, then the dat from Table III 

( Chapter III) would suggest an inverse relationship between scores 

on the uantitative measures and those on the ualitative measures. 

The tendency for such a relationship can be seen in the do.ta in 

Tables III and XVI. owever, in only two instances did an exact 

1 inverse relationshi p hold true. This suggested that some factor, or 

I These instances were situation 6 for 
for VP and v:PI. 

and NPI and situation 3 
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factors, other than the number of utterances was influencing the 

complexity of the language elicited in these different situations. 

Support for this comes from an examination of the Tables for 

t test values on the various measures (Tables V and XV, VIII and 

XIX, XII and XXIII). The t tests on si tua. tions 3 - 5 for number of 

noun phrases, situations 1- 4, 1 - 5, 3 - 5, 4- 5 for number of verb 

phrases, and si tuntions 3- 5, 4 - 5 for total utterances all indicated 

that the difference between the group means in these instances was 

.!!..2.!'.. statistically significant. Ilowever, when the t test values for 

these ~ pairs of situations ,.ere examined on the quali ta.tive 

measures, the differences between the means were all significant 

beyond, at least, the .05 level. This suggested that, although 

these situations may not have differed significantly iu the number 

of phrases or utterances produced, there were marked, and significant, 

differences in the complexity of these so.me phrases and utterances. 

An examination of the differences between the group means on the 

three qualitative measures did not yield evidence of any recurring 

pattern, apart from the tendency tovar s a dichotomy between 

situations 1, 2, 3 an situations 4, 5, 6 that has already been 

commented upon. The differences on LCI bet1reen the group means 

i thin situations 1, 2, 3 and within situations 4, 5, 6 were generally 

either of no statistical significance or lesser significance than 

the differences between pairs of situations across these tvo groups. 

~ituntion 1 a s promi cnt on both FI and v~I, where the difference 

between its group mean n al 1 other group eans vas generally highly 

significant. 'l'o lesser extent, situ tion ~ ( rI) an situation 2 

(VPI) were ifferent from other situations on their res.ective 

measures. These ten encies a. re clearly illustrated in Fig. 2. 
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Thus, if no consistent pattern was revealed across the three 

measures, the results of the various statistical procedures did 

support quite clearly that these language samples, elicited in 

different situations from the same children, were not comparable on 

the measures of complexity used in the present study. The factors 

involved in this raise another set of issues. 

Dickie & Bagur (1972), in an excellent article, discussed a 

number of variables which may affect the language of low-income 

minority group children. Among the variables they considered were 

such factors as familiarity of the setting, familiarity ith other 

people in the setting, and variables associated with stimulus 

materials. These variables seem to offer a frame of reference 

pertinent to further discussion of the results on the three quali­

tative measures . 

The possible influence that different types of situation may 

exert on language elicited in those situations has also been consider­

ed in the previous chapter. Since LCI gave a measure that combined 

both length and structural comple.ity, the differences between 

si tuntions were of especial importance. As the results in Table XXIII 

indicated, except for si tua. tions 2 - 3 and 4 - 6, the difference 

bet,een group means of all other combinations for LCI were 

significant beyond either the .05 or .001 levels. These differences, 

considered in relation to the pattern of correlations obtained {Table 

XXI), suggested that generally the complexity of the language 

elicited in the different situations va ried quite considerably. The 

data in Tables XV and XIX indicated that the differences between 

si tua. tions in LCI was reflected also in the other two qualitative 

measures . Such a finding is not novel. Smith (1935), for example, 
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in her stu y of the development of sentences in chil ren, found 

that the la.ngua. 0 e elicite in the play situation c.n in the home 

itua.tion differed in sentence length, in percentage of uestions 

a.sked, and in nega.tive, imperative, com ound, and com1 1 x sentences 

used. 

The differences found between situations in the )resent study 

may also be ue to tue influence of the ~ersons involved in the 

communic tion si tuotion. Al thou0 h differences have een noted 

l>et een 11 si tu~tions in the pr se t stm.y, the dichotomy between 

situations 1, 2, 3 and situations 4, 5, 6 has also been iscusse at 

length in tic previous chapter. Tis dichotoray, it as note , 

coincided, ith the different involvement of the ton ults in the 

study. 

In the situations involving adults it ight be expected that the 

investigator, usin5 an established re ertoire of uestions (situation 

3), might not simplify his language to the same extent as mothers 

who were under no restraints at all (sit ations 4 , 5, 6). Grano sky 

~ Krossner (1970) in estigated the differences bet,een the speech 

adults use to each other anc1 the speech they use he1 interacting 

ith children, a.ncl fond that the adults in their study used more 

si,:i 1 e sentences nd fewer com ound, complex, compoun -complex, and 

elaborated sentences when interacting with children. Other rese arch-

ers ( ie~ an ~ope, 1966; Cazden, 1967; Covan et al . 1967) have 

noted that a other uses sim1 ler language in interaction ·i th 1er 

child. Thus, in interaction i th the cother, a child o.y we ll 

respond with lo.nt:?,uur;e which is less com1,lex than the child is nble 

to produce . Tie results from To.ble XVI showed the group mean r.._ r, 

VPI, and LCI for each of the six situutions anc suggested that such 
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a pattern could be established since situation 3 generally had 

higher enn indices than situations 4, 5, and 6. 

Situation 3 involved the investigator discussing a number of 

topics, ith pairs of subjects, nnd the findings discussed above 

could also be rel ted to findings in a study by iilliams fattson 

(1942). They investigated the effect of the number of persons in 

the social grouping upon the language elicited , and found thn t a 

com ination of two children and an adult resulted in more talking 

a.nd more words per sentence tho.n any other size of group in their 

study. The size of the group also affected the incidence of 

commands, criticisms,and questions . Although situation 3 was not 

more productive, in tenns of total utterances, length was an 

important criterion in LCI and would contribute to any differences 

in complexity of utterances noted. Further, as ras discussed in 

the previous chapter, the factor of productivity could be related 

to time and since records of time taken were not kept as part of the 

resent study, the possibility that situation 3 was also more 

productive, as well as producing more complex language than situations 

4, 5, 6, cannot be overlooked. 

Other possible influences accounting for the differences in 

complexity of language noted bet een the situations uay relate to 

the properties of the setting and the stimulus materials . Familiar­

ity was a feature of the influencing variables suggested above by 

Dickie Bagur (1972). In the present study, samples of language 

were elicited in both familiar and unfamiliar settings . In terms 

of pro uction , t~e unfamiliar setting (a university audio-visual 

room) elicited ore sentences than the familiar school setting. 

liowever, as discussion above has revealed, production of sentences 
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was inversely relnted to the co plexity of the language elicited. 

Therefore, although in the more familiar setting (i.e. the school) 

fewer sentences were elicited, they were, according to LCI, more 

com.._Jlex. On the other hnnd, this relationship may have been 

influenced more by fomiliari ty ,vi th the persons in the setting. In 

the setting where the children interacted with their mothers, they 

were certainly more productive in terns of utterances produced, but 

the situations giving rise to higher mean LCI 's were those associated 

with a relatively unfamiliar person (the investigator). Discussion 

above suggested why this may have been. 

Variables associated with stimulus materials have also been 

suggested as other factors having a possible influence on the 

complexity of language elicited in different situations. Discussion 

has already made mention of the fact that situation 2, in particular, 

did not seem to be productive in terms of numbers of phrases and 

sentences produced. In tenns of LCI, hovever, this language was more 

complex than that produced in most other situations. A restricted 

number of utterances, of course, may have a biasing effect on the 

representativeness of that sample of oral language. As Cazden (1968) 

has said: 

If a particular construction does not appear in a certain 
transcription of the child's speech, is it missing from 
the child's linguistic competence or only from this sample 
of his pe rformo.nce? 

owever, the significance of the values for si tuo.tions 2 - 3 in 

T bles XII and XXIII would suggest that the nuober of utterances is 

not the major factor accounting for differences in language 

complexity between situations. 

The importance of the stimulus its elf, as a factor influencing 

differences in tle complexity of language from situation to 
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situation or even ithin situations, gains support from findings 

in studies by .Baldwin Frank ( 1969) an Cazden ( 1967). Baldwin & 

Frank noted, in their study of syntactic complexity in mother-child 

interactions, that differences in syntactic complexity between 

mother-chi ld pairs might not reflect any basic difference, in the 

complexity of oral language used, but simJly reflect a difference in 

the effect of the objects played 1vi th. And Cazden ( 1967) has noted 

in her study quite marked di fference s between the average length of 

terminal units elicited in various situations. 

All subjects in the present study were engaged in the same 

stimulus situations, and an examination of the individual record 

cards does not reveal any marked individual differences between 

subjects in the situations that tended to . roduce the most com~lex 

language as indicated by LCI. For individual subjects, situations 

1 and 2 consistently produced the largest LCI and situations 4 and 5 

the smallest. However, the consistency of individual response in 

one situation rather than another sup1 orts t e view t:1at the 

situations were not com.arable, at least in their potential to 

stinulate e ually com lex langua 0 e as measured by LCI. 

The possibility thut the ifferences foun between situations, 

in tile ~ resent stu y, re.._lresent ina.de,,.un.te sanpling techni ues 

cannot be overlooked, and implicit in ~uch of the dis cussion in 

this a.nd the ;Jrevious chapter is a recognition of methodo logi cal 

factors . Shriner <:<he a.n ( 1907) have evaluated the adequacy of 

sarn ling by taking t!iree sam les from each subject 1Yi thin a 48- hour 

pe riod. By do ing this t ey suggested tat diffe rences from one set 

of sam~Jles to another could hardly be attributed to language evelop­

ment but must be the result of inadequacy of sampling techni ues. 
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hey mentioned the possible influence of such factors as tie of 

day, e otiona.l state of the child or the examiners, "practice " 

effect, or the sti uli em loyed to elicit the srunples. fany of 

these factors have already been discussed . The investigator 

delibero.tely controlled for "practice" effect b varying the order 

in which si tuntions were presented. 

However , the consistency with which ei tier significant 

differences between group means or 1011 correlations a pea.red in 

the results for the three uantitative measures suggested that 

the situ tions in the present study did p lace different de ands 

on the la.ngua.ge used by the children. These e ands were reflected 

in differences between the si tuo.tions in the complexity of the 

language produced, in tenns of NPI, V~I, and LCI. 

Summary. The discussion above has considered some of the 

features reveled in the results for the three ualitative measures. 

The iscussion has also introduced variables, such as familiarity 

with the setting, familiarity with people in the setting, and 

various factors related to the stimulus potential of the situation, 

tho. t have been identified in the 1 i tern. ture. These variables have 

been related to the results obtained in the 
4 
resent study. 
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CHA.PTE i. V 

CONCLUSIO AND L.Lc !CATIONS FOR FUTUHE 'SE flCII 

The results of both the quantitative and uali tative measures 

suggested tho.t the language samples elicited from the srune subjects 

in different si tua.tions were generally not com )arable . The 

discussion resented in the two previous chapters explored possible 

reasons for these differences. However, suggesting possible reasons 

that may have accounted for differences found between the language 

saLtples does not deny that these differences did occur in the results, 

and often at a high level of statistical significance. 

On the various quantitative and qualitative measures, the 

correlation-coefficients obtained, between the various combinations 

of situn.tions and/or conditions, were generally of a low or moderate 

order. This suggested the.t although some degree of relationship was 

established between the various situations, this as not generally 

high enough to conclude that any one of a number of situations could 

have, either produced the same number of utterances or, prod ced 

language of the same complexity as measured by LCI. 

In spite of the dichotomy between situations 1, 2, 3 and situa­

tions 4, 5, 6 that characterized the results, particularly on the 

ua.ntita tive measures , the relationship between the situations 

within these major groups l'/aS not generally strong enough to conclude 

that any one of the three situations would have produced a represent­

ative language sample on their own. 

'rhe discussion of results, as mentioned above, explored possible 

reasons for the differences found between situations. uggesting 
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possible factors tho.t may help account for quantitative and/or 

quali to.tive differences found between the different situations 

should not be ta.ken to imply that these factors, in themselves, are 

not an integral part of a language situation. 

Oral language ould seem to be a response to some stimulus, be 

it another person speaking, a picture to be spoken about, a situation 

to be explained, or a thought to be given verbal expression. That 

is to say, language does not occur in a vacuum. The factors that 

ma.ke any sit ation a potential stimulus for language production, and 

the language that results from that stimulation, would seem to be 

concomitant circumstances. Consideration of one without the other 

could ell lead to the accumulation of a mass of sterile data. In 

the present study, however, what was difficult to determine :ith any 

exactitude, on the data available, as which of a number of factors 

were exerting an important influence in any single situation. 

An examination of the results for both the uantitative and 

qualitative measures seemed to indicate that the relationship, or 

lo.ck of relationship, between situations was far fro being one 

simply of productivity and complexity. The relationship betlreen 

procuctivity, es measured by number of phrases or uttero.nces, an 

complexity, as neasured by NI, VPI, or LCI, was neither linear nor 

inverse . That is, the situation producing the most utterances did 

not :produce the ost comple language, nor did the situation produc-

ing the lea. t number of utterances produce the largest LCI. l though 

the results indicated a strong ten ency for an inverse relationship 

to be established bet,een number of utterances and complexity of 

language, there as no evidence in the results to support a linear 

relation hip. That the results indico.ted a ten ency towards an 
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inverse relationship between productivity and complexity seemed, 

in itself, to subgest that factors other than number of utterances 

were influencing the complexity of the language elicited in 

different situations. 

The iacussion of the results on bot1 quantitative and 

qualitative measures suggested c number of factors that might be 

involved in a situation,and influence measures of language elicited 

in tha.t situation. One of the factors discussed in relation to the 

qualitative measures, was that of familiarity or unfamiliarity with 

the setting or with the persons involved in the setting. The 

results certainly indicated that the ea.st compleA language was 

elicited in an unfo.ruiliar setting (a university audio-visual room), 

and the cost com lex 1 nguage in the more fcuniliar sc ool setting. 

Ho ever, since in the fomiliar school setting t'ie children 

inter cted with a relatively unfo.mi iar a ult ( the investigator), 

and in the unfaniliar setting they interacted it1 a familiar a ult 

(their mother), the factor of unfo.miliari ty of either setting or 

person oes not see likely to have had any major influence on the 

results in the present study. 

Time has also been entioned as a factor contributing to 

ifferences noted in the resu ts of the resent stu.:.y. J.lt1ough 

records of tie ta·en to co lete situations were not irclu ed as 

a.rt of the a.ta-collection 110. , t pescripts an tape recor ings 

gave a er e iu icatio t1at situations 4, 5, 6 too onger to 

COl:!l lete than t e other t1ree s i tua. tions. This does not necessa.ri 

in 'ica c that t 1ey ere more emanding than t e other situ tions. 

y 

It 

nny 1 el 1ave een that t e children j st e t ' 0 ucin · of the 

srune ty e of utter l!CC, -S the resu ts indicate 
' 

hese tree 
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situations , i n fact, ,.)ro ced t,ie a est LCI 1s. If the sit~ations 

ere wr deman ing, ten tie resu tw ;oula su est t' t tis esulte 

i i p e rather t o.n wore coi:, ex utte r a.nces. 

s eurl·er i scu., ion h~s inilic,tJ, muny refe c ces h ve been 

1 c e in the li tero.ture as to the effect of different e rso s in t e 

langua6 e situation; the effect of the otier, the effect of the 

experimenter, even the effect of the size of t he group. The results 

of tJe p r esent stucy are not sufficiently detailed to in icate wit 

o.ny certa inty th degree of is ,e rson effect. !Iowever, there a.s 

a clos relationshi,.) Letveen the dic1oto y of the situotions an the 

involvement of the two adults (the investigo.tor anc the mother) in 

t1ese situations. 'I'he clue to any differential influence in this 

direction most p robably lies in the ty Je of questions ashed by the 

ot ers and by the investigator. An exo.minntion of this type would 

have involved an nnaJysis beyond the scope of the resent s tu Y• 

This observa tion, ho ·,ever, lends support to the contention stated 

above, tha. t the language elicite should not be seen in isolation 

from the situation ithin lthich, or in response to which, it occurred. 

If a sample of language as elicited, for example, in a situution 

t a.t re 1u·red res onses to closed uestions or statements then the 

clild's production may be a very poor representation of his language 

pe rformance in general. 

Tue notion that the stimulus potential of the situ tion items 

t1e selve s contributed to the differences noted in the results of tr 

1
rese t study gnined su port from other research findings . The 

nature of any single situation may , therefore, be such that 

ifferen t demands are p l aced upon the comJ exity of the language 

re quired to cope uith that s ituation. In res onse to one s ituation, 
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for exo.rn~le, a. simyle resr nse o. suffice, in another n cop ex 

expl natio illO.Y be re1uire • t as interesting to note that 

Bad in Frank (1969) foun it necessary, for reasons of 

signific nt ifferences in the co lexi y of the a gu ge used, to 

identify the ~oy layed vith and the resultin~ s eec. 

Another factor tha.t recehe consi ern le v.ttention ms t e 

reliability of the sru:i le of language elicited. '/bile the num er 

50 figured • rominently in oo.ny reseo.rc 1 stu ies, the discussion of 

tle resu ts on tle,cuantitative ensures questione t1e ap~ro riate-

ness of this n ber for easures concerne ith the complexity of 

the language elicited. lthough the mean toto.l n Ler of utterances 

elicite from tie siY situ tions collectively in the resent study 

exceeded 250, three of the individual sit ntions yielded a ea.n 

n r of utterances less than 50. Therefore, the iffercnces 

befaeen situations, noted in tier suits, ma.y have been influenced 

by the unreliability of the sample analyzed. '!owever, in view of 

mean size of the tota.l somple elicite in the resent study, the 

unrelio.bili ty of the sub-somples is not likely to be as great ns 

oulc be expected in studies that have use n total sample of 50 

ttcrnnces elicited fro ore than one s i tua. tion. The ro lems 

o.ssociu ted i th summing a number of sml!.11 sub-samples to produce 

a total of 50 utterances were discussed at some length in 

Chapter III. This discussion suggested that if a number of 

different situations were to be sampled, the1 a oiniraum of nt least 

50 utterances fro1a each situation roul be ore likely to produce a 

1 
reliable sawple of lan~uage. 

Eliciting a minimum of 50 or 100 utterances per stiI:lulus item 

1 If the lnnguage sample rere to be analyzed using o. quo.li ta tive 
measure then a minim~ of 100 utterances er sit ntion ,ould 
probo.~ly provide a more reliable sample. 
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1,oses serious • ro )lems for tile collection of nb age saraJ es f om 

young c.lil 're • It ;!lc>y ·ve e necessary to categorize situ tions 

ana e, ;ith, for exan~ e, tic sc1ool situntion, t.e home situation, 

t~c a ny situntio , an so on. ,it in tiese lro er situa.tioPs •t 

may 2ossi 1 e to de iii an ~ber of smal er units an to ifentify 

, it' t ese the lan6rua,;e e licited in t en. .us, future rese arc1 Jay 

build a com.osite picture of 'lome ' 1 ngtHl.Ge, 'sc10ol 1 lnnt,,un~e, 

'ply' o.ngun~e, an t c lie as i~ ects of a more go al chi 

ngu. be . T 1e im. lic tions for future research designs of sue 

stggestions involve a uc1 more so histicatea r roach to the 

(j_Uestion of snm;> ing children's language t 1nn has been appo. ent in 

many stu ies in tie .a.st. 

It is most unli ely t at the ifferences found et cen so.m lcs 

of l~n
0 

age in t1c resent stud involve o one of the f ctors 

discusse , or indeed ot er fo.ctors tho.t ho.ve not been 1Iisc ·sse • A 

more .robable conclusion would involve u ::,tate,en0 tit language 

s 1ples elicite from tie so.me su jects in 11 number of different 

sittctions differ not only in roduction, as measured by the umber 

of phrases or utterances, but o.lso in structural com le ity, as 

measured by TPI, VPI, and LCI. The statement ·oul also note that 

these differences ost pro ably arise o.s the result of the combin-

11tion of a nllffihcr of factors that include t. c nn.ture of the 

s i tu.-tions, thci stirnu us potential, the ce.ua.nds the pla.ce on 

la.ngu .... ge responses, an t'1e effect o the f ifferent persons 

invo ve in t1e o.nguo.ge sit ation. 

Iuture resea.rc1 ay need to ta e cognizance of such factors as 

those mentione a ove, unr include tlie as an integral po.rt of the 

researc1 pan. It ·oulc not seem to be sufficient toe icit and 
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analyze a sample of language, ithout giving due recognition to the 

fnct that t1e language elicite ns in resro se to a s pecific 

situation tha.t may have place s ecific demo.n s on the type of 

language e icite , under s pecific control of one or more ~ersons, 

who in turn may ave exerte o. SJ:Jecific in-"luence on t at situation. 
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APPEND I . 

I ITI~L CIRCULAR TO ARE T 
OF .os~ECTIVE SUnJECTS 

,r'hen the ,.?opuletion thnt met the cri terin for the selection of 

su jects had been arranged in random order, the following circular 

was sent to he nrents of the first ten boys anc the first ten 

girls on tie list. 

Dear "r and ,1rs 

fr letter 1as introduced a research project that I am 
proposing at your school and the way in ,vhich it is hope this will 
add to our knowledge and understanding of how our children develo 
their language ability. 

Your child, , was selected to take part in this project 
in very much the sane , ay that one has a chance of winning a. lottery. 
The no.mes of the children were dravn from a larger group in vhich 
everyone had a chance of being selected, but only a few children 
were required. 

Briefly, I would like to explain what this research will 
involve. Firstly, at school I will be gathering sa.m~ les of language 
from the children in different situations. Secondly, I would like 
to gather samples of the language children use , hen talking ,vi th 
their mothers. This would involve the mother being present, with the 
child, on two or three occasions for approximately 30 to 45 ciinutes 
per session , either at the school or at the University of , 
during the first half of Term II of this year. Transport would be 
provided where this was re uired. 

It may well be that the mother would like to assist with this 
project but works during the day. Ilo,vever, this problem could be 
overcome. 

As you can imagine, research pro jects of this type rely very 
heavily on the goodwill and co-o;ieration of the parents involved, 
and I sincerely ho .. e that yo will be able to assist me in com let­
ing what I believe to be a project that will add to our understanding 
of how our children develop and use their lanf.ruage. 

Finally, may I assure you that all informati on given is 
confidential to myself and in the results that , ill be published .!!£. 
child is identified individually. I would be grateful if you could 
forward the slip below by return mail in the sto..CJ. ed addressed 
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enve l ope provided. 

1i1rs 

I . 

2. 

Yours sincerely, 

hVEY ON CIIILDd.EN ' S L1 GUAGE 

I would be willing to take r,o.rt in 
motlier-child sessions 

( a) I run availabl e during the day 

( b) I run~ available during the 

I nm not able to assist you in your 
research survey. 

the 

day 

Pl ease tick 
appro5rio.te 

boxt,e s 

Signature~----------~--~--------~--~ 

If you 1ave ticked bo...:es in Section 1, I will contact you personally 
,rith furt1er details in the near future . 
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APPENDIX B 

MOTHE - CHILD CONDITION 
( CO ITION 3) 

This involved three situations, and the pictures below show 

the tasks used in these situations . 

Si tuo. tion 4 . icture Discussion 
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Situation 5. Shape Construction 

Situation 6 . Jig-so.11 Puzzle 
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ENDIX C 

SCORING tOCEDUrtE~ F01 TllE 

LENGTH CO .t 'LK1:ITY INDEX. 

The following is a summary, with appropriate exam les, of the 

major points developed in a report by Miner ( 1969) on scoring 

procedures for the length complexity index (LCI). This measure 

encompasses both sentence length and sentence compl exity, considered 

together ccording to a weighted muneric system. The final LCI 

score is the sum of noun phrase (NP), verb phrase (V ), and 

addi tiona.l points (.AP) divided by the mnnber of sentences (NS) in 

the sample. Subsidiary indices can be obtained for Noun 'hrases and 

for Verb hrases. Procedures for obtaining these are outlined below. 

1) Transcribing the ,.esponses. 

The child I s res ponses should be recorded precisely paying 

attention to inflected endings, pauses and re petitions. The language 

segment analyzed is the sentence not the "per brea th utterance II as in 

the mean length of re sponse. The sentence may be either complete or 

incomplete and will extend occasionally across a pause : 

His father washes the car - (pause) on Saturdays. 

2) 'lord Count. 

St a rters, unless they serve a se 1uencing function, are eliminat-

ed a.nd not scored: 

oh, and, now, wn, !r X • 

.'ord and/ or phrase repetitions are omitted: 

I saw, I saT1 the car. It we.s a. fat fat hen. (Omit the under­
lined words). 

roper names in apposition and elliptica l res ponses are 
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e 1 irnina ted : 

Tom, where are you going? 

Subject and predicate contractions count as two words: 

I'm, where 111, I'd, he'd, you've, mine•s. 

Contractions of the verb and negative are counted as only one 

word: 

didn't, can't, ain't, isn•t. 

Hyphenated words and com ,ound words designating a single 

object are counted as single words: 

merry-go-round, cowboy, Santa Claus. 

All prepositions are counted except where it is considered 

part of the infinitive construction or when it is the last word in 

a sentence and is elliptical: 

I'm reudy to eat, I like to. 

3) Noun Phrase 

Nouns and pronouns with a nominative function are counted as 

nouns {N). :Pronouns serving a possessive function are counted as 

noun plus possessive {N + Poss) where the correct form is used. 

Adjectives ancl adverbs are counted as modifiers {M). 

A and the score as articles (A) except when a. is obviously a 

reduction of another word: 

some a this, take a back. 

Plural inflections (P) are~ counted separately for words 

which are used only in the plural form: 
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Examples Symbols Score 

the dogs A + N + P 3 

his old hat N -t- Poss .,.. M + N 4 

a big old dog' s dish A ..,. M + M ..,. N + Poss .., N 7 1 

4) Verb Phrase 

Only le x ical verbs and connectives are counted. This procedure 

eliminates the problem of deciding whether a p reposition is pa.rt of 

a verb. One exce ption to this general rule relate s to t he use of 

preverbs by many child ren. Since t he s e ind icate a transitional 

development in verb fonns they are scored 1 point: 

gonna, shoulda, woulda. 

P resent tense verbs, both regular anrl irregular form s are 

s cored 1 point. l~a s t tens e verbs fo r both re gu l a r and irregular 

forms are scored 2 points. 

Examples 

gonna 

go, jump 

ho ps 

going , jump ing 

is going 

could have gone 

nm goin g to try to fix 

5) Add itiona l oints 

Symbol s Score 

Pre v 1 

v 1 

V + P 2 

Pr P t 2 

.Aux + r Pt 3 

Aux + Aux + PP 4 

Aux ~ Pr Pt + V + V 5 

Additiona l J oints are g iven for t he use of conjunctions, 

negatives and ~uestions. 

i) Conjunctions. These are scored 1 point. However, con-

1 Tlle use 01 two or more modifiers gains an a dditional point. 
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joining several sentences with the conjunction and may result in 

longer but not necessarily more complex sentences. In the following 

exrun )les only the underlined words would be scored: 

That's a bear and that's a bear there and that's a bear there. 

ly mother and my father and my brother and my sister went to 
the store . 

ii) Negatives. Four different point levels of nega tives are 

defined. 1here the negation !!£_ or not appears either at the 

beginning or at the end of an utterance, but not i thin, score as 

1 point: 

no wash, wear mitten no. 

Two auxiliary verbs (can 't, don't) appe r in the negative form 

and the negative element now appears within the sentence . Score as 

2 points: 

I no bit you, I don't know. 

The ne gative fonn can appear between the noun phrase a.nd the 

present participle. Score as 3 points: 

Me not crying, I no peeking. 

The last level reflects the adult version of the negative and 

includes appro p ria te intonation. Score as 4 points: 

No, it isn't, You didn't eat supper with us. 

iii) uestions. Two levels of question are distingui shed . At 

the first level there are no auxiliaries an no subject-verb inversion. 

Score as 1 point: 

Mummy eggnog? I ride train? Who dat? 

At the second level, questions contain an auxiliary or some 

fonn of do. Score as 2 points: 
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Can't you work? What he can ride in? 

The auxiliary is optional in,!!!. questions : 

What is he writing? Vhat he is writing? 

6) umeric Analysis 

Determine the a.ssigned weights for each sentence according to 

the scoring rules. The sentences below provide examples of the 

scoring 'lrocedure. NP1 is the grammatical subject of the utterance. 

VP1 consists of the main verb and auxiliaries. NP2 is the NP 

nested in the VP 1vhich predicates NP
1

• VP
2 

is the predicate of 

NP1 and consists of VPl and NP2• 

Using this numeric analysis, three measures can be computed: 

noun phrase index (NPI), verb phrase index ( VP!) and length 

complexity index (LCI). The three fonnulas are as follows: 

NP! = 

VPI = 

LCI 

Number of NP1 points 

Number of NP1•s 

Number of V 
1 

points 

Number of VP 
1 

' s 

NP
1 

points + VP
2 

points + AP 

Number of sentences 

Examples of scored sentences are set out on the next page. 
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Scoring Procedures 

NP VP AP 

NP
1 

NP
2 

ypl VP
2 

c Ng ? 

1. A girl 
A + N 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 

2. Playing with the ball 
r Pt + Prp + A + N 0 3 2 5 0 0 0 

3. l'/e play with trucks in it 
N + V + Prp -t N -t P -t- Prp + N 1 5 1 6 0 0 0 

4. Sometimes we have dollies 'n 
somethnes we don't 
H + P + N + V + N + P -t- C 3 2 1 3 1 0 0 
M + P + N + V + Ng 3 0 1 1 0 4 0 

5. You know why? 
N + V + + ? 1 1 1 2 0 0 2 

6. You wind it - you wind the 
thing around 
N + V + A -t- N i" M 1 3 1 4 0 0 0 

Treat com,.,ound, complex , and compound-complex sentences as se larate 

base structure sentences. 
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