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ABSTRACT

Aspects of communicative Jmpeténce encompassing
syntactic, pragmatic and social skill dimensions were
éxamined in preschool children. Subjects ccmprised five
language-impaired children who had been declared
remediated after a pefiod of language therapy

{2ge 5.0-6.5) and five children of the same age
considered to be linguistically normal. Unstructured
mother/child interactions yielded language samples
which were analysed according to the Language
Assessnent Remediation and Becreening procedure.
Struoctured child/unfawmiliar interlocutor dyadic
interactions were analysed in terms of the Behavioural
Inventory of Speech Act Performances and according to a
deviged prégmatic addendum. Social skill profilas were
‘obtained bylmeans of the Devereaux Elementary fichool
Behaviour Rating Scale. No statistical differences
occurred between groups on_linguistic, pragmétic and
social skill dimensions. Individual profiles of certain
presumably remediated subjedts revealed ineffective
compunicative modes in a structured dyadic context as
well as communicative deficits and behavioural problems

in the'classroomfaituatidn.



vii

Signifidant correlations emerged among valiious
linguistic pragmatic and social skill parameters.
Theoretical and clinical implications of these
correlations and of deficits uncovered by particular

meagures in different contexts, are discussed.
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 CHAPTER 1
INTR TORY PEQTT

The ultimate critetion for when therapy services
'should cease for children diagnosed as 1anguage—'

'impalred has been nelther clearly nor uniformly

specxfzed Issues regarding what coqst;tutes
remediatlon, and “when?" and “why?" to dismiss a child

from a therapy programme, have been raised in varlous

-fqrmg by a number of authors (Eger, 1986; Kemp, 1983;

Warren and‘Kaiéer, 1986b). These issues havé not been

sﬁfficiﬁnﬁlﬁ addréssed'aﬁd tﬁare-is'limited-abjective

-and systematlc data relating to quustlons of tlming and

rationale for therapy dlsmlssal (Bger, chabon, Mient
and Qushman,:xgsﬁ, Kemp, 1983), It has beaen postulated

that remediation dictates that there be "...significant

 changes in the formal system of communication; evidence

of increased expression of social intention and

fpncﬁianél use of the_expande&,formal'syatam...“
(Warren and Kaiser, 1986b, p. 294). Furthemmore Schery
and Lipsey (1983, p. 272) state that therapy programne
" dutccﬁe variables'should span the sﬁectfui of

relevant cllent behavzors and be measurad in ways. that

‘allow the generality, duration and robustness of fhE

effects to be determined". -



- It is gpparent that in practice, clinicians do not

‘always take cognizance of, nor adhere to the criteria

that Warren and Kaiser (1986b) and Schery and Lipsey
{1983) put forward for remediation. A wide range of
reasons have heen_proposed by clinicians for dismissing
a'child'frdﬁ a thérapy programme., Reagons that
clinicians'put.fOEWard for discharging’children'from
#herapy-include the following: the attainment of a
prespecified objective such as achieving corréct

production_uf.a'linguistic structure, or evidence of

'highar scores on standardized tests post therapy than

uad been obtained at the onset of therapy. There are

‘also instances, (though gratifyingly infrequent), where
‘a time factor is cited as a reason for discontinuance
 of therapy services. While some of these reasons may

E not havefresulta&,in any negative outﬂomes,_it-has

become patentiy-evident that there are childrea who

continue to exhibit problems following therapy

dismissal,

Increasingly,-studies have'indicgtéd that lﬁnguage
disa:ders persis# beybnd the preschool years (Aram,
Ekeiman.andfﬁation,'1934;1Ha11-and=Tomblin,_1978). Y
early language disorders persist, then it is |

understandsble that delays cduld:necur in future

- refinement of structures and concep£5-anﬁ additional

develcpmeﬁtfof,sophisﬁicated'eleﬁants, which would

normally take place‘With maturation'heYond the
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Ppreschool years (Owens, 1984; Palermo and Molfese,
'19?2). The implications for emerging, complicating

problems are apparent in the elucidative gquotation from

Bashir, Kuban, Kleinman'and Scavuzzn (1983):

What influences do time-displaced acquisitions
of normal syntactic and morphological rules
have on the functioning of the child with a
~language disorder when this c¢hild is asked to
participate in learning activities based on
‘developmental readiness and presuppositions

- about the presence of certain llnguistic
knowledge9 {p. 93)

Tt has baen aﬁggested_that children with-language

| disorders are ‘at risk’ for, or on a ’continuum’

 _toﬁard$ the-development'of leafning problems (Aram and
‘Nation, 1982; Bashir et al., 1983; Simon, 1985; Wiig
 and semel, 1984). It has also been claimed that

~ language disordered children come to be associated with

f.a_‘langﬁage'aﬁd iearning disabled' label upon entry

__1nto-séhool {(Snyder, 1984, p.130). Language and

learning disorders in tuin, have been asso&iated with
socia; ‘and behavioural problems [Cantﬂell and Baker,
1985; Domahue, Pearl and Bryan, 1980 Fey, 1986
Tomblin and Liljegreen, 1985; Wiig and Semel, 1984).

More recently, Stﬁdies have emerged that lend support

to the notion that communication diaorders persist

GESpite?intarvanticn-Ebamica, 1988). studies reflect

that it is not sufflclent only to target structural

aspects of language as thiz does not resalt in

-amelmoratlon of communication problems. Broader, more



subtle aspects of persisting language problems hava
been recognized by viewing langcage within a
communicative framework, and by addressing

- communicative problems via a pragmatic perspective.

COHtroversiallf, some authors have suggestéd that
 certain persisting language problems could even be
attributabie to exposure to therapy, or more |

' specificélly te types of intervention metheds (Steckol,
1953). Therapy techniques are being called into
.qﬁestion wit' egafd ﬁn-the possibility of
precipitation and perpetuation of ineffective modes of
'ccmmuniéation, Qﬁesticnable.theraﬁ} teehniéueg per se,
£ogethe£ with the misguide&'conceptioh that a language
- deficit might resolve naturally, should not,bé put
forward as reasons for withholding interventicn. This
is because any prediction of outcome in the field of
child language pathology is indefinitive. A study that
f'suggests_evidence contrary to this premise, is one by
.BishoP ﬁnd Edmundson f1987) which aemonstrates agcuréte
outcome predictions for children assessed beﬁween the |
ages of three and four years, who were diagnosed as a
"good outcome groﬁp“, and who then, when tested at age.
five years had resolved their_iaﬁguage disorder. The
investigators, howevef,'aCknowledged that had they used
more semsitive measures, they may have found'thaﬁ

- deficits Sﬁill”existed'iﬁ the éamplé they studied
{ﬁishop and Edmundéoﬁ,_lQB?), They'canEde as well that



it is possible that difficulties could manifest again
in their “godd'outcome group" after the age of five
years, when certain areas of verbal skill are

developing.

Personal observation in preschool language clinics has
also lent support to the literature suggesting that
language'disorders persist beyond the p:éschool'years,
at times despite intérvention; My-clinidal impression
of a number of'presch061 1angua§e-impaired-children who
have progressed to an advanced stage in a therapy
programme, is one Wthh suggests that some subtle
problems remain. These personal perceptions are
teflected in Steckol’s (1983, p.5) words "...when all
is said and done, and the Chlld is uslng aquuate

_ lingulstzc structure through whatever method, there is
_still something different about the child’s use of
1anguage"; 1 have observed that children who have beer .
declared #emediated.still'evidence difficulty in
several areas. They have difficulty using "taught"
structures in natural contexts. They rezspond in a
contrived "therapised" manner through the use of full
sentences (theréby providing redundant information)t.
ﬁhenlan eliiptic Statement or reépanﬁe would have been
- more appropriate. A number of authors have also
idéntified behaviours such as these. Steckol-(lgas;
_pQé) refers to the child performing "...structures in a

' robot—like manner without any real uﬂdﬁratanding of



their form or usage". My iﬁpressicns together with
OESErvations presented by researchers (Rees, 1978,
Steckol, 1983), confirm Damico’s (1985, p.165)
suggestion that "The professional’s clinical judgement
and informal observations indicate problems, but the
objective aésessment tools do not support these

impressions”.

It would seem then that, in wview of evidence pertaining
"to'perﬁistence in language problems, the possibility
exists that in the past clinicians may have erred in
making inaccurate and premature decisions related to

- remediation. It is pbssiblé that assumptions regarding
remediation may have been made ac- .rding to criteria
that have been too narrow. In otner words, the |
poseibility exists that children may héve'beén
dismissed from therapy before it had been aécertained
whether or not these children had reached a true level
of communicative competence. Siegel (1983) addresses
the time quastioh in remediation, by questioning
whether or no£ therapy has been discontinued too soon:
and-Lgnch {1986) queries the long term effect of

incorrect dacisions.

In order to appreciate the need to ensure that the
language-impaired child in fact has attained an optimal
level of communicative functioning, it is pertinent to

consider the importance of adequate communicative



abilities for the child. Writers frequently refer to
the value-of.adequate communicative abilities

: (Johnsfon, Weinrich aﬁa Johnson, 1984) and this value
for Ehe child is perhaps best conveyed in the choice of
paragraph hsading by Wood (1981, p.141), which she
 entitles "Power in language structure", Her assertion
ig that the child who is competent in communicative
ability, will be the child who is autonomous. I believe
that if a child’s needs are to be viewed holistically,
it is necessary to ensure that we have facilitated the
child’s autonomy through his/her communicative skills
by means of our therapy gervices. In order to do so,;
aécountability to the client dictates that besideé the
need to ensure adequate diagnostic and effective
intervention methods, it is also essential to address

the remediation aspect of the programme .

I believe there is ah argument for the need to.addfess
the issue of remediation in the preschool years. That
'is, by doing 80 we would ensure that our therapy
serﬁicés'move towards the prevention of resultant
superimposed language/learning, social and behavioural
problems and towards the enhancement of the child’'s
functioﬁing in the formal gchool system; In 1987 ASHA
endorsed a statement of the National Joint Committee on

Learning Disabilities, from which a portion is guoted:



"...the preschool years represent a critical period
during.which essential prevention and intervention
efforts are most effective..." (NJCLD, 1987).

My bias towards the goal of remediation at the
preschool level relates to the concept of
'communicative readiness for formal schooling’.
Analogous terms that pertain to the same concept have
been used by various authors., Simon (1985) refers to a
‘readiness’ and Johnston, Weinrich and Johnson (1984)
speak of an ‘adequate base’ to begin school. It would
seem evident that it is the clinician’s responsibility
to optimize the child’s communicative readiness for
foﬁmal schooling in that this might waylay problems

that could arise in the school context.

It has been suggested that children who enter formal
schooling might have difficulty coping with the change
to ‘classroom talk’, which by its didactic nature is
contextually different from familiar styles of
communication that children have experienced in the
preschool years (McTear, 1985¢c; Tattershall and
Creaghead, 1985). Nelson (1985) suggests that the
manner in which language use in the classroom context
differé from that in the home environment is by way of
turntaking conventions, repair opportunities and |
demands on language éomprehension that may'be-context
free. Authors stress that children need to know the

rules of classroom discourse (Ripich and Spinelli,



1985; Tattershall and Creaghead, 1985). It has
furthermore been suggested that children might learn
different rules in the clinical context from those
regquired of them in the primary grade classroom
{Spinelli and Ripich, 1985b). Thus it is apparent that
the child who enters formal schooling may be faced with
demands over and above the requisite for the facility
of adequéte linguistic skills. It is therefore
pertinent to evaluate if language-impaired preschool
children who have been declared remediated and who are
about to enter formal schooling do have the slirategies

to cope within this context.

The need to ensure that the preschool language-impaired
child develops effective comﬁunication seems paramount
in view of the implications for persisting language
prdblems. If clinicians ignore the multiple
ramifications of the variables involved in remediation,
they risk defaulting on an important aspect of therapy
services. That iz, clinicians would, in So doing, be
allowing an oversight in the formulation of dismissal
criteria for the remediation phase of the therapy

programme.

It is necessary to look more closely at the gquestions
"what?“, "when?" and "why?" that pertain to issues in
remediation of language-impalrment. Considerations

highlighted in this chaptef provide indications for an
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aspect of the rationale for this study, that is, the
reason for investigating.communicative abilities in
‘rehabilitated’ language-impaired preschool children. A
pragmatic perspective is adopted for the present study,
.with the assumption that pragmatic parameters might
identify more clearly any subtle aspects of persisting
communicative problems. The reason for adopting a
pragmatic frameworX from which to conduct the present
study will be elucidated in a discussion of pragmatics
in the clinical domain in Chapter 2 and in a detailed
account of pragmatics in Chapter 3. In order to convey
the considerations for aligning with this perspective,
it is necessary at this point to provide a brief
account of what the pragmatic dimension offersg. The
pragmatic paradigm, increasingly adopted in the decade
of the eighties, to the extent that it was referred to
as the curfent Ybuzzword" (Reeé, 1983), has broadened
perspectives in the domain of speech/language
patheology. Pragmatics offers a functional perspective
from which to view language. While Siegel (1987, p.309)
suggests that "the helping professions are very
vulnerable to fads...", it is sobering to note that
‘that the virtues of functionalism were expounded in the
late fifties. In a preface to a book by Piaget (1959),
(£irst published in 1926), Claparéde emphasized the

ideas advocated by Piaget in the following manner:



iz

The functiomal questibn fertilizes the

structural question, and states the problem

better than any other way. It alone gives Zull

significance to the details of the mechanism,

because it sees them in r:.ation to the whole

mechanism (p. xvi).
It is possible that the adoption of a pragmatic
approach te the inve- Jation of issues in remedia:.ion,
per se, mighi expand perceptions regarding what
remediation encompasses. If the broader perspective
that a pragmatic investigation offers does facilitate
identification of residual problems in language-
impaired children who have been declared remediated (by
whatever means), certain implications could emerge. IE,
for instance, there 1z evidence of subtle persisting
comiuniicative problems in children presumed to be
remediated, it could be inferred that criteria for
disnissal from the intervention progiamme might have
been inaccurate. It might then ¥ argued that the
particular aspects that persist should have been
considered in the formulation of accurate dismissal

criteria, It might then be possible to postulate what

accurate remediation criteria should comprise.

There are few if any studies that éddress communicative
abilities in preschool language~impaired children who
have been declared remediated. Additional and more
detailed information on this population of children
would contribute to knowledge regarding wha£ might be

expected as regards communicative abilities in these
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children. Furthermore, an investigation into
communicative abilities of preschool chil&ren presumed
to be remediated and 1inguisti%§11y noxrmal preschoolers
could allow the w¢linician to become au fait with
factors that might constitute communicative readiness
for formal schooling. Such knowledge could allow the
clinician to begin to address the guestion of what
remediation camptises more effectively, and would
'faciiitate the process of refining appropriate critevia

for the dismissal'of clients from thetapy.
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1,1 DESCRIPTION OF CHAPTERS

" Chapter 1 has presented a perspective on the
implications of persisting languagé—impairment and the
- rationale for inveétigating remediation issues in the

"rehabilitated" language-impaired preschool population.

Chaptér 2 presents an overview of'faci oﬁ.approaches to
child language pathology through the decades. Currant
perceptions regarding the nature of language-impairment:
and assessment and treatment issues im the clinical
domain are.discussed. Pragmatic.ébilities in the
paediatric language;impaired'pppulation are described.
The influence of the p;agmatia perspective WLthin the
clinical domain is presented. The concept of pragmatics
being an interrelated construct is explored. The
relation between syntax and pragmatics and pragmatics

~ and social skills is considered.

'Chapter 3 prbvides a more detailed discussion of
pragmatics by way of addressing_theoretiéal and
.methodological_issueé related to the adoption of thiﬁ
paradigm tb the field of comﬂunicaticn disorders. A
focus is given to speech act theoiy and to semantic and
pragmatic issues. The liferature is reviewed

highlighting methodological issues. Developmental
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pragmatics is discussed. In addition a description and

‘evaluation of Lucas Arwood’s framework is presented and

the rationale for aligning with her approach provided.

Chapter 4 conveys the methodology of this study. The

‘aims, research design, subjécts, modes of data

' collection, battery of measurementa and methods of data

analysis are pxesented

Chapte: 5'presents the results both quantitatively and

qualitatively and provides a discusaion of the results.

Chapter 6 provides a general discussion which pertains

to interpretation of the results and evaluation of

 measures used. Theoretical and clinical impiications of

results from the present study are dlscussed
Conclusions are presented and suggestions for future

regearch provided.
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The complexity inherent in attempts to define and to
describe accurately dimenaions of'language,'is

reflected in the profuse literature in this area. While

- it is beyond the scope-of_thia'study to provide a

~comprehensive account of every theory that has been put

forward on 1anguage, this chapter. will provide a

gllmpse of a number of perspectives (o] language that

~ have emerged over the years. This orientation,-ln turn,

sezves to preaent the'reader with'an appreaiation of
the complex issues involved in SEeking explanations on
various lenels in the area of child 1anguage patholagy

Within this chapter, perceptlons regardlng the nature

- 6 language 1mpalrment ‘and modes. of assessment and

intervention procadures have been addressed \A sPecific
focus is glven to pragmatics Within the clinical
domain. In addition, the issue of potentzal
interrelationships among pragmatic, syntactic and
soclal skill dimens;ons is explored. The ratlonale for
assuming the social interaction perspective in the

nrasant study will emerge‘
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2.1 POCL OF LANGUAGE APPROACHES

Conceptualizations of language in terms of its
dosoription; omefgence and development_have evidenced_a
multitﬁde of views through the decades., Similarly,
thoorotiﬂal approaches and'methodologies applied to the
moasurement-and remediation of language probléms have

shown diversity and ohaﬁge, A synopsis of foci of

- approaches to language will serve to illustrate how

changing perspootives on language have influenced

theories and therapy modes in the area of child

language pathology over the past fifty years.

During the nineteen—thirties and forties, it is

'_apparent that ‘speech’, as opposed to 'language'

received the major emphasis in the field of speech-

‘language pathology. McLean's (1983) expository review
of past trends in our field provides an illuminating
: aocount of influences.and pfocedures'adopted in that

 era. He refers to therapy at that stage mainly

targetting articulation, wzth some work on vocahulary

_and-tradltional-grammar for ohildron_described.as

having 'deloyed speooh' Influenced by*ﬁhe fields of_
psychology and educatlon, and lendlng prznciples of
stimulus-raaponse trial and error, ana habmtuation, it
was suggested that ’1earning occurred through ‘doing’,
and so. therapy tEEhnquES inoluded vocal modelling and
driil behav1ours (McLean, 1983)
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During the forties and fifties, factors such as
vocabulary size, sentence length, pronunciation and

grammatical errors were judged in terms ©f normative

~ data (Lund and Puchan, 1983). Topics of research

included investigating language related to social
class,-ot language differences-hetﬁéen male and female

subjects. The pathology.appraach;-emerging frem the

- medical model also became prevalent in the fifties.

Emphaéis ﬁas placed on classifying_présenting'symptoms_

‘under labels such as aphasia (Lund and Duchan, 1983).
gTherapy efficacy was queried for certdin-probléms that

watre clasaified as organlc According to McLean (1983),

the primary therapy target during thls ttme was still

| speach.

The.mid to late fifties evidehced the'emargence of

déscriptive~11nguistids ("...the diseipline which

 studies languages in terms of their internal

structures", Gleason, 1961, p. iii) and
transformational generativa'grammar ("'..rﬂles which

specify the permissible constituent structures or

' elements of phrases .., to account for a spaaker helng

able tg produae angd understand an infinite numher of
sentences" (Bohannon and Warren—LeubEler; 1985,

p.184);-“0homsky*é systam'of'transfermatibnal grammar -

'was-develcpéd;,. in’ordef to'give=mathematically

. precisa desénigtibn offsoma.of_thé-most strikiug

features of 1anguage“'(xypha, 1870, p.11}.



R A L L e L e e

P EEEE : . . .

Jﬂ‘a

The linguistic approach predominated during the

‘sixties. MclLean (1983) suggests that Chomsky's (1957,

1965} "generative grammar theorles" filled an immense

_vaid in the clinician's theoretic model. Clinicians now

had the ability to differentiate language and speech.

‘Thus at that stage child language was viewed as rule-

~ governed and language was analysed in terms of discrete

units and its structure explored. Rules were ekplained
accoxding to levels of phonology (rules for combining.

sounds to form words), morphology {units of meaﬁing,

 for example, plural markers), and syntax (rﬁles to

ccmbiné words and phrases into sentences, for ezample,

‘subject verb object’ and transformationa of one

~ sentence to another). {Definitions taken from Nicolosi,

Harryman and Krashek, 1978; Owens, 1984). Furtber
concepts introduced by Chomsky'in'his'theﬂretical'
framework were the notions of 11nguistic competence and

performance - (alsm referred to as surface structure)

'(Lyans, 1970). Linguistic competence referred to the

deep structure of languaga in terms of rules for
grammaticalitv. This was differentiated from the
surface structure performance, where potenhial-arrors'

might occur in the application of these rules.

Baaid_tb Chomeky's theory-was-the concept that language
was innate in_humans'(Lund and Duchan, 1983; Naremore,

1984). MclLean (1983) sudgests that this-view may hév9
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reinforced ndt;ons of organicity, and therefore

 affected treatment cutcome predictions.

: Duriﬁg the sixties ¢hild 1ﬁnguage pathaiogy wag also

'inflnenced by trends in behavioural psyﬁholagy. _

According to.HcLéan'(lgaaj,'the influence of

behaV1ourism resulted in 1anguage responses beimg

' targetted with children who previously might have been
‘excluded from intervention becausge of the perceived
'Severitf of their}prablem} In geneﬁél.hqwéver, therapy

- techniques remained similar to the previous decade,

that is the sssential mndes-of imitation=and reward

" were still used, only now additional language

| -structﬁres:were-tafgettéd This was thevﬁase '

...despite chamsky 8 views that there aould be no

'impact on these forms ‘through functional means“

(HbLean, 1983, p. 113}

'In_the decéde of.the §eventias, studies were conduated'
which addressed the innatist theory of:lanéuage, that
1s whether children discovered or were taught rules.
Another dimension investigated was that of the |

relationship betwern cognition and laﬁguége

 development, The major dimension however that came to
 the fore in the early seventies, was thaﬁ of gemantics.
'Semanticiats took meaning to be a base for their

- linguistic theories (Leech, 1 1983); they looked at the

meaning of worda and at semantic relatiana expressed in
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utterances. A major proponent of this approach, Bloom .

{1970), suggested that "...linguistid descriptions of

- the form of children’s speech provide oniy partial

information about the child’s intuitive knowledge of a

- linguistic code". She referred further to

“a..interpreting the semantic intant of utterances so

'that,inherent grammaticnl structure could be .

: identified" {(Bloom, 1970, p. 2)

In-the late seventies attention began to be fbcussed on

the pragmatic dimension. Carrow-ﬁbolfolk and Lynch

f1982, p- 31) suggest that interest in the pragmatic

- dimension reaulrad from perceptions that "...semantic

 and structural analyses of . language did not provide an

adequate and complete account of language .._. .
Pragmatics has been described ag the conslderation of
langﬁage use for communicative purpose within the
social conﬁext {Bates, 19?6--Fey and Leopard, 1983;
Lucas Arwood, 1984; Lund.and Duchan, 1983 Prutting and
Kirchne;, 1983). Pragmatlcs ig viewed as a broad
-disciplina, taking in form, meaning and context. Leech
(1983) suggests'that pragmatics embraces meaning in uée
within a'soéial dimensgion and that pragmatic principlES-
are motlvated in terms of convarsatlonal goals Wilcox

(1984, p.101) jndicates that this broadened perspective

resulted in a focus on "... communicativa, rather than

purely linguistic, g@mpetence". The pragmatic

perspective has been described as encompassing such
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questions as, skill with which the child adapts his/her

language so0 as to be relevant to the listener and the

ability to use the socic-interpersonal context in
- creating and interpreting the linguistic message

~ (Blank, Rose and Berlin, 1978). McLean (1983, p.121)

suggested the implidations for a change in therapy

programmes as a result of increased conceptualizations

of the semantic and pragmatic dimensions in language,

 thus: "...treatment prdcedures designed to train

grammatic structures clearly had to be radically

altered to accommodate the notion that such structures

were multi~determined by both semantic needs...‘to

mean’...and social performance needs...’to have some

" social effect’™.

The pragﬁatic perspective was highly visible aﬁring the
decade of the eiqhties and provided answers to many
issues that previously had not been accounted for. It
also has the potential to provide answers to many more
queatiéns.-ﬁection 2.2.4 will elaboraté_on the effects
fhat_the_pragmatic pefspéctive has had in the clinical
domain. In =0 dding, the rationale for using a |
pragmatic framework.fpr this study will emerge. A more
detailed account of theoretical and methodological
isSues concerning pragmatics will be presenied in
Chapter 3. Before presenting the influence of the

pragmatic paradigm on assessment-aﬁd intervention
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‘modes, if is necessary to consider a number of issues

‘that relate fo the clinical domain within the field of

. ¢hild language.

2.2 THE CLINICAL DOMAIN

This section deals with the manner in which language-
impairment has been described in children as well as

assesgsnent and intervention modes that have been used

in recent years. The reason for a congideration of

these areas is influenced by an assumption that_the
manner in which language-impairment is regarded would
have an obvious influence on.the way_in which

remediation is viewed.
2.2.1 NATURE OF LANGUAGE-IMPAIRMENT

According to Bloom and Lahey {1978, p.11), “Language
consists of scme aspect of content 6r meaning that is
coded or represented by linguistic form for some
purpose or use in a particular context". Disordered
language hkas been degcribed as “...any.disruptian

within a component or in the interaction among the

components..." of form, content or use (Bloom and

- Lahey, 1978, p.281). Thié-description suggests that

language disorders might include difficulties in all or-

any of the dimensions of syntax, morphelegy, semantics

and pragmatics. Kirchner and skarakis-Doyle (1983)
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suggest that rather than the notion of a single

deficit, & view of disordered language should take inteo

account the interaction between components which each
contribute to the nature of the disorder. They view
dbmmunicative behaviour as "...a dynamic system |
comprised of inseparable parts which directly influence
each other and the sysztem as a whole” (Kirchner and
Skarakis-Doyle, 1983, p.221). In light of these
descriptions it appears wvital that clinicians take into
account the multidinmensional nature of communication,
consider specific aspects that might be involved in a
deficit and take cognizance of the interrelationship
among constructs. From observation of assessment and
intefvention practices, it is not always apparent that

clinicians in fact do =so.

The term ‘language disorder’ has been differentiated
from ‘language delay’ by a number of authors. Language
delay is described as a general uniform delay across
language components in relation to an expeéted level of
language abilities for a particular chronological age,
or a systematic and sequential delay in the acquisition

of linguistic skills {Kemp, 1983; Lucag, 1980).

Language disorder, on the other hand, is described as a

nonsystematic and nonsequential deﬁeiopment'of
language, or asynchronous development between language
components where abilities in only one component may be

close to what is expected at a particular chronological
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age. Alternatively a language disorder might involve
differences in acguisition within a dimension (Kemp,

1983; Lucas, 1980).

Inferences based on intralinguistic referencing have
been questioned however (Chapman, 1983; Fey, 1986).
Chapman {1983, p.223) suggests that language
development is not necessarily synchronous across its
Qifferent aspects in normal development. In an
analogous manner Leonard {1984, p.7) states that

", ..chiléren may follow different routes, yet still
acquire language in a normal manne: and at a normal
rate", Fey (1936) has also described variation in
language development for normal children and it is
probable that this would be the case for language-
impaired children as well. From these suggestions it
appears that differentiated rates of language

developmout are an expected phenomenon in children.

Given the multidimensional nature of language and the
expected variation in development, it is likely that
language-impairment could hypothetieally involve any
one of these dimensions in varying degrees. Furthermore
it is possible that individual children could evidence
different patterns of deficits. It is thus
understandable that reference is nade to the
heterogeneous nrature of'language—impairment {Muma,,

1983; Kent, 1985; Kirchner and Skarakis-Doyle, 1983;



25

Bimon, 1985). In fact, Muma (1983, p.200) states that
- "...a characteristic of clinical populations is

heterogeneity".

Expected variation in communicative abilities of
language~impaired children implicates that multiple
factors should be taken into consideration in
diagnoétic, therapeutic and remediacion issues,
Furthermore it would seem important not to lose sight
of the fact that individual children might have
idiosyncratic communicative abilities and that this in
‘turn would necegsitate an individualized approach.
Notwithstanding the case for viewing each child with a
language~impairment as potentially having an
individualized pattern of deficit, it is apparent that
there are a number of problems that have come ! ) be
anticipated to occur gepnerally in language-impaired

- children. Kirchuner and Skarakis-Doyle (1983, p.218),
for instance state that, despite different views on

- deviance versus delay, it 1s generally accepted that
children who evidence syntactic problems for example,
mostly have ".. . high frequency of fragmentary or
partial syntactic fdrms, not tYpical of the normal
child at the same age or linguistic stage". Syntactic
errors that typically have been described include
omission of copula, substitution of pronouns,.omiSSion_

of determinsrs, amony numerous others (Crystal, 1982).
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Because these problems are 80 widely described} it is
probable.chat ¢linicians would be sensitized to
consider them in assessment and intervention. Potential
manifestations of pragmatic problems in language-
impaired children are not as routinely anticipated as
those for syntactic problems. Because of this, it is
possible that pragmatic problems may be overlooked
which would have an effect on intervention and

remediation issues.

Identification of language-impairment is often made in
relation to . iguage abilities of ‘linguistically
normal’ children. Lund and Duchan (1983}, for instance,
refer to language-impairment in terme of deviation frém
average peer group performance. The process of
comparison in child language is complicaﬁed by
variatibn or heterogeneity in the normal population.
This would imply that in order to arrive éccurately at
a diagnosis of language-impairment, more than a single
measure 1s necessary to validate this decision.
Furthermore, Chapman (1983) proposes thau language-
impairment should azlso be identified on the basis of
communicative breakdown and ensuing consegquences and
that impairment should be viewed from the client’s
perspective rathér than merely based on a test result,
Despite numercus studies conducted within the pragmatic
paradigm over.the last decade, it appears that there is
still insufficient detailed information on pragmatiec
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abilities in linguistically normal preschoolers. This
is understandable given the fact that pragmatics is a
relatively new area of inguiry within the field of
speech-language pathology. However if normal children
are to be used as a means of comparison for other
groups, additional data on the former population is
necessary to supplement expectations regarding their
pragmatic communicative abilities. This would
facilitate a solid basis of comparison for decisions
pértaining to'diagnosis and remediation of

communicative disorders.

2.2.2 AESESSMENT AND INTERVENTION MODES

A large number of standardized ﬁests are utilized
clinically in assessing language-impaired children.
Many of these tests allow for the investigation of
isolated dimensions of language, for example, either
receptive vocabulary, receptive language or expressive
syntax. Few tests exist which tap the multidimensional
nature of laﬁguage. There are alse not many fprmal
measures that consider pragmatics (Kemp, 1983; Fey,
1986). Kemp {1983) cautions that bhecause there are a
lack.of formal measures of semantics and pragmatics,
children might be discharged from therapy when
syntactic performance is near chronological age, while
this might not be the case for semantic and pragmatic

perforinance.



28

Some clinicians have been noted to be biased towards
certain tests, that is they tend to use the same test
for all clients. It would seem that because of the
heterogeneity of children, communicative abilities of
certain children may not be adequately measured on the
same tests. Carrow-Woolfolk and Lynch (1882) suggest
that because language problems are multidimensional and
interrelated, they-caﬁnot be assessed on a
unidimensional basis, using a single assessment tool

for all children.

Because of the nature of many of the standardized
tests, many assessment situations involve contrived
contexts, which are detrimental to obtaining valid
indications of language abilities. Snyder (1983, p.148)
states that ":..some standardized measures are poorly
constructed, presenting the listener and reader with
nontypical.language stimuli and measuring the lLeast
important information'. Lund and Duchan (1983) discuss
the artificiality of the test situation. Warren and
Kaiser (1986a, p.248) suggest that tests "...represent
narrow and potentially skewed measures of true language
abilities". It has further been claimed that tests
distort the child’s true linguistic abilitles, hecause
testing is conducted cutside of typical communicative

- contexts (Fey, 19é6, p.351). Numerous authorities have

guestioned whether or not traditton&i standar&iZed
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measures are capabie of tapping all aspects of
communication (Bates, 1976; KRlecan-Aker arnd Lopez,

1584a; Lund and Duchan, 1983; Prutting, 1983; Roth and

" Spekman, 1984a). Muma (1983, p.198) states that "it is

imperative that the assessment of language be vested in

- matural circumstances rather than test performance

alone".

With regard to intervention modes, it appears that the
unidimensional, fragmented,; contrived approach evident
in assessment procédures ig mirrored in the manner in
which therapy haz been conducted. Personal observations
of clinicians suggest that there is a tendency to |

disregard the potential of targetting more than one

- dimension simultaneously. Clinicians have been noted to

treat only one dimension of language at a tiﬁe when
there is evidence of'pﬁoblems in other potentially
related areas. I have noted instances where therapy
goals, for example, have addressed the achievement of
the.question transformation only on a syntactic level,
in the presence-of a pragmatic deficit in requesting.
Leonald (1931 p.110) suggests that "training
approaches that focus only on particular 1inguistic
forms, are likely to result in the Chlld 5 use of thess

forms and little more".
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Therapy conventionally has.bsen coﬁducted (and in many
instances continueé-to be-conducted}liﬁ elinie rooms on
a one-to-one basis, a context whiéh is different to
many real life situations. Prizant and Tiégerman (1984;.
p.20) suggest that "the history of service delivery in
our profession is rooted firmly in an isolated
model...”. It is possible that because therépy is
provided in the 6ontext of the clinic, progreSs'might

also be measured within this limited framework, which

"in turn could lead to oversights in remediation issues.

In that therapy procedures are often contrived, natural

contexts necessary to effect generalization are not
utilized. Crystal {1981) proposes that clinical
interactions are different to normal interactions in
that the therapist méinly takes the initiative and for

example, rarely interrupts the client, Duchan and

‘Weitzner-Lin (1987, p.46) suggest that "the directive

mode of interacti&n between clinician and child seems
to be the most prevalent" and they refer to 'lessoﬁ—
like clinician-controlled’ methods. Costello {1983)
also suggests that the clinician’s language to the
child is highly structured and that reinforcement is
artificial. It is possible that structures ‘taﬁght' in-
the clinic one-to-one context may not be ‘learnt’
effectively for use in contéxts outside the c¢linic

situation. In addition, it would s@em that clinicians
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who expose clients to a contrived model may
inadveftently promote the acquisition of inappropriate

communicative behaviours.

Although various techniqueé have beeﬁ incorporate&-in
intervention with language- 1mpazr¢d children, it
-appears that in training syntactic structures for
example, some clinicians tend to favour the more
directive techniques such as imitation and el;citad
production. In a comprehensive review of a number of
studies that have addressed the facilitation of
1inguis£ic skills, Leonard (1981) presents those that
have used tgchﬁiquas gsuch as imitatioh, modelling,
'ekpansion,jchuased'stimulaﬁion, general stimulation or
comprehension?basad approaches. A number of.studiea
have investigate& the efficacy of patticﬁlar
techniques. Thus whereas Warren, McQuarter amnd Rogers-
Warren (1984) provide advantages for incidental
training, Cole and Dale (1986) found no significant
differences in the facilitation of language skills by
means of a direct instruction programme Versus an
interactive Programme Goldétein (1984), on the other
hand, found that syntactlc structures were learnt more
_ effzclently through corrected practlce procedures than
through.modall;ng. Leonard (1981, p.99;) suggests that

..an approach can be regarded as superior to others
only to the extent that the other approaches are

successful in training use of the same form". In that
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- many studies havé not utilized the same form for
training to aséess the efticacy_of a particular
techhique,'inferencés regarding the efficacy of aﬁy oné
technique above'anothef cannot be conclusive.
Despite.this, it would seem that both advaﬁtages and
digadvantages are attachad to various techniques, ébout
which elinicians should be cognizant. It is my
impression that these basically pertain to whether or
not a technigue can be both naturalistic and ::.:vally
-facilitating. |

While numexrous studies'have addressed the éffects~of
particular technlques on the attainment of partlcular
llngulstzc structuram, few have 1nveat1gated the
overall communicative functioning of clients following
therﬁpy; Kent (1985, p.10) suggests that there is risk
attached to “...measuring'performance in such.nﬁrrcw
areas that noicarrycver or generalization is observed
in a client's.overall comﬁuﬁication"; A number of
authbrs have referred to aspects of communicaﬁive
abilities that would require attention and which can be
. considered within the pragmatid ddmain. Shopen et. al |
: (1981, p. 28} states that "knowing how to ﬁse language
means more than produc;ng grammatlcal sentences ... it
.means i}. selectlng ;.at to talk about to achieve
‘certain goals”. Becker (1988) speaks of the importance'
for social competence of having'the:ahility'to know how

to take turns and reqﬁest, while.Donahue (1985)
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stresses the need to be able to répair-Commﬁnicative
breakdown. Blank, Rose and Berlin (7378, p.6) state
that "...we may in fact be‘dffering little if the child
is not proficient in the skills that are needed to be 2

full participant in the verbal exchange“

‘It is pertinent at this point to consider findings -

regérding broader communicative abilities_in_language—

impaired children.

Studies that have compared 1anguage~1mpa1red subjects
to linguistically normal subjects ACross different

-pragmatxc parameters have provided contrasting

findings. Rom and Bliss (1983) found no significant
differences between four year old ianguaga—impairéd.
subjects and same age subjects, as well as younger sane
'mean length of utterance’ subgects, on a number of
nonverbal pragmatic behaviours. Cromwell Prather and
Kenney {1985) reported no differeneea among five year

©0ld language-impaired and linguistically normal

. gubjects in type of fepair strategies used lu response

to clarification requeats;_Edmonds and Ha&nes (1988)
found no significant differences in tbpia manipulation
skills in 5.11 and 7.11 year old linguistically nnrmal.
and language—impaired subjects. In net f£inding

| significant differences between learning-disabled/
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language*impaired'sﬁbjécts and linguistically normal

age mates on communicative effectiveness, Meline (1986)

concluded that both groups of subjects were using

comparable strategies.

Conversely, Brinton and Fujiki (1982) provide evidence

- ko suggest that language-impaired subjects aged between

.5, 6 and 6.0 are less aware of the interactive nature of

discnurse, than same age 11ngulst1cally normal
subjects. Findings reported_1n_Brinton-andhfujiki's'
study inglude the following{-Languaga—impairea'subjects
produced less épprapriate responses to questions than

1inguis£ically nnimal sﬁbjeéta and enly language-. .

- impaizred éubjecta_provi&ed;instancas of ignored.

. responses; language-impaired subjects{neker used

hedges, wherséas normals uSed_ﬁhié étrategy

- infrequent1y; furthermore only. linguistically-nﬁrmai as

opposed to language impalred subjects. requested
clarification. Schwabe, Dl wang and Krieégsman (19886,
p.38) suggest that language—xmpalre& children are

", .often réstricted in their use of reguests for

-1nformation as a functional means of obtainiug new

knowledge“. Brinton, Fujiki and Crannell (1985)
présented data'to indicate that language-impaired

subjects (r&gardless of whether they were five, seven

-or nlne years of age); pérsiSted less'thaﬁ, and used
‘less varied attempts than linguistically normal

subjects in thelr responses to requests for
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_clarification. Adams and Bishop (1989} found that
_1anguage—impaired children who were described as havzng

a semantic~pragmatic deficit tended to evidence

inadequate responses to requests for clariflcatmon;_f
Gallagher and Darnton (1978) investigated types of
respbnses'ta“the clarifiﬁatidn reéueét "what?" in
1ah§uagé~impairéd_childfen aczosg-foﬁ:.bf Brown's

stages,:ih comparing theit-data-on'language—impéired

‘children to-dﬁtg_dn'séme stage linguisticaily‘normal
 subjects (Gallagher, 1877), Gallaghér and Darnton
- {1978) found that language ;mpaired gsubjects reduced
'jcanstituents more and substltuted less than normal’
Elangﬂage subjects in their revision responses. These

o f:ndings woulﬂ appear to aupport thase of: Brintan et

(1982, 1985} in demonshrating that 1anguage~'
impaired subjects appear to incorporate a qualitatively

- different strategy-ln their use of revision behaviours, .
_ Frum.*ha lxteratﬂre it may be seen that a vast amount

' } oﬁ data has been gathered on pragmatic abilities in

language-impairad chlldren, despite generalizations
regardlng findings being ‘somewhat 1n¢onclusive "AS will.
become apparent in the follcwlng chagter, it;is
paésible that the différenca in findinga.could be
attributable to varying terminolagleﬁ and methodslogies_
employed
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Various authors have attempted to characterize

conversationaluabilities.bf language—-impaired children.
Rapin and Allen (1983) identified subwgroups of
1anguage—impaired children,'such as, semantic~pragmatic
(questions £raquently answered with seemini

irrelevant resyonses) and syntactic-pragmatic

dinsordered groups. Bishop and Adams (1989) found that

raters recognized inappropriate communicative
behaviours in.children regarded as having a semantic-
Qragmatic-deficit; sliong hehﬁviburs*identifie& werea:
nil'respdnses; lack éf-ellipses and violation of
exchange structure. Fey £1986, p.70} classifies
lénguagé—impairad children in terms of z number of

' characteristics. According'to:his framework, ‘active

_cgnversationalists’ are charactarized by the abllity to :

be assertive and responsive. 'Passive

conversationalists"are'describea.aa-res otis*ve but not
P

- assertive, whereas ’inac¢tive communicators’ are neither

_ respohsive nor assertive. He coins the category

‘verbal non communicators’ for children who are

verbaiiy'activa but unresponsive to the conversational

‘needs of a partner: Fey includes under assertive

conversational acts various requést forms. He regards
responsive conversational acts as inclpding responses

to various request forms as well-as'tcpic maintenance

~ (Fey, 1986), He proposes that the level of social-
conversational partidipation may'implicate;different
goals for each individual. -
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2.2.4 PRAGMATICS IN THE CLINICAL DOMATN
The significamt shift in is from a formal to a more

pragmatlc-based approach that occurred over the last

decade, vastly broadened perceptibns regarding .
agsessment and £herapy procedures (Lund and Duchan,
1983}.Prutting; 1983). The pragmatic approach enabled
aliﬁicians to ebtain extended informatidn on paramaters

that had previously eluded explanation via narrow

measures which'e_x_c‘.lusively address formal aspects of

the language system. The pragmatic framework allowed
the description of additional parameters and thus
yieldéd’thé'likelihaad of broadening therapy targets.
In so doing, the_pragmatic apprqach'provided”the

. potential to facilitate comprehensiveneés in therapy

' programmes and thus increase therapy efficacy. This

pctehtial yie;ded by tbe~ pragmatic perspsctive provides

the rationale for adopting a pragmatic framework for

- the prés&nt study. That is,'a hroad, comprehensive

- perspective holds the potential for providing answers

to questions regarding remediation that the present

study is'addressing.

 Even though clinicians begar to incorporate'the

pragmatic perspective into assessment procedures in the

late sevenuies and throughout the decade of the

eighties, it appears there havé been times when

' assessment modes have been simplistic, by virtue of the
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clinician not taking coghizance of the true complexity
of the pragmatic paradigm. This premise will be

expanded on ir Chapter 3. It also has been apparent

that intervention for pragmatic aspects at times has

been initiated and conducted in an ad hoc mamner.

Bedrosian and Willis (1987, p.158) suggest that

targetting pragmatid skills in a treatment programme is.

"...often considered as an afterthought”. Moreover, the
aspect of fragmentation (Damico, 1988} has been noted
in the clinicél domain, that is, pragmaﬁics'haé often
not been adopted within a unitary framework. Clinicians
have bEen'notéd to work on isolated dimensions, rather

than targetting all aspects of communication.

At other times it has been noted that clinicians

coptinue to exclusively target formal language systems,

apparently favouring the formalistic paradigm for its

potential to offer the security of'tangiblé objective

data which presumably enhances accountability. However

it is believed that clinicians who adopt programmes

which rigidly prescribe a specific standardized test,
or a specific uniform therapy procedure, focussing only

on formalistic systems in the name of accountability,

: may be ‘looking good', but not necesgsarily ‘teaching
 good’ {Marien, 1983). Bedrosian and Willis (1987,
‘p.164) state that "it is possible to observe change in

the overall language performance of a child by

fooussing on the communication in a functional manner
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without spending long hovrs on_semantic and syntactic
drills". Norris and Hoffman (1990) provide principles
of intervention for naturalistic interactions for the
purpose of systematization.'ConVerseiy, it alsgo has

been obsexved that ‘pragmatics’ in certain instances is

_targétted to the exclusion of other dimensions. The

importance of retaining a strong linguistic orientation
when adopting a pragmatié perspective (Penn, 1989),

will be elaborated on in the argument for retaining _
syntax within the pragmatie framework, in section 2.3.1

2,3 PRAGMATICS: AN INTERRELATED CONCEPT?

At times I have noted that pragmatics has been applied
in a narrow sense, that ig, linguistic and social
dimensions of pragmatics have been ignored, Even though
Bloom and Lahei’s (1978} ‘intersecting circles’ of
content, form and use portray semantics, syntax and
pragmatics gseparately, it would seem that the
intersecting nature of the circles provides some idea
of the overlap and_symphony of dimensiohs that appear
to be involved in language use. Similarly, though Lund
and Duchan (1983, p.4l) view pragmatics as a separable
doma;n, they also refer to the influence of pragmatics
on syntax and semantics. It has been suggested that'
pragmatics, semantics and syntax are'inte:related and
operate synergestically, and that in the functionalist

paradigm, pragmatics forms the overall framework from
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which to study syntax and semantics (Prutting and
Elliot, 1979; Prutting, 1982). Carrow-Woolfolk and
Lynch (1982) stress the need to be aware of the
interrelationship between language dimensions.

It is thus necessary to take a closer look at these

dinensions,

2.3.1 SYNTAX REVIEWED

Levinson states that "...aspects of linguistic
structure sometimes directly encode (or otherwise
interact w;th) features of context. It then becomes
impossible to draw a neat boundary between context-
independent grammaf (competence) and context-dependent
interpretation (performance)” (Levinson, 1983, p.8).
Prutting and Elliot suggest further that "...emphasis
hae...been placed on explaining parts and/or components
of language as opposed Lo specifying the degree or type
of yelationship which may exist among parts of a
system" (Prutting and Elliot, 1979, p.342). Evidence
c¢ited for the premise that processes are interrelated
involves conveying old or new information pragmatically
and -using different syntactic structures to do so, or
use of stylistic variations according to interlocutor
characteristics. (MacWhinney, 1984; Prutting and
Elliot, 1979; Vvillaume, 1988). MacWhinney (1984, p.325)
states that "...differences in word order, article use,

ellipses and so on are not arbitrary formal faots.
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Rather, they reflect fundamental differences in the
kinds of points the speaker is trying to make".
Halliday and Hassan (1976) suggest that
lexicogrammatical systems are involved in the
expression of cohesive relations. Sanders (1983) states
that there are verbal devices for marking topic
boundaries. It has been suggested that aspects of
syntactic-semantic rules, for example, demonstratives
and locative features are affected by pragmatic
congiderations (Prutting, 1982), and that

v, . .distributional vatiations for adjectives and nouns
reflect the limitations of absolute classification of
parts of the syntadtic system” ‘Trutting and Elljiot,
1979, p.361}. The implication for considering syntax
simultaneously with pragmatics for this study is thus
apparent} In the same vein that it is suggested that
the application of a pragmatic approach without
considering the requisite linguistic dimension detracts
from a true pragmatic perspective, so too would the

failure to take into account the social dimension.

2.3.2 SIDERATION FOR SOC KT

Currently the field of child language pathology is
addressing the child within the social context.
However, the means of fully accessing this dimension is
still in the formulation stages. It is thus pertinent

to congider issues surrounding the measurement of
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social skills and the relation of social zkills to

communication.

McTear (1985c, p.7) states that "...pragmatics pervades
langtiage use at all levels"; In an artiule entitled
"Pragmatics as Social Competence”, Prutting (1982,.
P.129, p.132) addressed the issue of "...appropriate
.communication being viewed as social competence...” and
"...communicative behaviour, a subcomponent of social
bahaviour...ﬁ. While clinicians may argue that they do
consider social behaviour, it is my impressgion that the
means of accessing this behaviour has not been
sufficiently formalized in the clinical domain of
speech-language pathology. In the ensuing section, the
naturé of social skills will be discussed and the

manner in which they are assessed, presented.

social skills are regarded within the domain of
adaptive behaviour. According to Sattler (1982, p.308),
"...adaptive behaviour reflects a person’s competence
in meating independence needs and the social demands of
his or her environment"., Goodwin and Driscoll (1980,
p.11) cite Anderson and Messick (1974) as suggesting
that social competence may encompass any of the
following elements: Cognitive competence {(incorporating
language skills and pfoblem solving skills); | |
motivational competence finvolving curiocsity,

exploratory behaviour, control of attention, desire to-
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seek new learning}; and affective competence (including
the aﬁility to initiate and contrel, to have

- sensitivity and understanding in social relationships
and prosocial behaviour, for example, céoperative
behaviour). Goodwin and Driscoll (1982) further cite
White and Watts (1973) as ihcluding within social
competence the following: the ability to seek out
assistance where it is required and the ability to
expreés affective states in an acceptable manner.
Goodwin and Driscoll (1982) suggest that when locking
at a child’s sociai skills, one is looking at the
child’s interactions with adults and peers, in settings

at home and at school.

Adaptive behaviour has been equated with méturation in
the preschool years (Sattler, 1982). It has been
hypothesized that the child’s preschool gocial-
emotlonal functioning may be related to academic
functioning and intellectual achievement in early
elementary grades (Kohn aﬁd Rosman, 1972). Kohn and
Rosman cite findings from longitudinal research which
revealed that children who had scored high on factors
of 'apathy-withdrawal‘, showed low academic functioning
in early elementary gchool years, in contrast to
children who had obtained high scores on the dimension
of ‘interest-participation’'. Generally thelr findings
suggested that curiosity, alertnegs and aésertiVQness

were greater facilitators of learning, than passivity,
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apathy and withdrawal. From these findings, it is
apparent.that there could be considerable ramifjications
if social skills are not adequately acéessed. It is
only recently that our potential influence as speech-
language pathologists in this area has beem given
prominence (Prizant, Audet, Burké, Hummel, Maher,

Theadore, 19%0).

In the field of psychometiiy K ‘ariocus trends have
eﬁerged in measurement in preschool education.
Investigators have argued towards the suitability and
worth inherent in the use of a number of different
types of measures. The right of the mﬁltidimansional

individual to be assessed » ., various dimenzions is

raised by Goodwin and Driscoss (1980). It has been
furﬁher argﬁed that measures of addiﬁional variables,
such as social skills are desirable supplementaries to
existing standardized measures, Wolf (1978), in his
publication on the'motivation for social validation and
subjective measurement, lends particular weight to the
argqument for including additional measures of
behaviour. In discussing the issue of ‘social
importance’, Wolf expouﬁds on the necessity of a
"...subjective value judgement that society is
gualified to make" (1978, p.206). Wolf discusses the
import of judgements by society members, which they may

make via particulaxr rabtings, in terms of social
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relevance and in terms of understanding the social

significance of a particular problem.

The place for alternative measures of adaptive
behaviour is apparent when congidering limitations of
existing measures. It is evident that formal
gtandardized tests administered to young children may
present a number of probléms. Areas of concern include
tha fact that one particular standardized test cannét
measure all aspects of functioning. Standardizéd tests
are administered in a contrived gituation, which in
itself, may be anxiety provoking and which may also
result in the child producing response sets, or |
producing what he/éhe perceives to be socilally
desirable responses (Goodwin and Driscoll, 1980).
Experienced aﬁxiety leveis may cause the child to fail
to perform optimally on a task, which in fact, he/she
is capable of performing; Problems would thus be
encountered in using standardized tests to measure
adaptive behaviour. Other méasures algo pose problems
foo measuring adaptive behaviour, for example self
report inventories are difficult to use with young
children, and projecti#e tests involve much sgubjective
interpretaﬁion and require proficiency in analysis.
Just as standardized measﬁres have posed problems for
measuring adaptive behaviour, so too have these
measures presented problems in the assessment of

language. It has been suggested that standardized
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language tests are context-stripped and thus do not
allow natural cues for certain structures to be
elicited. Furthermore, structures as they are used in

actual contexfs, are often not sampled during

‘standardized language tests. To elaborate; a structure

may appear to be within a child's repertoire when

elicited on a static standardized formal language test

 whereas, in fact, it'may not be correctly or

consistently used in all contexts ocutside of the

teéting situation. Alternatively a child may appear not

to possess certain structures when in fact, this may be
.aﬁ artefact of the test situation. That is, for
exanple, a particular child may not perform a structure
within a test situation because of anxiety experienced
as a result of a contrived formal test situation or
type of stimulus for elicitation. In a familiar
situwation the child might be gquite capable of using
this particular structure. Here again; the need for
alternative sampling becomes.evident and it becones
apparent why spontaneous language_sampling,_profiles,
inventories and taxzonomies have come into their own,
Prutting_(lQSZ) advocated that our profession should be

moving toward developing a means of accessing ‘social

~ validation' of language use. It appears thus, that

there is a parallel between limitations existing in
formal measures of adaptive behaviours and limitations

involved in-formal measures of language. The parallel
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‘Seems to exist, as well, in the development of

alternative modes of assessing these areas.

. Of greater imporﬁ, it appears that there may bhe a
relationship between findings on behavioural checklists
{that have emerged in the field of.psyéhology} and
£indings on inventories of piagmatic communicative
behaviour {currently used in the speéch—lahguage
pathology discipline). It is felt that attémpts at

. investiéating correlations that might exist between
‘these two dimensions, may provide valuable insights
into, for example, social skills possibly affecting
pragmatic communication, of pfagmatic cémmunicatiOn
90351b1y affecting SOClal skills (cr adaptive |
behaviour). Bach of the currently used measures will be
explored in turn. Simultaneoualy, the manaer in which

both measures may merge, will be considered.

Behavioural checklists, or rating acéles relating to
social Skilis affdrd the opportunity of social
validation of behavioural strengths and weaknesses as
théy occur in the real world éontext (Goodwin and |
Driscoll, 1%80; Sattler, 1982). If, for example, a
teacher were to evaluate a child according to a _
behavioural checklist, it is likely that he/she would
provide a more acourate indicatipn-af the child’s
abilities in that the schocl context expecﬁations are

known, Furthermare,'a teacher is able to use the
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dhiid's peer group fdf comparison, which would aid the
e#ﬁluatian_in'te:ms of what is perceivéd-as the child’s
behavicural strengths of weaknesses. waile teachers
could have.preconceived biases towards certain children
(whiéh'would'yieid sdéﬁéct fatings),-it is unlikely
that they would overrate on positive or underrate on
negative tvaits, as parents (who are subjectivelf
involved}'mighﬁ; On the other hand, the potential .
advantages attéched to parent ratings relate to the
parent_haviﬁg.a'deeper understanding of the child_and

the likelihood that the child will function optimally

" with the parent. In a sense a teacher’s rating

constitutes a dynamic assessment of behaviours, as -

‘behaviours are observed in a context where frequent

interaction in various contexts occurs.

By the same token, existing inventories to measure
pragmatic communicative behaviour allow for

communicative sampling in more naturaiistic situations.

 Dynamic asgessment of communication becomes possible

when the child is assessed in terms of his/her use of
language, the manner in which he/she affects Ehe hearer
or the way in which he/she is affected as a listener.
By taking context into account, allowance is made for
more accurate measurement of both optimal, as well as

inadequate communicative behaviour.
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‘It would seem that the merging of behaviour rating

scales and.invénto:ies of pragmatic communicative
behaviour, may.lead to valuable insights in terms of
possible correlations between.certain parameters
between measures. The hypothesis is that findings on a

communicative inventory, f£or instance, might be

~ explained in terms of findings on a social skills

inventory. The fvllowing example may illustrate this
more clearly: The child who shows d&ifficulcy in

requesting information on a pragmatic communicative

- inventory, may also be repoitrl to be withdrawn and

anxious on a behaviour iating_écaie. us, evidence of
one aspact could aiert the helping professional to look
fgr the other. The potential for attempting to seek |
§6rrelations between adaptive_behavioﬁr and
commuﬁicative behaviour appears to be further
justified, when taking'the folldwing issues intoi
consideration. It has heen noted that items which. _
seemed to best differentiate between normal and deviant
behaviour groups was ‘other speech difficulty’ (Behar
and Stringfield, 1974, p.603). Furthérmore, Brown
(1960) is cited to have found that the most typical

‘characteristic of disturbed preschoolers was the ‘odd
-quality of their speech’ (Behar and Stringfield, 1974,
. p.603). Children identified s mild/moderately

behaviourally discrdered have'also_heen found to

evidence language disordars (Camarata, Hughes and Ruhl,

1989). on the nther side of the coir, Chapman (1981)
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states that besides verbal skills, social skills should

also be taken into account in the attempt to facilitate
effective communication in the child. It has been
suggested that "...aommunicatioﬁ disorders freguently

ca-océur with emotional or behavioural disorders..."

. (Prizant et al., 1980, p.187)..

A gumber of considerations have been raised in this

_chapter, which will be si.asrized. Over the decades -

there has been an expansioil in conceptuslizations

regarding what. communication gncompass¢e and it appears

that each ﬁedade has had a séparate focus. At the

beginning of the decade of the nin~ties it seems that

'__'despite the apparent adoption of the prémisefthat

. communication involves more thesn language, some

researchers and clinicians.still-do nbt-takg cégﬁiiancé
of a sufficient number of factors. The ap?roach adopted
hy.many authbrities_is:one.which ié fragmented by
virtue of a number o¢f considerations. Reaeardhers.
either investigate isclat»d parameters or focus oﬁ what
they appear to perceive constitutes pragmatics. In so
doipg'thay addreas.'ptagmatics‘ to the exclusion of
syntactic and social skili.factors. ﬁar#uw-research of
this nature delays QiogrEss tbwards understanéing the

nature of pragmatics;'ABSQSSment'and'intervantidn nodes

‘appear to mirrar-this fragmented. approach. Dimensions

are tested separataly,'pftan-only in'one.ﬂontExt,_The

tester who utilizes only a pragmatic taxohomy to assess
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"5a chlld wha ‘appears to present with essentially a

"_'pragmatic deficit may fail to take into account

possible syntactic 1n£1uences on the manner in which

:the child uges language Slmllarly therapy which

:targets structures in the ahsence of a multi—

dlmensional parspeﬁtive may delay prcgress in ‘the -

“chzld’s acquisition and generalizatlon of communicative :
-structuxes. The preaent study is conceived fram a. broadf“-

' *f'perspective. Both linguistic and sogial sk;ll factors
o are ‘taken inta acaount in investzgating pragmatic
* fcommunicativa abilities._In that 80 faw inVEStigatlons
 7hav9 addras-ed Iinguistic, pragmatic and social skill B

'_,_ factaxs simultaneoualy within the same study, |
 additiomal rasaarch is requzred in order to begin tc

 undErstand the nature cf tha 1nterre1atxonsh,p that

'might exist betﬁeen these factors-

i
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CHAPTER 3
IN PECT

To clinieians who were trained before the prlagmatic era

in the field of SPeech and language pathology, or to

student clinicians contemplating'the damain_fbr the

first tima, pragmatics méy appear at once obvious and |

- simple, or_highly'eSQteric._That there is risk attached.

to perceiving pragmatics in either Jf these ways is
appargnt_ﬁhen considering a numbe:'of research methods
and observed clinical practices emerging, seemingly

frdm holding-these_notiaas; 1f & pragmatic approach is

'implemented by_a'?nqvice pragmatic clinician’ (if such

a term may be coined),_whc does not take cogniﬁahce of

the complexity of the field, (éuch{ fcr-example, that

faaSesémant'paiameters are actually deceptive in their

gimplicity), the pragmatic perspective haé_been

' miﬁconstrued. The clinician whosmaintains that a child

has_apptopriaté-pragmatic abilities by virtue of having

demonstrated one or two pragmatic behaviours, has been

. neither accurate nor comprehensive in the assessment

‘mode. Taken together with this, if an approach is

implemented in the abéence of a conceptualized theory

ar sodnd'mgthodology, it cannqt be asserted that the

pragmatic_dimension has been_fruly accessed, I believeé

that by the same token,_spéeﬁh-iaﬁguége pathblogists
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who.viéw pragmptics as highly esoteric; may be overly
cautious_of effectively coming to grips with

_ theoretical-issues,.ﬁhat is, by not-exploriﬁg theories
to~tha'nth degree and not chancing mistakes in -
methcdolagies that are inevitable in a young field of
research, that pragmatics iz to speech-language '
paﬁhalbqg.gIt seems that research is reflectinq fhis

. notion. This will be elaborated on in section 3.1. The

case fa: viewing pragmatics in perspective will be

- expanded on at the end of section 3.2.

This ahapter preseﬁts a review of the literature in

” terms of tﬁebréticél and methadologicﬁl issues with.

- ‘special emphasis given to evaluating iQSQarch-on
preschool pragmatiqs_td date. It Will be noted that
attempts td_éeparate theoretibai £rom methodological
iszsues were notﬁalways.entirely successful, mainly due

| to the the fact_that there is of necessity an overlap

‘between these issues. This overlap is because the
ﬁﬁagmatic_field is in its infancy in the field of

q ' speech~language paihdlcgy and bécausa-pragmatics-is
addressed within the ¢linical domain. The chapter
-further-describes and evaluates aspects_of'aiparticulaf

theory and methodology from the literature that

influenced the present study. The implications for the
pregent study in terms of subject selection, materié151

and method of analysis will emerge.
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Siegel and Ingham {1987, p.103} state that "because
commuhication digsorders sit at the intersect of so many
other biological and behavioural sciences, we share and.
contribute'to their methodologies and theories and sup
from the same data pool". The pragmatic paradigm is
considered by.the diéci?lines of anthropology,
philosophy, psychology and sociology. Possibly, for the
speech-language pathologist a barrier could be caused
by the-esoteridism=,f thé philesophical views on

pragmatics. This notion seems to be supported by the

~ observation that theorists and researchers in the fileld

of speech~language pathology appear to be wrestling
with pragmatic concepts. If this is so, it is possible

that theories may be miSCQnBtrued.ﬁhich in turn may'.

'affedt research. The philosopher, Searle (1969, pp.19-

20), in é.ﬁumber of Sections'in_his book, "Speech Acts:

Ar Essay in the Philosophy'of Language” alludes to the

'possibility of concepts being "misconstrued or

misunderstood". Levinson (1983} raises the issue of

whether pragmatics in the long term is an essentially_

empirical discipline or an essentially philosophical

one. Levinson states further that there is a lack of

- diversity of possible definitions and a lack of clear

_boundaries.'He asserts that because the term pragmatics'
covers both context-dependent aspects of language

structure and principles of‘language ugage and
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understanding that have little to do with linguistic
structure, it is difficult to find definitions that

will cover both aspects (Levinson, 1983). Praghatics

- has been described as the "... most abstract

communication arez to demand the attention of sas

9peech-lan§uage'pathologisLs..." (Johnston, Weinrich

and Johnson, 1984, p.1). This accurate insight is
captured by the following extract from Searle’s (1969)
theory of speech acts. Searle (1969} writes:

8 intends (1-I} to produce in H the

knowledge(K) that the utterance of T is to

" count as placing S under an obligation to do

A. 5 intends to produce K by means of the

recogrnition of i-I, and he intends i-I to be

recognized in virtue of (by means of) H’s

knowledge of the meaning of T (p.60). '
That there could be misintérpretation when considering
abstract phenomena, or when inferring from behaviours,
not directly observable (Dolloghan and Miller, 1986),
is thus easily seen. Furthermore, the cited quotation
demonstrates that, from the manner in which aspects of
a theory are phrased, implications for research
application may not always be clearly apparent,
Levinson (1983) suggests that within the linguistic and
philosophical tradition, the term pragmatics does not
have clear application. McTear (1985a) suggests that
there are no clearly defined p#ocadures for the

identification of speech acts and Penn (1983, p.34)
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states that speech act theory has been described as a
", .. controversial area ... and subject to many

different forms of amnalysis".

Various issues have been raised in different Forms
concerning the pragmatic paradigm in the f£ield of
speech*language pathclogy by a number of authors (Lund
and Duchan, 1983; McTear, 1985#; Prutting, 1982; Ochs,
1979). It has been suggested that the complexity of
pragmatic concepts and the lack of a unified.theory'
with clearly defined aystems; such as is evident in
lohg*standing'theories of syntax and phonology, has had
a confusihg consequence. This is mirrored by research
in the area that reveals diffuse attempts at
explanatpry notions, a multitude of terminologicai
concepts and a diversity of methodologies. There
appears to be a discernible split between researchers.
concerned with theories and those applying
methodologies in the absenca of a clear theoretical
perspective. It is also suggested that vast and
accelerative research in pragmatics in the field of
speech-language pathology seems to have contributed to
a resultant phenomenon of methodology outpacing thecfy‘
Furthermore it is proposed that the outcome of all
these factors seems to be that, at present, the
literature still.does not present an integrated
coherent théory which is sufficieﬁtiy traneparent to

delineate methodological issues for research. Rees
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(1978) suggests that there iz a need to merge theory
with methodology to study interaction. A diversiform
pragmatic literature encompassing confounding
definitions, theory and research methodologies,
‘mitigated the resolve to lopt Searle’s (1968) theory
for aspects of this study. While speech act theory may
not provide all the answers to communication, it offers
& systematic Ehebrétical framework. Levinson {1983)
suggésts that searle’s theory of speech acts, which is

a systematization or refinement of Austin’s (19Y62)

 theory, has probably had the most impact on

linguistics, but should not be considered to be
exhaustive. Levinson acknowledges, however, that it is
largely through sgarle'é work that a coherent theory of
speech acts emerged. Siegel and Ingham (1987, p.103)
state thaﬁ_“each philosopher of science acknowledges
. that fheories‘ara coriditional candidates for truth and
likely ultimately, to be replaced by some more
satisfactory candidate". By the same token Levinson
{1983, p.5) states that "...academic fields are masses
of preferred methods, implicit assumptions and focal
problems or suhject matters...and attempts to define

them are rarely wholly satisfactory".
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In the following section, dimensions of the speech act
theory will be presented and current resea.ch evaluated
in terms of this theory. Aspects of Searle’s work will
be explored further in presenting the section on the

perspective that Lucas Arwood (1984) aligns with.
3.1.1 SPEECH ACT THEORY

Searle (1969) suggeéts.that language is:

...{a) raule-governed intentional behaviour,

{b) a theory of language is part of a theory

of action, {c) speaking a language is

performing speech acts, acts such as making

statements, (d) these acts are in general made

possible by and are performed in accordance

with certain rules for the use of linguistic

elements and that (e) the speech wutot is the

‘basic unit of communication... {pp.16,17,21).
Searle refers to the concepts of utterance acts,
propositional acts (referring and predicating),
illocutionary acts and perlocutionary acts. He proposes
a set of rules for the performance of speech acts and
suggests that the ability to understand a sentence
implies knowing its meaning. He illustrates this
concept with the following example: "The meaning of
‘hello’ is determined by the semantic rules, which
specify both its gondition of utterance and what the
utterance counts as" (Searle, 1969, p.49). Thus by

uttering this conventional form which counts as a

greeting, the speaker intends that the hearer

recocnizes the speakers intention that he (the hearer)
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is being greeted. This is achieved if the hearer
understands the meaning of the word and what it counts

as in a certain context.

Searle coined the terms regulative and constitutive
rules. He suyggests that regulative rules are similar to
rules of etiquette in that they independently regulate
_'existing forms of behaviour. Hé states that
constitutive rules compose an activity and suggests
that they could be viewed in the form of "X counts as Y
in context c" (Searle, 1969, pp.33, 35). These rules
will be explored in more depth in presenting Lucas
Arwood's {1984) framework towards the end of this

chapter,

Searle’s (13869) reference to both speaker and hearer
throughout, is appealing by virtue of the cognizance
that is given to the interactive nature of
communication, Furthermore by addressing the intention
within a speaker to produée an effect in a hearer,
attention is given to the interpersonal agpect of the
comnmunicative event. Speech act theory wduld seem to
satisfy aspects of Bates’ definiﬁion of pragmatics,
... rules gbverning the use of lanjuage in contekt"
(Bates, 1975, p.420). Prutting (1982, p.125) broadly
defined context as "... the interrelated conditions in
which samething.exists-or oééurs".-hgain, while this

specific definition does not appear in Searle’s book,
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the notion of context is implied in his theory.

- Dimensions oz ianguage are recognized as being integral
in the theory. Moreover, the concept of a theory of
language being part'cf a theory of action implicates
the need for a comprehensive, dynamic description of

communication.
3.1.2 PRAGMATICS AND SEMANTICS

From an evaluation of attempts to explain the areas of
semantics and pragmatics made by various authors, it
seems that the observation put forward by Levinson
(1983) is én accurate one. Levinson suggests that there
are difficulties invol#ed in drawing a dividing line
between semantics and pragmatics. It would seem that
conceptﬁélizations regarding these dimensions depend on
how broad an indiﬁidual's notion of the concept of
‘meaning’ is. These impressions are supported by
Levinson, who suggESts.that to some extent the nature
of a pragmatic theory must depend on the kind of
semantic theory adopted. Despite the fact that he
states that most definitions seek an exclusive domain
which is complementary but non overlapping with
praghatics (Levinson, 1983, p.13), it seerns that
confusion may.arisé in that some autharé appear to
present a fused notion of semantiés and pragmatics.
Lucas (1980), for instance, suggests that semantic

rules are necessary to communicate an intent in order
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to affect a hearer’s attitudes and behaviours. Searle
(1965, p.37) suggests that "...the semantic structure
of a language may be regarded as a conventional
realization of a series of sets of underlying
constitutive rules". Tha rules which Liucas describes as
gemantic rules, appear identical to those prdposed by
Levinson (1983}, yet he discusses them under the rubric

of pragmatics. ‘Tongue in cheek’, cone could say that it

is all a matter of ‘semantics’, where this term is

~ loosely used as the layman would, that is, tb refer to
whatever an indivi&ual decides to call an cobject.
Levinson suggests however, that even though semantics
has been defined as the study of meaning in its
entirety and been described as being truth conditional,
he believes that many areas cannot be accommodated
within a single semantic theory. His reasons are that
he believes there are many different kinds of meaning
components such as implication and inference. This is
apparent when one considers that the semantic content
of a particular utterance aione does not always explain
how something iz used or understood. He suggests that
these meaning components of inferences are subject to
cancellation by features of context. These features in
turn are said to arise from assumptions made SY the
participants in the context and he believes that one
cannot incorporate those aspects of meaning within a
semantic tﬂeory. Levinson sﬁggests that because the

mulitiple aspects of meaﬁing cannot all be combined in a
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gingle coherent semantic theory (for example, aspects
of being truth conditional, or converszational
_impliqature), these matters of context are best left
for the area of pragmatics (Levinson, 1983, p;14).
Buttny (1986, p.270C) discusséSIWittgenstein's view of
meaning whereby "...meaning is based on the use of
criteria in context to support one’s ascriptions".
3uttny suggests that these crita.ia of meaniﬁg are
influenced by context, previcus experiendes and
expectatibns. This descrip’ =~ might be elucidatéd by a
cdﬁsi&eratibn of, for instance, how a child arrives at
knowing that a mother means scmething different to what
her utterance on the surface.suggests, for exampie, in
her use of sarcasm. It_would,éeem that for the child,
this knowledge is preceded by a number of conditions or
events. Recognition of the mother’s underlying intent
would only come about aftor the child has experienced
the mother usiug thig form for a different purpose,
poséihly together with some nonverbal cue. The mother
ﬁight also explain to a young child the manner in which
she is using the utterance. When the child subsequently
experiences the mothér's use of this form in this
manner, he/she will he able to interpret its meaning by
way of deduction. It would seem that the pragmatic
perspective might encompass this broader aspect of

meaning.
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Levinson critically evaluates varicus definitions of
pragmatics that have been put forward and.provides
reagons based on the previous é.rgmﬂen-ts why he feels
some of these.definitions are unsatisfactorf. He goes
on to suggest that a hybrid account seems feasible,
that is, that both areas wqfk_in tandem, but that each
can be built on hamogeneous.lines (Levinson, 19583,
p.ié). He discusses the concept of incidental transfer
of meaning and true communication {involving
intention). He referz to Grica's (19?5) concept of
‘meahing—nn"(that is; intentional communication) with
the components subsumed under this and suggests that
these are within the.pragmatic domain. Yet Lﬁcas (1980)
seemingly includes intentionaliﬁy’ﬁndér'both semantics

and pragmatics, that is, her view on semantics seems to

be a broad one. Levinson suggests that pragmatics may

be concerned with predictioe . the meaning of an

utterance in a specified context and that cone could

'poasibly view the upper bound of pragmatics as provided

by the borders of semantics and the lower bound by
gociolinguistics.

3.1.3 DEVELOP L _PRAGMATIC

From the literature i:¢ is apparent that pragmatic
communicative ability is not fully developed in
preschoolers. It is thus pertinent to consider views

regarding stages in the acquisition of communication.
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It is generally accepted that communication in infancy
is not intentional (Bates, Camaioni and Volterra, 1979;
Bloom and Lahey, 1978). In studying the development of
communicative intentions, Bates et al. (1979) use
Austin f1962) and SEafle’s (1969) ‘illocuticnary’ and
'perlocutionarf’-cdncepta to describe three stages in
communication development. These three stages comprise
firstly the perlocuiionary stage {whereby an effect in
the hearer oceours in the absence of intentibnality on
the part of the infant), followed by the illocutionary
stage (described as intentional use of nonverbal
signals}, énd finally the locutionary stage ("...in
which the child constructs propositions and utters
speech sounds, within the same performative sequence
‘that he pfeviously expressed nonverbally") (Bates; et
al., 1979, p.llﬁ}. In examining preverbal daveioPment
of performatives such as imperatives and declarativeé,
Bates et al. (19?9) coinnd the.terms ‘protoimperative’
(use of a listener to obtain an item) and
‘protodeclarative’ (efforts such as pointing in order
to direct a listener’s attention). They suggest that
intentional impeﬁatives and declaratives do ot develop
until age ten monthg, when chlldren begin to understand

agency role of adults.

~ Bates et al. {1979, p.125) suggest that simuitaneocus
_ with dﬂVEIQplhg intentional 'pointing and ‘glving

acticns, there is a gradual progression £rom
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", ..vocalization, to vocalization as sigmal, to word as

proposition with a referential value", Reference to a

~ particular object is described by Bloom and Lahey

(1978) as ‘topic’. Foster (1986) suggests_that
initiation of topics concevned with items in the
physical enviromment is facilitated by way of the
development of deictic gesture. Bates and MacWhinney .
(1979) gtoposa.that'topid salecﬁioﬁ is motivated by

issues such as giveness, perspective and salience,

‘whereas comment selection is mdtivated by newness,

distance from the speaker and salience. These authors
éuggest that in the young child there exists a

cdmpeting.need between matking topic first so as to

clarify, and marking comment f£irst in order to indicate

salience. They state that ‘comment-topic’ is the order

used by children in the initial stages of

communication. Bates and MacWhinney (1979, p.211)

suggest that "...a shift from comment fronting to topic
fronting is related te a shift from egocentric
perspective, to taking the listener’s information needs

into account®.

A large number of intentions have been described in
earlj communicative devélopment (CQggins.and'Carpenter}
1981; Halliday, 1975; Wetherby and Prutting, 1984).

Differences in categories have no doubt been influenced

by the issue that intentions at young ages are not

always observable and by the ¢omplex nature of
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developing objoctive cfiteria and'operational
_definitions for meaéuring.intentidnality'related to

varlious pragmatic¢ functions.

Although'numerous studies have addressed pragmatic

communicatmve ahzlities at various ages, less extensive

'11terature exists on actual stages proposed in the
development of communicative abilities (that is, from

.the'begiqning of the locutionary atagé'until'and

noluding the time when formal schooling begins)

COnsequently, deapite the potential to ascribe a

partlcular.communicative function(s) to a_particuiar

age,-insufficiént.informatioh'preéludes defihitive

'.sfatéménts régarding-the‘existence-of a commﬁnicative

problem in inatanCEa where a partloular pragmatic

behaviour is not evidenced at a certain age.'

" Prutting (1979) proposed a number of stages in the

development of pragmatics from the prelinguistic to the
.adult.leval, diawiog aspacts of development from
various sources in the literatﬁre. A sﬁmmary of her
stages reveais that from birth to nine months, besides
perlocutionary acts, aspects of turntakiog'in the form
of féoiprocol'intéractioo batWEen mother'aod child |

begin Prutting dEsoribed the ohil&'s one~Word

-utterances in the atage from nine to elghteen months as

performlng a number of functions gsuch as regulatory

' functiona (put forward by Halliday, 1975} and having a -
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number of intentions among which are included

requesting or protesting'{as described by Dore, 1975).

'Additional fuﬁctiéns such as mzthetic and ideational
{described by Halliday, 1975) are developed during the

next stage (ftom-eighteen to twenty four months)} in

addition the child learns aspects of dialogue. In the

-nekt stage children from two to three yveays begin to

demonstrate the ahmlity to respond to requests for

: clariflcation and by age. three, children begin us;ng

contingent-qyeries to maintaln conversation {Gallagher,

-1977-'Gérvey, 1975). In the-étagé'dorrespbnding to age -

three Years and nlder, Prutting drew from B1o0m,

_Rocissana and Hood (1976] who repcrt ‘that at the age of'_
_ three and a half years, the abilxty to maintain a topic--
70ver a-number of utteraneea emerges. Garvey (1975)

3 auggested that children between the agea of three and

f;va years are able to produce direct and indiract

requests; older children evidenc;ng more indirect

requests.'acqo:ding'to investigators such as Sachs and

‘Devin (1976), children at the age of four years aze

able to use approprlate speech styles as a function of

different ages of interlocutors. However aspects of

 presupposition as measured on referential tasks (Krauss

‘and Glucksberg, 1969) are not yet fully developed in

preéchoolérs 'SchiefélhuSGH-and'Pickar {1984, p.237)

'stata that “through middle childhood arrors tend to bs

~in the dixection of mistakenly assuming shared

prasuppos;tions with the listener". Snyder (1983)
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suggests that certain conversational rules only bagin
‘to be ﬁasﬁered'byfmiddle childhood,. It is'only in the
final atage, which she entitled “ﬁdult-cgmmunicative

COmpetence“, th&t Prutting (1979) made mention of _
Grice & (19?5) conversatxbnal rules {that is, quallty,. 
quantity and mannez) that; ﬁhen ‘adhered to, make for a
competent commmnicator4 ﬁeuart and Maratsos (1954)

:provide examples that dahonatrata the manner in which

children are unlikely ho.meet Grice’'s criteria of

_'1nformattvenesa by way of providing either too much or

"  tcn littla infarmatien as a result of inaccurate

presuppositions. It is 1ikely that top;c maintenanpe

:'and in turn, coherence will. be affected by &evplopmng

“_5k1115 1n prasupposition Furthermoreg by taking into .

account the isaue that preschoolers are gtill

developing aspects of syntax (Buch as connectivity

'which affects the way in whlcn 1anguage is used),
_becomaa apparent that it 15 unlmkaly that thnlr

”cammdnicatinn will be as cohesive as that of adulis.

Table 1 summarizes 5tages in pragmatic development.
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TABLE 1: Etaggg in gragmggig Qevg;opmeg

Birth-9 months Perlocutlonary ' No intentionalxty
Turntaking behaviour

9~18_mantha Illocutionary ~ Intentionality

Regquesting
_ Protesting
_ S - Locutionary
18-24 momths Mathetic
' ' Ideational functions

- 2-3 years Beginning to respond
S - . ko request for
- | eclarification
3 yesars Contingent queries
3.6 years Topic maintenance
. 4 years Approprilate speech
_ - styles:
4-5 years Direct and indirect
o requests :
5 onwards ~  Problems in terms of
- preggPPQSLtion

- While éccounts of asPecté of éommunicative davelqpmént

in the child in thellacutidnary-peridd (such as that of
Rees’ (1973); which presehts findingﬁ_fram a numbef_df

. studies), do contvibute to ﬁnderstanding what the

preschooler is able to do, lt is evident that

_additional information is neaded This perception is

supported by findings from a study Bishop and Adams
(1989) which suggested that problems evidencé& in the
commﬁnicative behaviour of.childrén described . as
semantlcally-pragmat1ca11y disordered vere not -
dissimilar to inapproprlaclea present in 4-6 year old

liguistically—normal preschoolers. It is necessary to

_understand more_clearly what the preschovler is able or

not able to do in terms of pragmatic cbmmunicative '

ability. To this end it is hoped that the present study

may contribﬁte to a small extenﬁ-to the understaﬁding
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‘of what expectations regarding communicative abilities

in the préachbolar might be. I am of the'opinion that

o Lucas Arwood‘s methodology (1984) and an extension of
her methodology on additional parameters, (which I have
_prqpqseﬂ), may go_some way towards pravlding additional
‘perspectives on the preschool'ch;ld’é communicative

abilities. This framework will be preseﬁted folipwing-a

raview of-methodalogical.iasues in‘pragmatics to date.
3.2 METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES

A‘iafgé'anq_varied number of pragmatic behaviours have

' been_stﬁdied to such an extent, that the impression

obtained when viewing research topics, is one that
calls to mind Levinson - (1983 p-27) critique of an
extentional definition. This he describes as a
definition encampassing all pragmatic behaviours, For

example, “pfagmatics is the study of deikis,

"impiicature, presupposition, speach acts, aspects of

discourse patterns." His criticism of this type of
definition relates to the non-explanatory aspect and

the lack of criteria for exclusion or inclusion within

'_ the ﬁfégmatic sphere. The multitude of behaviours that

may he subaumed within the domain of pragmatics

suggests that it is unlikely that any one study could
access pragmatics in its entirety. This wiew is '
supported by the observation that to date few'sﬁudies-

‘have attempted to do so. In the ensuing section I
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prdpose to review the literature according to a number
of broad_areas'encompassing igsues such as: nature of
focus .in investigating pragmatic behaviours,
consideration of levels of analysis, incorporation of
additional categories, sﬁrvey of methodological
practice in child language studies and the extent to
which developmental pragmatics has been considered iﬁ
research. This is necessary to highlight methodological

strengths and weaknesses of previous research in this

Pa e g investigated
Natuvre ¢ us

Despite researchers investigating a wide variety of
behaviours, many studies have individuallf primarily

tended to focus on a small number {often one or two} of -

- pragmatic behaviocurs (Anselmi, Tomasello and Acunzo,

1986; Brintonm, Fujiki and Channell, 1935;_Cromwell,
Prather and Kenney,.igss; James and Seebach, 1982). The
trend to look at3isolated'parameters appears to be
counter to the call made by various authorities
(McTear, 1985a; Penn, 1983; Pruttiﬁg, 1983; Roth and
Spekman, 1584b) for.addressing related dimensions
within the pragmatic paradigm. Research that puts a
pfemium;on confining variables by limiting the amount
of pragmatig behaviours under investigation, holds both

advantages and disadvantages. Viewed positively, it

allows for more control in investigating abstract
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phenomena and facilitates an in-depth analysis of

particular pragmatic behaviours. Conversely, a narrow

focus lacks breadth in terms of the consideration of

various dimenSioﬁs-and potentially interrelated
coﬁpanents. Ultimately this detracts from understanding

how elements function as a whole, perpetuates

- mispercelved notions pertaining to pragmatics, and
| delays development of explanations necessary for
 contribution to theory elaboration. McTear {1885a)

‘asserts that research that fails to take into account

the'compiexities of conversational interaction, becomes

‘simplistic and unenlightening'.

Few studiea'have provi&éd.a broad comprehensive view of

language at the discourse level. The majority of

. -studies that have focussed on one or two parameters

have inveatigated mainly requests, responses and

revisions {(Anselmi, Tomasello and Acunzo, 1986; Brinton

and Pujiki, 1982; Coggins, Olswang and Guthrie, 1987;
Garvey, 1975; James and Seebach, 1982; Leonard, 1886).

In order to gain insight into the manner in which

 preschool children function in the role of speéker ang
'hearer, in initiating and maintaining communicative

' interactions and in repairing communicative breakdowns,

more research is needed incorporating broader, more

extensive and more complex parameters than have been

. addressed thus far.
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Consideration of levels of analysis
Various levels have been identified at which
communicative functioning can be described and

analysed. An inspection of some of these levels

- indicates that they appear to be circumscribed in terms

of order of complexity and progression from basic,
functional te complex, interactional aspects wf

commiunication.

While Dolloghan a&and Miller (1986, p.111) suggest that
"a multilevel analysis is likely to present the most
valid picture of communicative competence", McTear
(1985a) Bugg‘ests. that there is often a failure to
consider the different levels of analysis., Two h
frameworks extrégted from the literature are pfesented

as examples of levels of analysis.

Roth and Spekman (1984a) delineate various levels
necessary for analysing communicative skills. Their

framework demarcates the following: {a) a focus at the

level of communicative intentions such as requesting;

(b) a study of'presupposiﬁion, that is the ability to

make inferences regarding shared knowledge (for example
informativeness which would encompass aspects such as
deixis} and (c) an asseésment of social organizatibn of
discourse, which they describe as necessary for

dialogﬁe and the dynamic nature of ongoing conversation
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which involves a focus on aspects such as topic

initiation and maintenance and conversational repairs.

Chapman (1581) describes four iavels from ﬁhich_
pragmatic analyses may proceed; the utterance level,
the discourée level-uttetance related, the discourse
level-speech'act related and the social level. The
utterance level of analysis is described as a focus on
intent separate of function in relation to prior
utterances (Klecan-Aker, Domico and Bothwell, 1983).
Some studies have focussed on the utterance ievel, for
- example Schober and Johnson (1985a) investigated the
distribution of speech acts in preschoolers’
coﬁversation. A number of studies seem to fit into
Chapman'’'s second category (discourse level-utterance
related) whereby the purpose of the utterance is
categorized with respect to a previous utterance, fof
example responding (Chapman, 1981). Such studies might
include that of Brinton and Fujiki {1982) who studied
request-response segquences in kindergarteners and a
study of response adjacency (Bloom, Rocissano and Hood,
1376). Chapman (1981) considers the dimensions of topic
initiation, topic¢ maintenance and turntaking to be
within the discoursge levéi-speech act related level of
analﬁsis. An example of a study in which these
parameters were investigated is that of Edmonds and

Haynes {1988) who examined topic manipulation skills.
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From the examples presented, it is evident that within
‘the pragmatic field of inguiry, given any two |

_ persﬁectives, the possibility exists that there may not
be éoncurrence on categorization. For instance, whereas
Roth and Spekman (1984a) incorporate topic initiation
ard conversational repairs into the social organization
of discourse, Chapman (1981) suggests that the social
level of analysis considers such aspects as politeness
in conversation. If there is no concurrence in
categorizing pragﬁatic parameters, complication occurs
in attempts to compare .cross studies, and it is also
likely that certain interpretatioﬁs might be errcneous.
Implications are best illustrated by way of Bennett-
Kastor’s (1986a, p.173) query whereby she aské of child
language research; "How ... can theory be adequately

constructed when data simply are not comparable?”.

In the ensuing section a number of frameworks will be
presented in order to illustrate the issue of

difficulty in comparisons.

Prutting and Kirchner (1983) utilized a framework based
on Searle’s (1969) divisions of utterance acts,
propositional acts and perlocutionary acts. Behaviours
described within the heading of utterance acts included
verbal and paralinguiatic aspects of speech acts, for

example, intelligibility and body posture. Within the

L s e e e e
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heading of propositional acts, they looked at aspects

such as prenominalisation and elllpses.

Spinelli and Ripich (1985a) identify five content areas
for discourse, that is, attention (under which is
included eye contact), turn =llocﬁtion, topic
coherenze, fePair and role adjustment. Different
terminology is evident and it is possible that these
parameters are not sufficiently sensitive to

characterize deficits.

The encompassing framéwork used by Penn (1983) iﬁ herxr
devised Profile of Communicative Appropriateness,
considers compenents such as the following: {(a)
i:esponse to interlocutor (measuring discourse in terms
of cooperative aspects such as responses and turntaking
skills}; (b) control of semaﬁtic content (measvring
cdherence in discourse and including aspects such as
topic shifting); (¢) cohesion {measuring manper in
which sentences are linked within discourse); (d)
fiuency (measuring aspects such as pauées and
intefruptions)7 {e) sociolinguistiec sensitivity
(measuring ability to modify messages in relation to

context) and (f£) nonverbal communicétion.

Damico’s (1985) framework_hased on Grice’s (1975)

"cooperative principle" is comprehersive and considers

. aspects such as guantity (relating to informativeness),
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gquality (for example conditions of truth), relation
(relevance meagured by topic maintenance, responses,
requests), and manner {focussing on aspects such as
fluency, revigions, response delays, turntaking, gaze
and intbnation). Certain parameters within this
framework present complications in terms of evaluating
the preschool ¢hild, in that these parameters might not

vet have developed.

It would seem that any attempt to match studies from
the literature with various levels of analysis is not
without difficulty for a number of reasons. These are
best presented by citing proposals put forward by

various authors.

According to Roth and Spekman (1984b), some coding
categorire are not discrete and cut across different
levels of analysis. In the same vein, Folger and
Chapman (1977) propose that speech acts can be coded at
different levels of generality and therefore categories
might not be mutually exclusive. The issue that
utterances may have multiple codings is raised by
Klecan-Aker ef: al., (1883) and confirmed by Chapmaﬁ
(1981); who suggests that utterances might have
multiple rather than single communicative intents when
viewed from different levels of description or bases of
 comparison. Fey (1986, p.71) states that "utterance

level conversational acts contain some level of
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discourse e.alysis, since coding of a particular
utterance is at least partially depe dant on the type
of conversational act that.precedes it". Given the
issues raised, it is pertinent for speech~language
pathologists to evaluate frameworks and research to be

undertaken which could suggest more uniform frameworks.

Additional categories

The previous discussion has highlighted the need to
investigate more than one parameter and recognize more
than one level of analysis within the pragmatic domain
of inguiry. It is furthermore believed.that besides
investigating each parameter as a whole, exploring
p&rameter subcategories or subcomponents could |
facilitate moré damplete understaﬁding of
communication. Many studies have expanded on_analyses
of a partidular parameter. James and Beebach {1982)
examined informative, directive and conversational
pragmatic fuuctions of questions in order to ascertain
whether these occurred in different amounts in children
at a number of preschool ages. In investigating
réspanses to neutral and specific gueries, Anselmi,
Tomasello and Acunzo {1986) classified respoﬁses into
-categories such as repéating, specifying, reformulating
or ignoring. Edmonds and Haynes (1988) examined topic
‘manipulation skillg iﬁ terms of topic maintenance, |
topic change, topilc shading and back channel respohses.

such studies demonstrate the potential to yield
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qualitative information which in turn could implicate
intervention targets more clearly. 3iverse'
subcategories of various parameters also provide the
potentiai to provide cumulative data tawarGS-a-Qreatef

understanding of pragmaties.

When subcategories of the same'parametéi differ across
sfﬁdies, any éttempt to compare and integrate data or
 to replicate studies becomes complicated. Thus, whereas
_éallagher and Darnton (1978) aubdivided revision
responses into categories of phonetic change,
constituent elaboration, reduction and substitution,
Brinton, Fujiki and'channell{{lgas) also.addreased
addition of information in coding revisien behaviours.
There are some.ovériaps which do provide comparative
data;.but.the5sampling'times, methqd.of elicitation and
manner of rating diffexr, Few studies have adopted exact
categories from other studies. There are some
exceptiong, for example; those of.CromWell, Prather ahd

Kénney {1985) and Gallagher and Darnton (1978)."

A final point relating to subcaﬁegories is moré
specifically concerned with the subcomponents (for
example eye contact, loudness and others) necesgary for
communicating; There is a dearth of studies that are
concerned with the conditions that séarle proposes for
the performance of speech acts, within speech act

theory. These conditions will bs elaborated on when
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discussing Lucas Arwcod's methodology. At this point

however, T ﬁould venture to suggest that specified

condiﬁions nécessary to perform a speech act Yield
essential subcomponents for analysis., Moredve:,-I-
believe that exploring these subcomponents may provide
more-informatinn,on'the-levei.of pragmatic breakdown
and on st:angtha and-weaknesses than coding only whole

speech acts.

‘Burvey of methodol ' ctice of pragmatic studiee

in.ghild'lagggagg to date

The majority of.studies'haﬁe-been of a naturalistic,

observaticnal and destriptive nature (Brinton and

Fujiki, 1982; Harris, 1985). Most studles have been
cross—-gectional {Cromwell, Prathexr and'Kennef, 1985;
Edmonds and_Haynaé,'1988;_K1ecﬁn-nkeriand Swank, 1988;
Meline, 1986; Tfouni and Klatzky, 1983) and there have

been few longitudinal studies (Bloom, Rocissano and

Hood, 1976; Conti-Ramsden and Gunn, 1986; Wetherby,

Cain, Yonclas and Walker,-lgss);'ﬁahy stu&ies have been

- ‘semi-’ or ‘quasi’-longitudinal {Anselmi, Tomasello and

Acunzo, 1986; Brinton, Fujiki and Channell, 1985;

Gallagher and Darnton, 1978; James and Seebach, 1982;

‘Klecan-Aker and Lopez, 1984a,b; Klecan-Aker and Swank,

1988; Harris, 1985). These "semi"-longitudinal studies
have investigated aspects of pragmatic abilities
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concurrently in children at a number of age levels and
have provided cdmparativezdata on mastery of certain

pragmatic abilities at different ages.

studies_haﬁé prédominantlf.involved smail numbers of
gubjects, Nnmbera_of subjecte utilized range from n=4
(Bloom, Rocissanc and Hood, 1876) to n=36 (Coggins,
Olawang'and Guthrie,:1987;_Garvey;'1975), with a
popular n=20 (Schober and Johnson, 1985a,b). Where
subjects of vériOus_aQea have'beenfinvastigatedlwiﬁhin

the same sﬁudy,.that ieg in the 'qhasi'vlongitudinal

studies, there have been large sample sizes. For .

example Klecan-~Aker and Swank {1988} studisd 240
preschoolers. However, generally each age category in
“quéSi"-longitudinal.studies has gomprised-ﬁ émalier
number of subjects, for example Anselmi, Tomasi-:lo and
Acunzo (1986) studied six subjects within each of
Brown's.foﬁr stages., In instances where in depth
Géscriptivé_information'is.sdught;'confining sample
gize might be the best alternative. However studies
that coﬁsider one or two.prdgmatic behaviours on a
molar level might provide "... more generalizable
information" (Bennett-Kastor 1986b) regarding some
pragmatic-aspécts, by increasing sample size. There
have been few single case sﬁudy.designs (Bernard-bpifz,

1982; Blank, Gessner and Esposito, 1979; Conti-Pamsden
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and Gunn, 1986; McTear, 1965b). The value of these is

the potential to yield hdliﬁtic, integrated

information{llimitations relate to generalizability.

Various studies have included;éontrol grouﬁs. a large
nunber of these have compared language diédrdered'to
linguiStically normai suﬁjeéts_(Brinton and'?ujiki,
1982; Briﬁtdn, Fﬁjiki and Chaﬁneil, 1985;:Crbmwe11,

~ Prather and Kenney, 1985; Edmonds and Haynes, 1988).

Other studies have matched controls in terms of similar

mean lengths of utterance (MLU) despite being younger

‘than language disordered subjects (Meline, 1986; Rom
”and.BliSE, 1983). McTear (1985a) suggésts'that it'might

not be accurate to presuppose that language disorders

- predict disorders in pragmatics.'The examplé is

ﬁrovided that mo relationship necessarily exists

between auxiliary omission and restricted range of

'speech acts Furthermore MLU mlght not accurately

describe 1anguage Bbillty beyond a certain age Thus
the use and type of control groups require careful
consideration. Within descriptive studies howeﬁer, use
of a control group for qualitative information appears

warranted in a field involving unkhown answers.

Studies have employed both minimal structure. conditions

 and atructured elicitation in investigating
' cammunicative hehaviour (Brinton and Fujiki, 1982;
* Brinton, Fujiki and Channell, 1985; Conti-Ramsden and
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_ Guhﬁ, joBs; CromWell, Prather ana'Kenney,_IQBS; Edmonds
- and Haynes, 1988; Garvey, 1975; Harris, 1985; Jamas'and
Seebach, 1982; Klecen-hker; Domico and Bothwell, 1983;'

Klecan-Aker and Swank, 1988; Krauss and Glucksberg,

1969; Meline, 1986; Rom and Bliss, 1983; Schober and

. Johnson, 1985a,b). A few studies have combined

gtructured and unstructured conditions (00ggin5;

Olswang and Guthrie, 1987 McTear, 1985b; Wetherby,
| Cain, Yonclas and Waikar, 1938) Advantages of
' spodtaneous aempling have been widely expoundeﬁ {Le=

" and Canter, 19?1 Miller, 1951' Ochs, 19?9) and

generally pertain to the yieldzng of more eccurate

information regarding communicative abilities (Ingrem,

1976; Miller, 1981). Limitations of unstructured or
spontaﬁEQus-sempling'relete to ‘language use

variahility (Gallagher, 1983, p. 15} depending on

contexts. Roth and S§ekman (1984D) state that in these
; conditions data is 11m1ted to what the child producea

K an& therefore the ahaence of a parameter cannat be

construed as not being in the chiid's repertolze.

 Structured elicitation provides the opportunity for the

occurrence of a variety of speech acts and

1ncreases the probehmlzty that a child will produce -
a de51red behaviour;in a given situation” (CQgg;ns,

‘Olgwang and Guthrie, 1987, p.2). Chapman (19815:statee'

that_infe:rihg intehts may be easier in structured

situations. Furthermore uniformity is pteviae& which
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'jfacilitates comparison‘1CQntrary to this, the

.-structured situation may be viewed as poaéibly_being

_contri?éd for pragmatic sampling, elicit'only specific
behaviours and by perhaps inhibiting the child, not

- provide a true reflection of his or her coﬁmunicative

~abilities. Additional suggested limitations of

structured situations include arguments such that

' children may perform Gifferently to the way they would

in spontaneous situations {(Lund apd Duchan, 1983).

Sampling times and contexts have differed in several

studles and, in addition, iﬁteractive partners and

stimﬁli have varied. Duration of data collection

 sessions have'inclu&ed teh_minutes (Harris, 1985;
‘Bchober and Johnson, 1985a,b), twenty minutes (Brinton

_'and.Fujiki,'lQazj,:thirty minutes (James and'SeebaCE,

1982@, sixty minutes {Gallagher and Darnton, 1978}-and

thirty_to ninety minutes (Blank, Gessner and-Espcsito,

1879). Some studies have divided'thirty minute samplea'

into fifteen minute structured and fifteen minute

'unstructured situations (Wetherby, Cain, Yonclas and

Walker, 1988) In certain 1nstances more than one

: sample wlthin a study hag bePn utilized, for example

McTear tlQ&Sb)-incorporated four samplea,-each being

flftaen minutea in duration. Rom and Bliss (1983) used
two twenty minute sessions and Edmands andg Haynes

(1938) used two fifteen minute sessions.
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Situational contexts have been mainly speech_and_

language clinics. Few investigators have collected data

ocutside this type of context. Exceptione are those by

Conti-Ramsden and Gunn (1986) who observed hehoviour_in

‘the home, classrocm and playground and by Bloom,
Roolssano and Hood (19?6) who observed in the home

_situatlon. A familiar environment encourages

oommunmcatlon and is repreaentative but lauke
uniformity fok oomparetiVE data. Some studies have
involved subgecte with adult interiocutore (Brinton,
Fujikm and Channell, 1985 Meline, 1 1986), others have
involved child-child dyade (Garvey, 1975; Rom and
Bliae, 1883). For the most part interlocutors have been

_unfamiliar to the subject which oould detract from '

repreeentative communication.

~ Stimuli hevegmaiﬁly comprised toys (Brinton and Fujiki,

' 1982) and in a few studies-involving unstructured

sampling, toy types utilized have been specified.
Wanska, Bedrosian and Pohlman (1986) suggest that

- different types of play material may evoke different

types of communication. In view of this observation, it

is possible fhat etudies in which tow typeé have been

specnfled may prov;de an aoditlonal dimension to_

interpretation of verying communicative behavxour.
Where atructured elicitatlon has been utllxzed,
investigatoxs have describeﬁ diverse stimuli. For

exemple, Brinton, Fujiki and Channell (1 885) used
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action pictures, Cromwell, Prather and Kenney {1985)

'-util-zed a cammercial game while stimuli in Klecan~

Akex, Domico and Bothwell's (1983) study comprised

cards from a projective test.

A pbpular-mnda of coding behaviour in studies

address;ng pragmatic aspects, hag involved specifying
-the presence oy ahsence of particular parametexs |

(Brinton; Fujiki and Channell, 1985, Schober and

- Johnson, 1985a). Some investigators have atiliZed.

'_appropriateness ratings (Blank, Gessner and Esposito, .

19?9; Brinton and Fujiki, 1982; Klecan—hker and nopez,

'_ i§84a ). Dimenéiﬁns of appropriateness appliad by

Klecan—hker and Lopez (1984b) would seem to be

: questiouable in that their rating appears to be based

on criteria related to effective adult communicatian,_

In other words, their expectations of appropriateness

_appeaf.to be inflated when applied to children‘s

abiiities to'provide-'functionally appropriate' and

- 'accurate’ responses. Wood (1981) states that the five-

year old has not acguired some of the pragmatic skills

needed to be a tfuly effective commuhicator.'whus

appropriateness judgements made on behaviours.that may
Still ba emerging are bfought into question. A_numbar
bf inﬁestigatOrs-have quaationed whether or not it is
nptimal to leok at the child’s pragmatic functioning
fram the adult’s perspective (Ochs, 1979; pund and

Duchan, 1983). This is obviaus when_considering aspects
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such as coherence and cohesion in the child’s discaurse

{Penn, 1983)-and aspects such as quality described by
Damico (1985) as conditions of'truth, This is also. |
épparent when considering aspects such as the child’s
ability to use or deal-with phenomena such as Sarcaw..

Blank, Rose and Berlin (1978, p.65) suggest that if

-chfld language is viewed from an adult perspective "...

 the conclusion almost alwvays has to be one of weakneés

since the child's performance rarely eguals that of the
adult ...". Ae an aside, Chapman (1981) states that

‘when it is anticipated that a particular category is

not likely to be present within Ehe-child's-repertoire,
it should not be included in a taxonomy.

 Appropriateness judgements in these instances would, in
' my opinion, more so be"inappropriate’. However it is

.acknowlédged'that'data on appropriateness of developing

skills at various ages could contribute towards
understanding what level of skill might be expected in
children of different ages.

Differences are apparent in the manner in whick data
has been_anainEd. Many studies have used gquantitative
meﬁns. For inétance, some investigators have determined
_frequéncy of occurrence of particular preselected
speech'acfs (CogQins,-OlsWang and Guthrie, 1987; James
and Seebach, 1982). Others have ﬁtilized freguency

counts for various speech_act'types evolving {similar

" to what Bennett-Kastor, 1986a, p.172 calls "post facto"
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catégorias) from an interaction (Bchobei and Johnson,
1985a). Studies have included proportional distribution
of subcategories {(Gallagher and Darnton, 1978; Garvey,
1975; Anselni, Tomasello ﬁnd Acunzo, 1986). In addition
molecular quantitative measures such as number of turns
per topic, utterances per turn, speech acts per
utterance (Schober and Johnscn, 1985b) demonstrate the
absorption of some investigat&rs‘with attempts at

_quantifying pragmatic parameters.

Luoaslniwood dé;cribes two approadhes that have been
evident in studies within the pragmatic perspective:
"(1) the static analysis of components outside the user
and (2) the dynamic description of the communicative
process" (LucaS'Arwood,'1984, p-.11). Thus according to
'her;IStudiesswhich focus on'quantifying one or two.
speech actz are employing a static means for attempting
to measure a dyniamic system. This would yield little
information on the child in his/her role as speaker and
hearer. Lucas Arwood {1984, p.10) states that "until
current static analysis approaches yield to more
-qﬁalitatiVE, logical analysis of the child’s total
system, it ig unlikely that children with serious
language problems will be significantly helped™. It has
been recognized that ".,.any attempt to list categories - - ' §*
of function or use must suffer from some degree of !
@rror when applied fo dynamic language activity..."

{Rees, 1978, p.197). In apparent support of
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qi:antification, Gallagher and Darnton (1978) suggest
that differences in frequency in the use of stiuctures
may be a result of qualitative différences in
cbnversational strategies of language discrdered
children. However when considering the guestion ‘how
mahy reguests should a child perform in a spontaneous
interaction?’, and bearing in mind that sampling
settings and times differ, it becomes aéparént that
freque-cy counts alone do not suffice. Chapman (1981)

. asserts that simply counting speech acts does not tell
much about prégmatic gkills, and pﬁoﬁides little
‘information regarding the child’'s growing mastery of
rules or conventions governing speech acts. As opposed
to pure frequency counts, Chapman stresses the need to
look at aspects such as relative frequencies of
~expected speech acts and proportion of questions a
child may answer, when incorporating guantificatien.
Pruteing and Kirchner {(1983) siate that guantification
of data still reguires. inte_rpretai:ion and therefore it
is not necessarily more objective than molar
qualitative data, which they feel has great import for
clinical implications. A number of studies do provide
.qualitative information regafding %5t example, type of
revision behaviours, typé of topic (Bloom, Rocissanco
and Hood, 1976; Cromwell, Prather and Kenney, 1985;
.Wanska, Bedrosian, and Pchlman, 1986) and other aspects

such as turntaking (McTear, 1985b). Certain studies
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have combined both quantitative and qualitative
information (Anselmi, Tomasello and Acunzo, 1986;

Brinton and Fujiki, 1982; James and Seebach, 1982).

From the survey of methodological practice to date it
would seem that additional research is needed where
data is gathered in multiple contexts by means of both
structured and unstructured modes of data collection.
There iz a ne~d for a dynamic means of accessing
communicative behaviour. In addition, it would seem
that the combined use of both quantitative and
gualitative measures would provide valuable information

for research and clinical practice.

I have aligned with the framework adopted by Lucas
Arwood (1980, 1983) in that it appears that she offers
a dynamic quantitative and qualitative .pproach to

accessing pragmatics.

Before degcribing Lucas Arwood’s theoretical
perspective and methodology, it is appropriate at this
point, to eslaborate briefly on aspects of a personal

perspective, In arriving at a decision on a mcde of

viewing and analysing pragmatics, 1 have taken a stance

which emanates from an orientation of both a researcher
and a clinician. In & letter to the editor, in response

te an article on "The Therapist versus the Researcher"

(Sisgel and Spradlin, 1985), Attanasio (1986, p.378)
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suggests that the critical guestion should be "...of
what value is our research to our clinical practice ...
and ... to what extent do our research findings
transliate into the clinical situation? ...".
Simultaneously, that results should be communicated so
as to have scientific value, is an undisputed fact. The
scientific method dictates that that the achievement of
its goal of understanding, necessitates the empirical
goal of description, and the thezoretical goal of
understanding (Christensen, 1877)}. I am of the opinion
that because of the esoteric nature of much of the
scope ¢ pragmaties, there should be no oversight of
the prerequisite of understandable workability for
applled research. While not prestming to advocate a
simplification of the rich philosophy, that is
pragmatics, there existed a need to seek a feasible
methodology. Lucas Arwood's (1984) methodology promises
this feasibility. A description of her perspective and
methodology follows.

3.3 LUCAS MRWOOD'S FRAMEWORK

The tenet held by Lucas Arwcod which relates to the
theory of communication that she adapts, is perceived
to be one which attaches major.importande to the
relationship between semantics and pragmatics. ghe
expounds a discerning, expositive view regarding the

premise that relates to the emmeshed nature of these



92

two areas. Before summarizing her views on the
relationship between semantics and pragmatics, it is
necessary to present her theoretical perspective on
pragmatics. The ensuing discussion of views presented
by Lucas Arwood (who has also written under the name of
Lucas) is based on three references cited in this study

(Lucas, 1980; Lucas Arwood, 1983; Lucas Arwood, 1984).

Lucas Arwood principally refers to the speech act,
which she describes as the theoretical unit of
communication between a speaker (8) and a hearer (H),
and which is considered to be the basic unit of
pragmatics. She adopts Bearle’s {(1969) theory,
extrapolating the basis of reasoning that semantic

. rules exist which specify the conditions of a
successful speech act..She cites Bearle as postulating
that the speech act comprises the utterance act, the

propositional act and the illocutionary act.

The propositional act refers to the content of the
utterance and consists of referring and predicating
(extending the idea). According to Lucas Arwood, Searle
further divides the speech act into underlying semantic
rules that govern the performance of the utterance, the
proposiﬁional and the illocutjionary acts. These |
semantic rules include regulative rules (which are
regulated by societal conventione) and constitutive

- rules which provide prerequisites for effective speech
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act performance, that is, which specify tne_elements
'neceSSary in order that the speech act affect a H's
attitudes or behaviours. Lucas Arwood proposes a set of
basic principles which relate to communication, which
9uggest that linguistic behaviour is: {a) rule governed
(by a set of semantic rules); (b) the expression of the
S's intent; (c) basic to the communicative purpose and
(d) an active process. Given Luvas Arwood’s conception
that linguistic behaviour is governed by semantiec

rules, her beliefs regarding this will ba exploredl.

The constitutive rules are said to include the
propositional content rule, the preparatory rule, the
sincerity rule and.the essential rule. The
propositional content rule determines the idea and
assumes that there is an implied future act (A) of the
H énd suggeste that the H is able to do the future A.
The preparatory rule establishes a muturlly shared set
of conditions for the linguistic form to be effective.
It indicates that the H will do the A if the § acts in
a certain way. The sincerity ruvle relates to the S§’s
intended force of the utterance, that is the integrity
of the § to mean what he intends, and that the S wants
the H to do the A in a certain.way. The essentiél iule
relates to the effect on the H shéwing realization of
meaning and relates to the societal conventions of

expression. The essential rule requires that the fixed
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conditions be met appropriately, that is, body
orientation, eye contact, linguistic markers, utterance

and loudness. These rules are summarized in Table 2.

TABLE 2: Speech Act Components
after Searle and Lucas
AL (1430)
Propositional Content Rule
Determines idea.
Assumes implied future act (&) of
hearer {(H). :

Preparatory Rule
Establishes mutually shared set of
conditions.
Indicates H will do A if B acts in
_ ' a certain way.
Sincerity Rule
8’s integrity to mean what he/she intends.
: § wants H to do A.
BEssential Rule
Essential conditions necessary
' Body orientation, eye contact,
linguistic markers, loudness.

Lucas Arwood suggests that the concept of semanticity
-assumes that the rules are systematic and seguential
representatives of achired meaningful relationships
among the S, the §’s knowledge and the context. Thus
for example the propositional content rule assumes that
theré is a sharsd idea between the S and H and that the
H can only be affected if both § and H can recognize
the refefent (objecf; action or event spoken aboﬁt). It
is suggested that in considering the preparatory rule,
the 5 will not request an A of & H unless the |

contextual features are appropriately present. As
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regards the sincerity rule, where the S desires to
evoke a performance, the linguistic form represents the
intent. Thus, given that the referent is shared, the
context is appropriate and the intent is sincere, fhe S
ﬁill'atﬁempt a speech act, coding ideas into
linguistic, paralinguistic or nan-linguistic behaviour.
The speech act is attempted by means of the essential
_rﬁie, that is, what the S must do so as to affect the
H. I will now briefly present Lucas Arwood's further -
&esdription of the othér three principles relating to
communicative behaviour. Firstly in coneidering the
notion of linguistic behaviour being based on the §'s
intent, it is suggested that both 5§ and H require
shared knowledgé in order that the H understand the 5.
It is necesssry that the appropriate lexicon be used
to express acéurate semantic relations. These'semantic
 relations should represent the S's communicative
intent. As regards the concept that linguistic
behaviour has a communication purpose, Lucas Arwqbd
states that the §'s uttéranca shoﬁld_intend to affect
the H's attitudes, beliefs or behaviours. The
linguistic devices used to obtain the desired effect
are desc:ibad as illocutionary force indicators. Lucas
Arwood stateé.that the 8 must be able to use the rules
- to express appropriate'communicative purposés and
appropriately affect the H. When the H responds, the s
becomes the H. Thus the § must not only be affected as

& H, but must also express his intentions and show an
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ability to turntake. In terms of linguistic behaviour

being an active process, lLucas Arwood suggests the

following: that the communicative process is an active

- manipulation of the H.and_S’s-environment; furthermore,

that within'the pragmatic perspective, language is
doing, altering and changing as it is being uttered.

Thus she suggests that to be an active speaker, the

| child must engage in communicative behaviour that is

effective in influencing the H.

Lucas Arwood suggests that the child who evidences a

pragmatlc problem has difficulty being effective in

‘altering the attitudes of a H and experiences

difficulty in acquiring rules for communication. She

also claims that for functional_language to oécur,

* establishment of a reciprOCaljrole exchange (that is,

speaker and hearer) is necessary. According to her,
this is facilitated by the mother/child interaction.
She furthermore suggests that the manner in which one

communicative pertner might inﬁeract,'could affect

expectatimne and,communicative behaviour of the other.

In addition, she proposes that environmental models

facilitate the child’'s understanding of, for example,:

preparatory and sincerity conditiens of context. In the

following section I have paraphrased Lucas Arwood’s
views concerning the manner in which she believes

semantic.development.relates to pragmatics.
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 Lucas Arwood suggests that joint referents.are

established by way of adults linguistically specifying
the child’'s early experiences which are shared with the

adult. The form of referents are presented in

' conventional symbols and the content of the symbols is -

known as referential meanlng. She states that
perceptua1 and functional knomledge is acquired by the
child interacting in the environment.-Fﬂrthermore if
ﬁhe ¢hild and adult as H and 8 have sa. ' r perceptual
and functzonal experxenees, then the referent exists |

for both 1nd1viduala. she suggests that words

-constitute concepts of information from shared

experiences. The concepts in turn constitute the

referents to which the child or adult may.refer. Thus

-referring entails_idaés being expressed in relatien to

common terms or labels shared by 2 5 and a K. Lucas
Arwoud states that most early semantic relations
comprise referents that are contentives (content

bearing words) and these words are represented by:the
child(s.ideas (initially the ideas may be expressed as
single terms). The ¢hild progréSEes to developing
lexical items that specify the items used for this
purpose (functors).lThese functors mark the contentivés_
and facilitatre the language fiexibility. They also aid .

in specifying the referents by, for example, conveying

~ the relationship between the size and the referent.

Increased flexibility allows for increased ability in

conveying thoughts and ideas. Flexibility of linguistie
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structures is also made possible by predication and
modulation. Predication of rewerential meaning occurs
when there is an extension of the basic idea. :
Modulation is described as changes in the language form
through morpheme introduction that can alter meaning.

she suggests that flexibility of linguistic structures

allows for the expression of many ideas and

'experiences Increased expression is said to faailztate

more language. Luca Arwood states that the process of

identifying referents for the child and the attachment

of appropriate linguistic markers or terms, signals the
_bEQinning of'lingﬁistic ihteraction,beiwéén the aﬂﬁlt
-and ¢child. She suggests further that aubsaquent |
‘linguistic develapment is.facilitated-throuéh the

-Social'intefactive process that occurs. She also states

that pragmatic and semantic problems could manifest if
the amount of interaction is changed. sShe piopnses_that
this_cbﬁldicame:abQut as a result of emotional problems

or abnormal language deVelopment. Furthermore, &

- parent’s expectations might be affected if a child does

not respond when spoken to, which in turn might result

'in the number and gquality of the referents being

reduced. Lucas Arwood states thatfreferential_meaning

. facilitates expansion nf semantic relationships into

adult meaniay. She helieves that p:agmatic development
refers to the child’s acquisition of semantic rules

which are necessary to communicate an intent in order

 to affect a B's attitudes, beliefs and behaviours.
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| Furthermore if a child has difficulty in acquiring or

using these rules, a pragmatic problem.w111 be

evidenced. Thus she ﬁppears to be saying that the basis

of & problem in semantics is-évidenced in pragmatics.

. Lucas Arwood {1984, pp. 1, 2}, describes pragmatics as

a "...tem related to one’s functioning in given

contexts acéording'to glven societal conventions ", and

vefers to the "...child’s ability to function in a

flexible, productive mannér.;.". She refers to the

basic principles-of speech act”theory as a dynanic

process relating signs to their users and

interpretants. SBhe emphasizes the need for a

"ﬁethddaicgy that can be applied to the dynamics of the

language process (Lucas arwaod, 1933)._She suggests
that analyses of child language would be static.onés
which consi&er_p:oducts-cnly; if_mgthods'utilized do -
not aliow for an analysis of the dynamics of the N
system. She refers to ‘pfagmaticiém' as a mode of
studying_langu&ge use as it relates to effeéts on

speakers and hearers.

Lucas Arwood devised a meagure of pragmatic
commnicative ability called the Behavioural Inventory
of Speech Act Performances {BISAP). The procedure'ﬁsea

in order to obtain this inventory involves a structured

-+ elieitation of a number of speech acts. Presence or

absence of sub¢omponent behaviours necessary for the
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accomplishaent of each speech act are noted and
assigned a score; this allows for both guantitative and
qualitative information. A descriptlon and evaluation

of the BISAP fcllaws

Lucas Arwood describes the BISAP as a criterion

'._reférenue&.maasure :Accerding to her,-this suggesﬁs
- that when each individual’s score is evaluated against

'a fixed-crxterian score {in this . iastance, the

criterlon or expected score), there should be no

variatxoa in scores of normal chlldren Lucas Arwcod

reports that when this messure was administered to

“twenty four normal childreb (three tﬁ.£ive years of

age), all children performed well on the component

 items. In contrast when the measure was administered to
- 8ix &motinﬂaliy disturbed children; not all requisite
. behaviours were evidenced. Lucas Arwood states that the

' measure is a performance test_aﬁd.that'it_provides an -

evaluation of the fpllbwing,speechiacts:-zequests for

. objects actions and information, assertion, denial,

summons and rule order. She incurpotates'Searle’s

{1969}-theorized-preparatory, prnpasitionai,'sincérity

and essential rules. She suggestﬁ-that;.in'view'bf the

consideration that these rules comprise the spesch act,

these rules should also prwvide the 1east possible

reguirements for assessing a speech act in a
 predetermined cantext. The ¢SAP entails a dichotamous

_rating in terms of the presesce o: absence of various
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suhparamEtErsfof behaviéurs expe&ted in'response5to a-
. structured elicitation of'prégﬁatic_behéviaura._In
 other words, an evaluation of speech acts is made

according to whéther or not the :equiaité components

' necessary to effect a communicative - vt were present.

A

Accarding to Lucas Arwood, exaiples'of the elements
' cansideredTimpartant to achieve the speech aéﬁninclude.
among others, body orientation, éy& contact, loudness,
_..linguistie;maikers and_specifiéatiun of what the B is
| to do. Scores are assigned for the presence of expected
‘behaviours which dre then matchad agcbrding'td'the :
ctitexion saoré; ihué the uhi;d is evaluated c¢n all the
subcomponenﬁé which constitute béhaviourg necessary ivr

the performance of various speevh acts.

._An evaluation of the BISAP is presented in the
'methodology chapter of tbzs study. 2 this ‘point I will
- briefly suggest a numbar of advantages that pertain to
_tha framework and measure adapted by Lucas Axwood. |
:é B : ' Lucas ArWDod andeaVouzs to cambina theory with '

mnthodology in that ruies conatituting the Bpeech act

__ are: braught into her'methodology as components fox

g S _assessment on the BISAF. This measure takes into

| account the active process and intentzonality in tha B
5'_ o : _ cammunicatxve process. Lucas Arwood has provided scme

| comparative data coa the perrurmance of normal children .
on this measure despite the small sample size. o

Replzgability (an impartant cans1derat1on-for future
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teseérch)'is possible in that parameters for

'assessment; context"‘d;strategy are clearly conveyed

and interrater re’ +1ity is reportedly high..
Implications for intervention are possible'in that the

inventory allows for a gualitative description of

- behaviours. The potential for the use of the BISAP as a
- screening measure of pragmatic abilities in the |

"preachcol_population is evident. Albeit theee perceived

advantages, as well as the consideration that the BISAP

'affe:s a dynamic description cf-languagé_use, it would

seem that if additional parameters were included, a

‘more COmpréhehsive idea of communicative abilities

might be obtained. For example I am of the opinion that -
extended attention could be given to the 5 in his/role
role as H and to additiOnal ﬂiscourse features such as
topic maintenance. This lmplicates the patentlal for

expanding the mussure.

The title of this chapter is ‘pragmatics in

- perspective’. In essence I have attempted to convey
 that because pragmaties is a complex afea, cognizance
-should be taken of theoretical approaches and researcﬁ

- and clinical applications should not be apploaahed in a

simplistic manner. By the sane token thire should be an -

attempt to raconc1le camplexity with clinlcal utilﬁty.

In ‘that both a 5011d theoretical ramework and a

clinically feaaible apprcach is_neqessary,.the-issug-gi

viewing pragmatics in perspective becuméa apparent; in
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reviewing methodological issues, I have attempted to
highlight stfengthéIand'limitations.of pravioﬁs
approaches to investigating pragmatic abilities. In
aligning with a framework that calls for a dynamic

assessment of pragmatic abilities, I have conveyed that

'a number of studies appear to renege on this aspect.

-aspacta-auch ag rESQarchers uging different levels of”

analyses and addresszng a limlted number of pragmatic

. abilitles have been raxsed T have suggested that.
~ researchers have not always taken . cognizance of

developmental pragmatics as evidenced in their chaice

of parameters for investigation. Implications for

additional research are evident iﬁ light of

incondlhsiva evidence on pragmatic abilities in the
pfeschoal language-impaired population and limited
research on preéumably remediated 1aﬁguagé—impaired

preschool children. In aidition, there is a need for

more knowledge concerning p:agmatic'abilities in the

linguistically normal nérmal preschooler,

T PP L SRR LA S
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CHAPTER 4
ODOLOGY

This chapter describes the aims, design, subjects and

measurements employed for the present study. Procedures

foi'data collection'and'data analysis are described and

~reliability ratings presented.

4.1. AIMS

The purpose Qf_this study was to examine communicative
competence in language—impaired preschool children who
had been declared rehabilitated or remediated after a

period of language therapy. More specifically the aims

of the study were to: .

(i) Determine whether differences exist between the
communicative abilities of "remediated“.languager
impaired preschool rWildfen and children of the same

age considered to be linguistically normal.

(ii) Describe the linguistic abilities, pragmatic
communicative abilities, and social skills of
"remediated" language-impaired and "linguistically

normel" preschool children.
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(iii) Determine the extent of relationship that may
exist between linguistic abilities and pragmatic

communicative abilities.

(iv) Ascertain whether or not a relationship exists
between communicative abilities {as evaluated by
clinical measures), and scocial skills (as gocially

validated by a preschool teacher).
4.2 RESEARCH DESIGN

The design takes the form of ten parallel case studies;

the main thrust of this study being a descriptive

“approach at the subject level. This type of approach

makes intensive investigation possible (Ventry and
SchiaVetfi,'1979) and allows for a complete profile of

the child’s conversational abilities to be presented

(McTear,'1985a)._At this stage in the area of pragmatic

research, description would provide a necessary

preliminary to future progress in the area {McTear,

1885a), especiélly in view of the confusion in theory_'
and methodologies. Exterided description of pragmatic,

linguistic and social skills is required to aid

_understanding'nf communicative competence. McReynolds

and Rearns (1983) suggest a descriptive design may lay

the groundwork for future research on a larger scale.

L AR
y PR
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4.3 SUBJECTS

Subjects included'presumably "remediated" language-
impaired (RLI) aﬁd "linguistically normal" (NIL:)

- preschool children. As indicated in previous chapters,
limited information exists on communicative abilities,
particularly for RLI preschool childreh and additional
iﬁfdrmation.is needed on NL preschoolers. A further
reascn for the inclusion of NL subjects was in order
that cdmmunicative abilities of RLI subjects could be

~ viewed in relation to those;of NL subjects.
4.3.1 SAMPLE SIZE

. Ten éubjects comprising five_RhI and £ive NL preéchool
- children, were’eﬁamined. The sample size was selected
in order to allow a thorough investigation of multiple
factors. The number is small enough to allow for
detailed investlgation and it is large enough to permlt
inferences to be made about the children’s
performances. A further practicality in regard
confiniﬁg the size of the sample is because of the
multitude of variables 1nherent 1n any language study -

(Shearer, 1982}.
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' 4.3.2 CRITERIA FOR SUBJECT SELECTION

The five RLI subjects were selected according to the

following oriteria:

{i) subjects should have been diagnosed by means of
standardized tests and linguistic. profiling as having
had a language-impairment (expressive linguistic
abilitieé two years below chronological age) by a
qualified speech~language pathologist at the Speech and
Hearing Clinic, University of the Witwatersrand. A
.uniform assesshent procedure was necessary to ensure

that children were comparable.

.(ii) Subje:ts should then have been referred to a
language unit for therapy by the Speech and Hearing
Clinie. The language unit used in this study was the
Unit for Language Impaired Children, University of the
Witwatersrand. Alternatively, in the event that the
language unit had the maximum number of dhildren at the
time of referral, children should have been referred to
the Orange Grove Nursery School (a pfeschool affiliated
to the language unit which offers regular speech
therapy services). Referral to the Unit for Langﬁége—
Impaired Children is made on the basis that the
demonstrated language problem is "...Severe...and thus

warranting...intenslve therapy“.(hnderson, 1986, p.21).



io8

Criteria for acceptance into this unit are primarily
expressive language problems in the absence of hearing

and cognitive deficits.

(iii) subjects should have received language
intérvention at the Language Unit (daily) or at Orange
Grove Nursery Schocl (three times per week), for a
period of one to two years. The nature of the
intervention programme is similar within both of these

environments.

(iv) Each subject should then have beeﬁ declared
remediated by a qualified speech4language pathologist
through the.uée of standardized tests that measure
linguistic abilities in relation to expected
performance for a particular chronological age. In
addition these children should no londger be receiving
any therépy.- _

The five NL subjects were selected according to the

following criteria:

(1) Subjects should have been reported to have no

language problems by parents and teachers.
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“All ten subjects were selected according to the

following criteria:

(i) Subjects should be within the age range of 5.0 to
6.5 vears as this is the general age range of children
who are in their final preschool year. More data on
communicative abiliti.s ié needed for preschoolers in
this'age group as there has been limited research that.

has addressed thi: area in this age group thus far.

(ii) Subjects should be attending a regular nursery
school {equivalent to Kindergarten) to ensure that no
subjects have yet ~ntered the formal school system.
Children are regr: I to enter formal schooling in the
year that they turn 7.0 in the South African education

system.

(iidi} Bubjects should have passed a pure tone hearing
screening test administered at 20dB for the frequencies
500Hz, 1000Hz, 20008z and 4000Hz, within a three month

time period of the present study commencing.

(iv) subjects should pass a language screening test; in
this instance the Test gf Lanquage Development {TOLD)
(Newcomer and Hammill, 1977)} used as a screening test.
Doyle (1989, p.10) =states that "screening is a
procedure designed to sift out or identify particular

individuals from a vpopulation". It was necessary to
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identify which children d4id in fact appear to have
‘normal language’ in that the NL children were to
provide an index of how RLI children camﬁunicated
relative to them; For uniformiﬁy, the RLI subjects had
to pass the same screening measure. In view of Doyle’s
(1989) suggestion that écreening results are not
definitive and considering the controversy regaiding
standardized measures, the screening predictability was

of additional interest.
(v) Bubjects should be English monolingual speakers.

(vi) Bubjects should have no gross overriding deficit
in psychological, social or intellectual functioning,
as established by the Juni uth African Ind al
Scales (JSAIS) (Madge, 1981), the Children's
Apperception Tegt {(C.A.T.) {Bellak and Bellak, 1980)
and the Goodenough Draw-a-Man Test (Harris, 1963).

4.3.3 SUBJECT DESCRIPTION
current status and previous management,

Three of the RLI subjects (two males and one female), -
oiiginally-diagnosed as language-impaired at the Speech
and Hearing Clinic, had received intervention at the
Language Unit. At the time of this study, these three

subjects had been declared remediated by a epeech-
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language pathologist at the Language Unit and were thus
not receiving any further therépy; At this stage each
of these subjects was attending a different regular
nurséry school. They had.all'passed a hearing screening
conducted by the Society for the Hearing—Impairgd at

their respective schools, within a three month time

.périod of this study commencing.

The remaining two RLI subjects {one male and one

female) diagnosed and referred by the Speech and

- Hearing Clinic to the Language Unit, were unable to

fingd placement there and had thus received therapy at

the Orange Grove Nursery School. At the time of this

- study these two subjects had been declared remediated

by.a speech-language pathologist at the Orange Grove
Nursery Schobl and were not receiving any further
therapy. At this stage, these subjects were regular
pupils at the Orange Grove Nursery School. The male
subject had passed the hearing screening test conducted
by the Bociety for the Hearing-Impaired. The female
subject had not paSSeé'this'screenihg;'but following
referral to an Ear Nose and Throat Specialist,
medication and full.audiometric testing met the
criterion of hearing within normal'limits,'before this

study commenced.
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All five NL subjects (three males and two females) were

‘regular pupils at the Orange Grove Nursery School.

These subjects had been identified from a class of

twenty children as having 'gpod language’ by the

‘teacher. Parents confirmed this description and

reported that there had never been any concern about _
the children’s language ahilities, At the time of this
study ail five subjects had passed a hearing screEHing
conducted by the Society for the Hearing-Impaired at

the school ﬁithin a three month peried of this study -

commencing.

NL éubjects atten&ing the Orangé Grove Nursery School
were homogeneous in the sense that all five children
were in the same class, in the same nursery school,
with the same teacher. The two RLI subjects were also
in the same c¢lass. While the Orange Grove Nursery

school offers a speech therapy facility (for children

'waitlistea for the Language Unit or referred from the

Unit for less intensive therapy but more extended peer

groﬁp experience), this preschool is essentially a

'regular nursery school with the majority of pupils not

- being 1anguage+impaired.
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Desc ] _ io apy_conte

RLI subjects who had attended the.LanQuage Unit had
been involved in an intervention programme which aims
to provide a ‘language injection’ programme, by
offering a normal nursery school enviromment with a
&anguage programne. The emphasis is on inténsive and
daily speech therapy (Anderéon,-lsas). A maximum of -
fifteen children are involvea in the programme at'any
one time. Eéch_child is taken out qf the group for a
Quarter of an hour each day to receive 1:1 therapy on
the premises. Therapy technigques include both direct
and indirect mddes involving any of the follbwing:
imitation, modelling; expatiation, expansion'and
incidental training. The primary focus of therapy is on
expresgive syntax and semantics. Speech-language
pathologists'are continually on the premises so that
incidental"training oceurs during free play. The
nursery school teacher and aide involvéd.iﬁ the
programme are Kept informed by the clinician of
individual therapy plans. Similarly, the speech-
language pathologist is advised of the theme that is
 being worked on in ciass. Parents are closely involved
in'the.programmm, viewing therapf sessions thrdtgh one-
- way mirrors, consulting with cliniciﬁns:and partakzing
“in supportive and informative groups run fof parenﬁs at

the Unit.
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RLI subjects who had received therapy at the Orange

Grove Nursery School had been taken out of class three
times per week for directive 1:1 therapy on the
premises. The teacher, therapist and pareunts were kept
.informed of class lesson and therapy plans. Therapy

technlquES-inclu&ed imitation, mcdelling and elicited

- production as well as incldertal training to target

expresgive E?ntax; in addition,'uhis partidﬁlar school

context allowed for the children to be exposed to

normal language peers.

| RLI and NI subjects all passed the language soreening

test. The language quotient obtained by all sﬁbjectszon
the Test of Lgngggge Develggmgg {TOLDY} (Hewcomer and
Hammill 19?7) was interpreted ﬁccordlng to the manual
as-indlcatlng average language ability; this being the
crlterlon of acceptance into this study. The TOLD
comprises sudtests which measure aspeo*s of receptiVe
and expressive abilities in semantics, ¢y .ax and
phonalogy. The composite séore-obtaine& from scores on

these sﬁbtésts'is converted to a language quotient.

An indication of each subgects general intelleatual

level wae obtained by means of the ggg;g;_ﬂgggn_ai;LJL_

_Iggégiggglggggigg [ ISAIS) (Madge, 1981) The JSAIS was
_admlnlstered to all potential subjects by a
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' postgraduate psycholbgy_student. One potential subject

was excluded from the study on the basis that she had

obtaingd a borderline verbal IQ score._The ten stibjects

-involved in this study.ali achieved the criterion for
'acceptanée on this maaéure, that is an average or above
'avexage'global iQ. The JBAIS comprises a verbal IQ

- scale, performance IQ scale and'global IQ séale; In
_ scores obtained are interpreteﬁ.écéofding to the manual
“on a_conﬁinuum ranging £rom 70-79 as borderline to 130+

‘as very stperior intellectua’, ability. The majority of

subjects obtained an average (90-109) GIQ, while two
subjects demonstrated a high average (110-119) GIQ.

‘None of'thé tén_subjacts revealed-major-psychological

o soc;al problems according to a_projertive measure,

the Wﬂm (Animal Figures} (GAT"
(Bellak and Bellak, 1980), that was administered and
interpreted by a_postgraduate psychology student. The
CAT is a projective test comprising.a series of.
pictures'which'children sre required to descfibe.
Bellak and Bellak (1980° suggest that the child’s
interpretation of the CAT'piatures yields insights intt) .
factars regarding the child’s inferpersonal behaviQQr,
relationships and &rives.-ﬁespite a:bjentivity'involvad3
in interpretétiqn of projective méaSutés, the use of

the CAT as a_screening measure seems justified.
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Further inforuation from the Goodenough Draw-a-Man

” (Harris, 1953) screening revealed no major problems

pertaining to psychological fuhctioning for any of the.

ten subjects. Table 3 summarizes subject variables.

TABLE 3: Subject Variables

T ' ianguagé‘ﬁrevioﬁs "
Subject Age Eex §lobal IO Ouotient Language Unit
§1 6.2 M Average = 102  Orange Grove
- o L Rursery School
82 5.8 M  Average - 98 Unit for Language~
' ' Impaired Children
B3 5.6 M Highdverage 106 Unit for Language-
_ _ o Impaired Children
84  5.11 ¥ BAverage - 106 - Orange Grove
o o : .-Nursery'ﬂchool
85 . 5.9 F Averags 105 ‘Unit for Langauge-—
. _ N _ . Impaired Children
N1 6.0 M Average = 174 - None
N2 . 5.6 M Average 101 Nope
‘N3 6.1 M Average = 93 = None |
‘N4 5.5 F HighAverage 104  None
N5 '5;4, F Average = 103  NDne

The modes of data collection employed for the present

-stgdy compriseq bailection of a spontaneous ianguage

samplé {mﬁiﬁly for sfntactic analysiS) and structured
elicitation of pragmatic behaviours, as well as teacher
reports on a behaviour rat;ng scale (to access soczal

skills) As discussed 1n cnapter 3, advantages and

__.limltations have been put forward for both unstructured

and structured angrvat;ons of-cammunicative behaviour.
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It wanghué believed that the combined use of these

- wethodologies for the present study, would Ifecilitate-

description of communicative competenca~-

' The reason for collecting the language sample from an

upstructured situation was the likelihood that this

~ context would yield representative communication.
_Selection of a structured procedure For eliciting

pragmatic behaviours was motivated in part by

observations from a pilot study in which children used .

T a 1imiteﬁ_number of speech acts, that is, mainly

comments in respense to toy stimuli in an unstructured
free speech situation. A further motivation was the-
potential'éf thig procedure tu allow a variety of
3peeéh_act5'ta-o¢cur. This facility is required:for.the

present study in that, in order to begin to describe

| pragmatid communicative behaviour, a variety of speech -

-_acts-heed“toTbe observed. Furthermdré“if communicatng

campetence implies facility in communicatlng in all

situations, it becomes necessary tc access how a

‘particular child might communicate in a structured

environment Wwith an unﬁamiliar 1nterlocutor. This is &

'.sltuatlon not unlike’ the formal schaol situation for
which the child requires communicative competence,_'“

Inclusion of a behaviour rating gcale was because of

the perceived value of social validation.
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The choice of more than one context for data collection

was influenced by arguments put forward in earlier
chapters in favour of multiple contexts for data
collection. Each of the strategies'used'in the presént

stady will be described in turﬁ, following which, a

'diécuSsion.of the measures utilized will be presented.
4.4.1 COLL OF LANGUAGE SAMPLE

 pampling time :

A 15 minute motherichild'ihteraction provided the basis
for the épontaheous language sample. Crysktal (1979,

p.zzi'cbtrObﬁrates-this sample time by recognizing a

- ten to fifteen-minﬁte.periad; suggesting that a profile

often emerges guickly and stating that the majority of

subjects have a "... stable linguistic pattern”.
‘Similar sample’perio&é_haVe.been used in previous
_research_{ﬂﬁmohds and'Haynes, 1983).-In_that this

3amp1e=wés not singularly'used for describing
communicative abilities (that is, a structured activity

with a different unfamzliar interlocutor was to follow '

the mother-chlld interaction), fifteen mznutes-was--

deemed appropriate as a warm up £o the mext activity,
efficient and sufficiently condensed to counteract

fatigue..
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_ Type of interaction

A low_strudtured free~speech situation involving the

mother and ghild waé;use& to obtain a language sample

{Coggins, Qlswang and Guthrie, 1987; Miller, 1981ij.

Altered communication with varying communicative

partners has been hlghllghted by Wood (1981) Miller
(1981) suggests that 1ncorporating a mother as
interlocﬁtor ohviates potential reluctance on the part
of the child to communicate with an unfamillar adult.
Lucas (1980) sut 2sts that the child’s spontaneity in

- conversations might be regulated by the adult speaker’s
‘utterances. For these reasons it was believed that the

choice of the mother as interlocutor might £acilitate

optimal communication on the part of the child. In

'additibn,'iﬁ view of issues raised in'chépter 3

pertaining to advantages of less structured contexts,

it was felt that a low structured situation might allow

- for more communication than would a structured

Bituation.

Hinimal_structuriﬁg pertained mainly to the manner in

‘which the mbther &as instructed (refer to Appendix A).

This was inﬁro&uced to preclude the possibility that

~ the mother might use predominantly ‘test’ type

gquestions in her interaction with the child. Géneral;y,

. the mother was instruéte& to communicate with the child

as she normally would, but to also use comments
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pertaining to both the situation and to removed events,

nondirective statements and questions although to

‘refrain from excessive questioning (Crystal, 1982;

Xunze, Lockhart, Didow and Caterson, 1983; Miller,

1981).

The setting in which the mother-child interaction was

. chserved, was a therapy'room in the Speech and Hearing

Clinic, Umiversity of the Witwatersrand. The room
contained large and small table and chairs, mat,

blackboard and pictures on the walls. This setting

provided uniformity which allowed equal opportunity for

conversation type to occur. Stimuli were selected in

accordance with suggestions put forward by various

investigators (Crystal, 1982; Lucas, 1980; Miller,

- 1981). Stimuli ineluded matetials that ptovide the

potential to facilitaée converéatiOn and genérate idéas
and construction activities that stimulate free speech.
Stinuli comprised a dall'sfhouée, toy schoolbus, doll
_figurés, fences} broken and novel toys. Toys were

placed in an unstructured fashion on the small table in

order that each subject discnver them at his/héf own

pace.

2o M B
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4.4.2 E2EHQIEBEE_ELlQlEé2ZQE_QE.EBQQM&EIQ_BEQAEIQHE§
15 cipants
The structured interaction involved each subject with

the present investigator as primary interlocutor and

the mother as passive participant. It is likely that

“the presénce of a mother in a eituation that requires

) that a child communicate with an unfamiliar

inferlocutor would reduce potential anxiety (which

masks optimal comrnanication} on the part of the child.

Lucas (1980) suggests that involving a third person

authenticates a communicative situation in that this
individual serves as hearer to be manipulated by the

child who is reguired to perform a speech act. More

- elearly stated, Lucas suggests that the child capnot

rEQﬁest something from the same adult who had intimated
that the child should do so, as this would violate the

sincerity principle.

Nature of elicitation

The structured task used to elicit pragmatic.hehaviours
wag adoptéd from the procedure used for the Bshavioral
Inventory of Speech Act Performances (BISAP), devised
by Luéas'{1980). This procedure involves an attempt to
elicit a number of speech acts mostly via a ‘sabotage’

condition. ‘Sabotage’ in this instance refers to an
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obstacle type situation such as suggesting that a child
do a draWing.without providing materials for doing so.
Bimilar procedures are described by othe?
investigators. For éxample, Wetherby and Prutting

(1984, pp.13-14) refer , ‘communicative temptations’

~ to describe introducing obstacles such as placing a

desired object in a jar that a child is unable to open.
Creaghead (1984) describes a ‘communicative~demand’
strategy whereby one of her procedures involves giving
the child the opposite object to what the child had
reguested. The'premise for this type uf structuring is
that the néture of the situation is likely to increase

the child’s need to communicate., The opportunity for

‘ various'speech acts to occur is also provided by this

type of interaction.

Context for structured elicitation task -

The procedure for eliciting pragmatic hehaviouré was
conducted in the same room that had been used for the
free speech situation. Toys that had been used in the
spontaneous situation were removed and the child was
introduced to an art activity. This activity is..
bbrrowed from Lucas (1980) and is also part of the
procedure used by Creaghead (1984). The proviso for
selection of a particular activity for eliciting speech

acts is that the situation skould be a familiar one to
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the particular population {(fmcas, 1483} . The art

situation meets this condition for prershoolers.

The structured elicitation task which required that the
child participate in conversational dialogue within a
‘gabotage situation’ (Lucas, 1980; Lucas Arwood, 1984),
was conducted in-accordénce with elicitative

suggestions of Lucas Arwood (1980; 19B4).
The procedure for eliciting speech acts within an art

context is summarized in Table 4.

Tablae 4: Elicitatj Spee o
{after Lucas 1980).

REQUEST FOR OBJECT -~ Investigator asks subject to do a
drawing; provides no materials for doing so; intimates
to subject that mother has materials; does not tell
subjisct to ask.

REQUEST FOR ACTION ~ Investigator suggests that subject
should get mother to draw a picture; mother appears
preoccupied; investigator does not tell subject which
gpeech act to perform. _

ASSERTION -~ Investigator asks subject to describe
his/her drawing: "tell me about your picture".

DENIAL: - Investigator asks subject to draw an obscure
item: "draw a stegosaurus”. '

STATEMENT OF INFORMATION ~ Investigator asks subject to
relate events: "what did you do when you first came
into thie room?"

REQUEST ¥OR INFORMATION - Investigator asks subject %o
reproduce complex picture: "make a picture exactly like
this one"; no glitter, glue, tracing paper, provided.
CALLING - Mother leaves room; after a while
investigator suggests child should summons mother;
desired speesch act not specified: "fetch mom".

RULE ORDER ~ Investigator suggests® fo subject that
he/she should inform mother what investigator had said:
"tell mom to come back",
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For a detailed description of this procedure, the
reader is referred to Lucas (1980, pp.239-240) and
Lucas Arwood (1884, pp.80-81). From Table 4 it may be
seen that structured elicitation for the BISAP provided
the cpportunity for the following speech acts to occur;
raquest for object, action and information, assertion,
denial, statement of'information, calling and rule
order. The speech acts focussed on in the format for
the BISAP, are describéd by Lucas Arwood (1884) as some
of the most important uses of language and were
selected by her from the language acquisition.
literature and from clinical observations on the

lanquage disordered population (Lucas, 1980).

As can be seen in Table 4, it was never specified which
speech act the subijevt was to perform, although cues
and elaborations were permissible. Furthermore, in the
event that the subject did not respond, allowance was
made for rewording the stimulus three times. A one
minute time limit was imposed for a respbnse following
the last stimulus for each speech act. Throughout the
procedure the investigator attempted to counteract
potential feellngs of an;iety-or failure on the part of
the child by-mﬁintaining a relaxed friendly environment
and making comments such as "that’s ok" or "that was a
funny thing to ask, wasn‘t it?". The investigator

thereby assumed responsibility for any difficulties
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encounté:ed. Mothers were reassured by means of
information regarding the nature of the procedur

{refer to Appendix B).

It is possible that.subjects did experience some
apprehension in a structﬁred situation involving an
uﬁfamiliar interlocutor and unfamiliar tasks. The
interest in thls study is, however, precisely in this
type of information. In other words, it is of interest
to ascertain.how a child shortly about to enter formal
schooling could cope in this type of situation (which
nay épproximate the school type situation) by means of
his/her use of communicative abilities. The speech acts
focussed om it the BISAP provided some of the basic
iequisites fbr addressing communicative competence forr
this study. As suggested in Chupter 3 however, in
investigating cﬁmmunicative competence, these
categories are not exhaustive and there were thus
indications fdr investigating additional parameters.
Therefore in.addition to sliciting speech acts that
focus on the speaker in his/her role as speaker which
Iiucas’ procedure does,_other'parameters that were
investigatéd, were those that provide an indication of
the child’'es functioning in the role of hearer and how
he/she manages cowmuﬁicative breékdown. These will be

described in the following section.
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Nature of interaction and gescgigtigg gg'ggn;ggt

The participants and type of elicitative procedure

remained the same as in the previous context, that is,

Zucas' format was adopted. Change occurred in the
stimuli, whereby the art context was changed to an

eating activity. This structured activity was devised

~to elicit additional parameters encompassing the

following pragmatic behaviours: response to
clarification reguest, request for clarification,
turntaking, response contingency, topic initiation and
topic maintenance. The strategy for eliciting these
additional parameters is summarized in Takle 5 and

elaborated on in Appendix C.

From the strategy depicted in Table 5, it may be seeﬁ
that attempts were again made to counteract potential
feelings of failure on the part of the child. Thus, for
example, after the investigator’s third clarification
request, the investigator alluded to herself not having
listened adequately. Generally however, the second
elicitative procedure appeared more naturalistic than

the £ormer.
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Table 5: §EEmEI!_Qﬁ“ﬁL£QEE9X__QE_*ligitlng_Ji_éZiQ_il

VDI’S

RESPONSE TO CLARIFICATION REQUEST -~ While part;cipants
eat a snack, investigator comments that biscuits are
her favourite food; investigator then inguires after

- the subjects favourite food; regardless of the
subject’s response, investlgator feigns not having
heard via stacked clarification regquests: "pardon?",
"what did youv say?", "your favourite food is what?"
REQUEST FOR CLARIFICATION -~ In a barely audible voice
investigator states that she enjoys eating "skrits” and
asks subiect to draw this nonsense word: "draw some
skrits".

“TURNTAKING - Investigator initiakes dialogue around the
-topic of food, using both quc.itiuns and statements.
RESPONSE CONTINGENCY - Investigator continues dialogue
around a number of topics.

TORPIC INITIATION - Invee™ gator places somé novel toys
on the table and some v tle but out the child’s
reach, remains silent enu . zintains friendly eye
contact, while at times doing another activity.

TOPIC MAINTENANCE - Investigator communicates with
rhild, but does not initiite any new topics.

4.4.4 RECORDING

An audiorecording was-ﬁade of each mother/child
interaction by means of a Sony TCM~2 cassette~corder,
which was placed on a table in view of each subject.
Furthermore, videorecordings were made of these
interactions through the use of a National WV-361
black~and-white videocamera, attached to a National
NV8200 video cassette recorder, Dolby system, via & one

way mirror.

The structured elicitation procedures was also
simultaneously audio and videorecorded for each subject

by means of the described equipment; Recording the
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pragmatic behaviours of calling and rule ordef
necessitated the use of additional audio and
videorecording from a.different adjoining room.
Additiocnal recoxding equipment-énmprised a Sony TCD5
Pro Capstan Servo Control Stereo Cassette Corder,
Ferrite and Ferrite Head Dolby System tape recorder, a
AKSD 125 MIC microphone and a Eumig Videokamera 553.
The Sony TCD5 tape recorder was placed in ™ room, two
TOOMS éway and acryuss the vassage from the sampling
room. The microphone placed on a table in this
adjoining room, transmitted sound via a lead running
across the passage to the room.containing the
vidéorecoider; The visual picturs from the adjoining
room was obtained via the Bumig Videckamera which was
mounted on a raised surface, so as not to be visible to
thé subject, aﬁd strategically placed so as to face a
mirror; which in turn provided a reflection of the
subject when he/she entered the room to summons tha
mother. For the most part however, the structured
elicitation condition was recorded by means of the Sony
TCM~2 tape recorder, the National WV-361 video camera

and the National RV8200 video cassette recarder.

Dolloghan and Millar (1986, pp.111-112) suggest that
"...in studying complex communicative phenomena, .
events must be preserved on videotape or audiotape for
subsequent coding and analysis". For the purposes of

the present study, audiorecording provided elarity for
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transcription for the spontaneous language sample and

served as a back-up for on-line and wvideo recording for

the structured elicitation procedure Videorecoxding,

in prov;ding a permanent picture of contextual

features, aided the transéription procees, particularly

in the case of unintelligible utterances.

‘Videorecording yielded a number of advantages for

recording pragmatic behaviours in the structured
elicitation proceduré. Raters were able to refer back
to the'interadtion after on-line recording when
uncettainty was encountered in the rating of particular
subcbmponenta of parameters. ﬁeatures such.as body
orientation and ey , contact, which were translent |
during on-line recording, were more rellably evaluated
via the permanent picture of context allowgd by the

videorecording medium.

4.4.5 BATING Q¢ PRAGMATIC BEHAVIOURS
gagers

Each subject's performance on the structured

'elicitation_procedures was rated on-line and via

videctapes by two independent raters. The raters were
qualified speech-language pathologists who were both
staff members in the Speech Pathology Department, |
University of the Witwatersrand. Both raters had worked

extensively in the area of child language pathology and
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were_sophisticated-aé regards the pragmatics domain, in
that discussions with them revealed that they were
aware of theoretical constructs in this field and

adogted-a pragmatic perspective to their clinical work.
T al l. i

A twc hour pericd was spent training raters regarding
the criteria for recognizing behaviours relatad to
parzmeters and subcomponents of interest. Faters waré
alsc familiarized with the rating-forﬁ-for'the rating
procedure Tralnrng was done by providing explanations
and presentlng examples together-with a videotape '
Raters were then provided with written material

containing definitions and descriptions of the

‘phencmena in order that their understanding of the

rating procedﬁre could be consolidated before rating

commenced. Instructions for rating are provided in

Appendix ., In addition, both raters met with the

investigator a second time so as to clarify potential
areas of confusion and to seek agreement on
interpretaticn imsues. Furthermore, this meeting
provided the opportunity for raters to advise the
investigator of any modificariona'that they might have

envisaged'heing necessary to facilitate the rating

procédure. Raters reported that the procedure'provided
clarity in terms of operationalism and conveyed

. strategy.
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Bgtigg procedure

Rating was carried out in an adjoining room to the one
in which the'struéture&'elicitation procedure was
conducted and in the same room that videorscording was
occurring. In this way #ate#s were afforded the
facility'of:bbserving via a ong~way'mirror; Aléo,

'accéss fd'édditionﬁl visual and'au&itory input was

_ provided-by_tranamiésion of the structuréd interaction
on 2 telgvision mnnitor'simuliéneouslf with the.data

i : being videqreéorded. Raters were sedted at separate.

. tables equidistant frdm the anéwway-miﬁror in 6rder
 thatZnnéling-ratiag:could be done in&epen&éntly.
QBsEI?atibn was initiatéd imme&iatelf the structured
elicitation.proceﬁure begﬁﬁ. Behaviours were rated
_foiiowiug the preéentation of each stimulus for the

' elicitﬁtion of each particular pragmatic_beha#iOur..
Following on-line rating,.raters.vieWed the videotape
of the shructured interaction in order to confirm and

finalize their ratings.

Raters were required to identify the preseunce or

absence of a number of prespecified phenumena which ';
collectively comprised each particular pragmetic |
behaviour of interestﬁ'mhe same rating procedure format .

P S was used for both the BISAP and the Addendum to the

BISAF. An extract from the rating procedure s
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presented in Table 6. A score sheet for the BISAP is
provided in Lucas (1980, P. 237) and Lucas Arviood (1984,
$.77). An example of the rating scale for the BISAP

Addendum is provided in Appendix B

Eadapted frgm'Lucas,llgsoj

~ Reguest for Object Yes(1) _QLQl ang:
~a. Subjects body orientation: 2
- is towards hearer (H) in : P ' :_ :
order to ready H for the : s : : :

e

' utterance 1 h A |
b. Eye contact or name ie : Cog s
~ used to signal H ks A T o
¢. Appropriate linguistic : _ t 3 s
markers indicating either: _ 3 :
-an interrogative or an i H P

imperative form _ : :

d. An utterance which o . :
' specifies what H is to do: 3
e, Appropriate loudness for : : 3
H to respond o : - 1

Frﬁm Tablelﬁ, it is evident that behaviours_that_were
to-be_ratad using.thislﬁbrmat.were clearly specified.
Furthermore, it can be seen that the rating format
‘affords a focus on @iscrete components of specific

pragmatic behaviours.
4.4.6 IRANSCRIPTION
Audiotapes of the mother/child free-speech interactions

were ozthographically transcribed within three days of

'recording Tapes wers transcribed according to the
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procedure suggssted by Crystal et al. (Crystal,
Fletcher and Garman, 1976; Crystal, 1979; Crystal,

 1981).”In instances of uncertainty regarding _

infléctions and potentially'unintelligible utterances,

videorecordings were referred to, so as to obtain cues

from context. In order to ascertain intracbserver

reliability for'ttanscription,:an audiotape was
1istehed to a second time a month later, retranscribed

and'cumpargﬂ to the first transcription. No variation

was evidenced in the tranmscriptions. In addition a

taped'segment was givenffo_an independent speech-
langdage pathologist for transcripticn, When this.
traﬁscription_was cgmpared.to the present |
inveatigato#’s trﬁnScription?.there was'cbmplete

concurrence. Structured interactions were tranmscribed

'fram_audio_aﬁd videore¢ordings following the rating

prBCedhne in order to facilitate data analysis.

4.4.7 SOCIAL SXILLS RATING

Subjects’ respective preschool classroom teachers were
requested to complete The Devereux Elementary school
Behaviz_;ur Rating Scale (DESB) (Spivack and Swift; 1967)

for each child. Subjects were rated by their teachers

S in terms of chaerVed-classroom behaviors in order that

a profile of behaviours could émerge for each ~hild.

~ The DESB and other measures used in this study will be'

dmscussed in the following section
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In the precedingzsection fbur contexts were described
from whlch data was collected that is: (l)'an
unstructured mother/child 1nteraction which yielded a
spontaneous-language sample,_(Z} a structured ‘art’

- context during which ﬁn unfamiliariiutetlocutor |
_.attampﬁed to'élicit speech aétsfon the part of the
child; (3) é étructﬁred 'eating* context in which £here_
was an attempt to elicit additional pragmatic '
-hehaV1ours and (4) a behavioural 1nventory whereby each
'. subject’s ..assroom behaviour was rated by their

respective preschool teachers.

_ ﬁaté were coilected iﬁ_thisnmanner_in'&ccoidancé.with.
ﬁ prbcedures for_tha following measures: (1) The Language
'Assessment Remediation'and Screening Prodedure (LARSP),
developed by Crystal, Fletcher and Garman (1976); (2)
The B&havibﬁral Invéntorylof Speec¢h Act Performances
'{BISAP), ﬁeveloped by Lucas Axrwood (1980 - (3) The
.Addendum to the BISAP (a measure which I devised based
on the format of the BISAP), and (4) The Devereux
E;ementary Schacl Behav:our Rating Scale (DEBB)
eveloped by Spivack and Swift (1967). A brief
d;acuasian and evaluation of each of these measures

__fallowa
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LARSP Qrovides_a systematic, comprehansive means to
analyse language guantitatively and qualitatzvely
While the procedure focusses essentially on a
structural analysis of syntactic asyects of 1anguage,

it also permits interactional aspects of dyadic

situatzons_such.as stimulus types.and reactions of the

interlocutor to be coded. According to the LARSP

prbcedure,-analyzable utterances gleaned iram the

language sample are coded as either major or minor

initiations or responses and as guestion, command or

aﬁatement sentence types.'Aﬁalysés of utterances are

performed at the clause, phrase and word levels. Stages

and corresponding ages at which grammaticai étructures
are prdpdsed'to be'acquiréd are provided'so that a
profile of syntactic strengths and weaknesses relative

to a developmental perspective may be obtained.

. This measure was briefly described in Chapter 3 in

discussing TLucas Arwood's methodolbgy.;The BISAP allows

for a guantitative and gualitative description of seven

speech acts and their subcomponents. Presence or

absence of subédﬁponents of elicited speech acts-are
coded and assigned scores. In this way it is possible

to access wh;ch reguisite behaviours are within a
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subject’a-rapettoire It is also possible to ascertain

whether or not cextaln behaviours are conslstently _

absent on subparameters across speech acts
The Addendum to the BISAP

4s indicated in Chapter 3, this scale was devised .

‘because of the need to investigate additional 4. scourse

parameters along the same lines that speech acts were
examined adCording to the BISAP. The framework for the

BISAP was adopted to incOrpdrate subcomponents proposed

for additional discourse featﬁres chosen. Other than

it‘s use in a pilot study, this addendum has not been

standardized om any populatlon -and can therefore only

be viewed :._n.ter;ms of being at a fomulat:l.on phase
The DESE

This rating scale addresses a number of behaviours that

are purported'to-inte:fere with academic performance

‘and has been used with kindergarteners {Goodwin and

Driscoll, 1980; Spivack and Swift, 1967). Behaviours

" measured are categorized into areas including the

follbwing:-classrbom disturbance,'impatience,

o disrespéqt—defiance, external blame, achievement

anxiety, extertial reliance, inattentive~withdrawn and

irrelevant-responsiveness. These factors are described

" in Chapter § in preéénting individual profiles.
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4.5 DATA ANALYSIS

In accordanée with the.LARSP procedure, all tcanscribed
_uttérances were analysed in terms of all subsections of
the LARSP profile. a syntactic prdfile was thus
obtaineﬂ for each subject as well as information
perfaining_ta interactional modes of communication.
Frequéncy counts for elements occﬁrring'at-each level
of analysis, for example at clause, phrase and word
| levels were qualitatively interpreted.and in certain
instances converted to percentages for guantitative
analysis. Calculations were performed.for each profile
in order to obtain total ﬁumber of sentences, mean
sentence length and mean number of sentences per turn.
Data from the B and C sections which include aspects
such as elliptical utterances and data from the
.summérizing section of the chart such a total number of
sentences were extracted for statistical ahalysis on &
group level. Data from stage acquisition sections were

. treated descriptively.

The'mode of data analysis for the BISAP and the
Addendum,to the BISAP involved ﬁssigning scores of one
or zero for behaviours codéd as present or absent
tespectively dn_suhcomponent parameters of each speech
" act and discourse_feature elicited. In.this way, |
préfiles of pragmatic behaviours were obtained for each

subject, which were gualitatively described. For each
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subject, scores on subcomponent behaviours were summed
in order to obtain a total score for each speech act
elicited. Individual scores for subjects within each
group were then totalled S0 as to.obtain an average
Bcofe on each speech act for the RLI group and fdr'the
NL group. Staﬁistical comparisons were then performed

betweén the RLI and the NL group for each speech act.

With regard to the DESB, scores on related items fo~

each DESRE factor were summed to obtain a total raw

score on each factor for individual subjects. A profile

of each subject’s classroom behaviour was thus

obtained. Scores were interpreted in relation to

'avarage'scores for the relevant age group provided in

the DESB manual (Spivack and swift, 1967, p.7). Scores
for individual subjects within groups Weré combined in
order to calcuiate an average score for each factor for
both the RLI and NL groups..statistical comparisons

between groups were performed for each DESB factor.

Begide statistical comparisons between groups of scores
on parameters on all measureg, correlations were also

investigated among parameters.



139
Rating reliability

LARSP analyses were confirmed by a second analysis and
by a secbnd person who independently analysed portions
of a numbe: of samples. With respect to the BISAP,
interrater reliability was calculated according to the
proportion of concurrent responses by the two raters.

The interrater reliability was high in that the number

of agreements for 40 items on the BISAP was 39, while

there was total agreement for all items on the Addendum
tb:the BISAP. As regards the DESE, the teacher who had
the majority of subjects in her preschool class rated

all children in her class on this measure and performed

a repeated rating on subjects in the present study; she

reported concurrence in her ratings on both occasions.

*

In addition, it is likely that factors rated on the
DESB were reliable in that each factor is measured

according to four related items.
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CHAPTER §
ESULTS DISCUSSION

A general aim of the present study was to determine
whether differences exist between a group of language-
impaired subjects who had been declared ‘remediated’
(RLI)}, and a group of ‘linguistically normal’ (NL}
subjects on linguistic, pragmatic and social skill
dimensions. Tr this end, the Mann~-Whitney U test was
applied tu scores obceined by sach group on selected
aspects of the LARSP, the BISAP, the BISAP ADDENDUM,
and the DESB. The test statistics and significance
levels are presented in Tables 7, 8, and 9 which
demonstrate that there were no signifcant differences
between a group of RLI (n=5) and a group of NL (n=5)
subjects on selected syntactic, pragmatic and social

skill dimensions at the 0.05 level.

Table 7 : Comparison between NL and RLI Groups on LARSP

] Parameter [Test Statistic] Significance | __Deeision |
[Total No. of Sentences 16.00] 0.44
Mean No. Sentences/Turmn 11.00} 0.47
1% Spontaneity _ _8.00} 0.39{ Not Significant
% Elliptic Responses 11.00] 0.47 at
% Major Responses 4.00] 0.36] p>0.05
| 1% '0' Responses - 12.00{ 0.49]
{%_Siructural Abnormality 10.00] 0.46]
LARSP Nomals versus Rehabilltated Mann-Whltnay i} test nl=n2=n5
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Table 8§ ; Comparisan between NL and RLI Groups on BISAP/BISAP Addencium

{Parameter [Test Statistic] Significance {  Decision |
Request for Object - 11.04] 0.47

Request for Action 7.5 Q.41

Assertion 12.50 054

Denial 18.00 0.46

Statement of Information 12.50 0.50|Not Significant
Regquest for Informaticn 7.50 0.41 at
Cailing/Summrions 10.00 0.45] p>0.05
{Rule Crder 10.00} Q.46}

Responsa to Slarif. Reguest 10.00} 0.43|

Request for Clarification 5.00] 0.37

Abitity to Turn Take. 12.50] 0.50|

Rasponse Contingency 7.50 _0.41

| Topic Maintenance 15.00 0.45

Total Scora BISAP {40) 5.00 0.36

Total Scora [Addendum) 8.50 0.40

QOverall Total 8.60 0.42

BISAP Nermals versus Rehabilitated Mann-Whitnay U test n1=n2=n5

Table 9 ! Comparison betwean NL and Ril Groups on DESB

I Factor iTest Statistic] Significance ]  Dascision |
Class Disturbance 10 N 0,486l

Impatience 18 4 6'3'1'
Disrespact/Deliance 13.00 0.489]|

External Blame 15.00] _ D.48

Achievement Anxisty - Kinder 14.00 0.46| Not Significant
{Achievement Anxiety - Total 15.00 0.46] at
Extarnal Reliance __£.50 0.43] p»0.05
Campreheangion 9.00 0.44
Inattantive/Withdrawn . 13.50 0.48]

Irrelevant Rasponsiveness 18.50 0.43}

Creative Iniijative 18.50 0.40}

Need Closenass 14.50 0.46}

Unable to Changs 19,50 _ 0.32

Quits _12.50 0.50

Slow Work 19.50 0.37]

DESB Normals versus Rehabilitated Mann-Whitnay U test nl=n2=n%
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Findings pertaining to nho significant differences

between a RLI and NL group on certain pragmatic

behaviours are similar to those of Meline (1986) who
found no differences in communicative effectiveness
between linguistically-normal and language-impaired
ghildren. Similarly, findinés from the present study

would seem to be in agreement with those ¢of Cromwell,

Prather and Kenne - {1985} who found no differences

between f£ive year 0ld groups of linguistically-normal
and language-impaired children in terms of type of
repair strategies used in response to clarification

requests.

However, lack of significant between-group differences
in the present study could in part be attributable to
the small sample size (comparisons between groups

tomprising small sample sizes require large differences

" in order for them to be significantly different

statistically). In addition it 1s possible that each
group was very different within itself. Kent (1985)
refers to the possibility of large individual
differences among the members of a disordered group,
witile McReynolds and Thompson (1986, p.196) suggest
that variability in a disordered group may exist with
regard to responsiveness to a particular treatment
variable. Within~group differences will be explored and

presented descriptively following further investigation

of between group differences.
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 §1thoth there were no significant between-group
differences inascbres on selected aspects of the LARSP,
the BISAP, the BISAP ADDENDUM and the DESB, it was of
interest to focus on the directions of the means in
order to attempt'to ektract trends regarding the mﬁnner'
in which one group performed in contrast to the other
on the varibus measures. Tables 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and
15 present statistical properties for each group on all

the meaeBures.

The direction of the meéns for each paxaméter on the
LARSP will be described first. While the direction of
means are'df_interest; no statistical diffe:ences ﬁerg
apparent,bétween the_RLIfand the NL group on any of the
selected LARSP parameters, From Tables 10 and 11, it
~may be seen that the mean on ‘total number of
sentences’ and ‘percentage structural abnormality was
h;gher in the RLI group than in the NL group. _
COnversely the RLI group obtained a lower mean than the
- NL group on each of thke following categor*es;_‘maan
nﬁmber'of sentences per turn’, percentages in
‘spontaneity’, ‘elliptic responses’, ’‘major respoﬁses'

and ‘zero responses’.
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Table 10 : Statistical Properties for NL. Group (n=5) on LARSP

Mean . | Standard Qaviation]

| Parameter . | Minimum | Maximum | Median |

Tatal No. of Saniances 123,00} 174.00] 149.00 144.80) 20.85
Maan No. Sentences/Tum 1.10] 2.80) 2200  1.96] 0.70,
% Spontansily 3t1.60] - 74.10| 85.40 56.26 17.53
% Elliptic Rasponses 25.00]  44.40 37.00 34.62] 9.17
% Major Responsaes 48.30 82.4C 63.90] . 62.54 13.05
% ‘0" Responses _ 5.00| 22,20 11.70 - 14.26 7.87]
% Structural Abnarmalily 0.00[ 13.00 10.00 B.48 5.03

Table 11 : Sialistical Properties for BLI Group (n=5) on LARSP

f Parameter | Minlmum | Maximum | Median { Mean | Standard Daviation |
Total No, of Sentences 121.000 226,00  159.00f  167.00 42.39
Maan No, Sentences/Turn 1.20 2.70f 1.40| 1.78 0.68
%_Spontanaily 29.00f 65.00 38.00 45.24 16.25
% Elfiptic Responses 24.80] 46.20, 31.30] 32.40 B.64
% Malor Responses 41,70]  58.80] 50,50 49.24 7.31
% ‘0" Hesponsas 5,00 . 29.00 11.70 13.62 9.07

7.80l 18.80] - 10.08 11.55 4.45

% _Structural Abnormality

A A"
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Crystal (1979, p.104) states that a thirty-minute
sample may yield 100 to 200 sentences in NL children.
In the present study which involved a fifteen minute
sample, it would thus be reascnable to expect that
subjects would produce fifty to a hundred sentences.
1:The number of sentences produced by both g:oups were in
the region of 150; with RLI subjects producing |
seventeen more and NI subjects_producing'six less than
150. Crys£a1 suggests that numbers in excess of the
expeeted figure may be indicative of linguistic
hyperactiv;ty - Whereas both groups evidenced a Small
percentage of structurally abnormal responses (Crystal
interprets these as possibly indicating difficulties in
comprehension or expressive difficulties (p.44)), the
RLi group obtained a higher percentage. RLI subjects
used fewer.eliipﬁid ﬁtterénces (déédribed_by Crystal,
1982,.9.44, as being an important.feature for

convereational style) than rnormal subjects.

While c:ystal (1982)'suggests that the average mean
number of sentences per turn is 3.7, Fletcher and
Garman (1988) caution against misinterpretation in
profiles have n&t been derived in_exactlf'the same
manner. Both groups of children dEmdnstrated ﬁ 1oﬁer
‘figﬁre on this parameter, with the RLI grdup showing a
slightly lower number. The direction for means on
spontaneity showed less spontaneity for the RLI group

and fewer major rasponses.
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:Despite_interESting observations regarding'the
direction'of the means Oﬁ the BISAP and BISAP ADDENDUM,
. no statistical between group differences occﬁrted on |
any paremeters of thESe_measures.'In viewing the
&irectinﬁ_uf the means on means obtained by the NL and
the RLI.groups on parameters of the BIBAP and'EISAP
ADDENDUM in Table 12 and 13, it is apparent that the
- RLI group obtained a lower mean than the NI groua on
:the follaw;ng parameters,— requests for action,
;1nformation,.and clarification, denial.and response
| contingency In additxon, the RLI group obtained a
1owex total score than the NL group on the BISAP and
BISAP ADDENDUM On all other parameters the means were
the same or practiually the same Wlth the. exception of
topic maintepance, where the RLI_g;oup obtgined a
 slightly higher mean than the NL group. _'Generauy' a
_ higher mean on a particular BISEP paxametér is viewéd
.§bsitiveiy in that it indicates tﬁat it-is:ciése to the
maximum score exﬁeétéﬁ_fuf eliﬁited Qarameters; The
observatibn regatdiﬁgﬁtdpic maintéﬁance is interésting |
and wull be further explored when presenting w1thin-.

group differences.



Table 12 : Statistical Properiies for NL Group (n=5) on Bi_S.&P:BlSAP Adderidum.

1 Parameter | Minimum |  Maximum ] Median [ Msan }Standard De\g}ﬂtionl _
| {Request for Object - 300 - s5.000 5 o0l 4.40[ B 0.89]
" | {Request Tor Action_ 1 sopf . 500  so0 500 _o.00]
| |Asseortion | 400t  sBool  sonl  480F 0.45
|Deniat ). s.00 '5.0':;[ __sgof _s000 . 0.00
! 'sm:amant nflnforrnatlon 4,000 5.00] 500 480 . 0,45¢
|Request for Information |~ 5.00f  6.00  _ 5.00| 5.00 0.00! |
| |Calling/Summons .l 4o} . s.00 - - §,00{ 4800 6.450 |
Bule Order = 5000 . 800 @ s00f . 500 ~0.00] |
| |Besponse to Clarit. B gusst- . 4oof - 4oof __ 4cof 400 ____0.00] |
| lRegusst for Clasification | .. 8.00]  _ 4vdl 400l . 3.80f 0.45] |
| 1Abliity 1o Turm Taks T &oof 400 . 4.00] 4,608  0.00]
| [Response Contingency | s00f - 500 500 500 . p.o0l
| {Topic Mainfeniance | . 0.00] - 500l 500 - 3.00 __ 2,74}
} {Total Score BISAP (40) | - 37.000 .- 4000l  sgoof 3880 - 130 |
Total Score {Addendum) | i7.00 _ 23.00f . 2200f - 20.80F . '
‘{Overall Total . | 55.00] . e300 81008 _ 56.40]

LPT



Ta,bla 13 Statlstlcal Propertias fur FlLI Gronp {n=5) en BHL %PIBISAP Addendum

[ Paramater | Minimurs i Maxamum " Median i Mesn IStandard Daviallonl
| |Request for Object 1 2 50 % ooi —Bo0l 4, uns'_ ' T A1
'} |Request for Action | 2.00] sgof  B.00] . 3sof 1,84
fAsserion . 1 400 ___5p0L . 500 480l 0.45f
Donial - Y 300l 500 gsonf 460 . past |
Istatsment of Informatlon 4,00 5000 soof . 480l o045 |
[Request for Information _ =200 soo0f socol 380l _ 1.64} |
CallingBummons I 400 .~ 500l 500l 48 055
lRule Oder . . - 1 4.00f _ 5ol - so00f . aso]  g4s50 )
| {Response to Clarif. naquast_ 400l 400 a.00. 4,00} ___ 0.00}
~ IRequest for Clarification _t00__ - 400l 300l  280] 130
IAblity to Turn Take 1 400l 400 4.00 go0f - 0.00 |
Respongs Contingency . (-~ 4000 500 500 4.60]. . 0.55)
Fopic Maintenance - 1 g.oof 5000  so0o] 380 - 217
Total Scors BISAB (40) 1~ 28.00l  40.00f 37000 8520 4.55]
! [Totaf Score. LAddendum} 1. .14 - 2200 “2t.00] __19.80) _8.27
{Qverall Teta) . o 4_z.ao|-_ 61060  ss00l ssoof 748 |

8¥T
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Turning to investigating the ditection of thé means on
DESB factnrs, it is apparent from Tables 14 and 15 that
on a large number of the fourteen factors the RLT group
revealed hlgher means than the NL group. Thus on
factors of impat:ence, disres~ sct-defiance, external :
blame, inattentive~w;t hdrawn, irrelevant—
responsiveness, uhable to change, quits and slow work,
RLI.éubjeCts'ahuwed higher means than NI subjects.

These factors are negative aspects-and in this instance

'-a lover mean is desirahle On positive factors on the

DESB such as cnmprehens;on the RLI group demonstrated a
lowez'mean than the NI group, although RLI subjects
shdwed_a'higher_mean than NL subjecté on the positive

c:eativeeinitiative factor.

By 1oaking at the minimum and maximum scores obtained

_ for the various parameters (refer to tahles 10, 11, 12,:
.13, 14 and.ls presenting statistical properties for
- gach group individually), it is appareﬁt that both

groups show within-group variability. Thus, for
example, it may be seen that the minimum score obtained
for the factor "classroom disturbance" is 4 while the

maximum score is 21 in the RLI group. Within-group

- variability for the various parameters will be

elaborated on in the following section. Statistical

properties for combined groups on the various measures

are presented in Appendix H.




Table 14 : Statistical Properiies for NL Group {n=5) on DESB

I __Factor | Minimum | Meximum | Median |  Mean | Standard Deviation |
Class Disturbance - 500 - 16.001 11.00] 11.80] 4.84

- {Impatience __5.09] 13.00  B.00] #.40] _8.21}
Distsspect/Defiance 400}  10.00f _8.00] 7.401 2.41)
Extemal Blame _ _ 4o00f 1200 600 7.00] _3.16]

'~ {Achievement Anxiely - Kinder 4.00] 7.00 _4.00] 5.00] _1.41

' .‘Achievsm'snt Anxiety - Total 6.0¢] _12.00 _B.o0| 8.40f 2.30]
External Reliance - 1400 17.00} 14,001 14.00f . 2._55-3'

. |Comprehension _10.00} 14.00] 11.00] _11.80] 1.84
Inattentive/Withdrawn_ 4.00] 1000} _ 8,001 7.204 2.28)

. |irsleyant Responsivaness. 4.00} 10,00l 7.00| 7.00] 2.55

{Creative_initiafive _7.00] ___ 13.00 g.00]  6.80] _2.59
Need Closaness 10.00] _ 16.00} 14.00] . 13.40 2.41
Unable 1o Change 1.00], .00 . 200 200 0.71] |
{Quits 1.00! 5.00} - 2.00] _2.89] 1.52
Slow Work 1.00{ 2.00 2.00} 1.60 0.55

0ST



Table 16 : Statistical Properties for RLI Group (n=5) on DESB

4200

P Factor | Minimum_| Maximum | Medlan |  Mean | Standard Deviation |
Ciags Disturbance 400  21.00] 11.00} 11.00| 8.96]
Impatience 6.00} 17.00 12.00) 11,80 4.82
Disrespect/Defiance 4.00] 18.00} 7.00] 9.0} 6.50}
External Blame _ 4.00 20,00} 7,00} 10.20] 6.98
Achievermnent Anxiety - Kinder 2.60 7.00| 5.00]  5,00] 1,87
Achiavemnent Anxiety - Total 6.00 13.00] 10.00] 8.40} 2.88| |
External Reliance ' 6.00 21,00 11.00] 12.40] 5.81
Comprehension 8,00 13.00] 11.00] - 10.80] 2,28
- {inattentive/Withdrawn 4.00] 15.00] _7.00} _8.40] 4.10|‘
irrelevant Responsivenass 4.00} 17.00] 9.00]  10.80 5,68}
Creative_Inltiative 6.00l 18.00] 1400 _  18.00f 4.47
Neod Closenoss 11.00] 1g.00]  13.00]  14.40! 3,13
Unable to Change 2,00} 5,000 3.00} __3.40} 1.52
Quits ' 1.00j 7.00 2.00] 3,20} 2.88
Slow Work 1.00] 7.00 5.00] 2.59,

TST
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Figures presented in the following section depict the
scores obtained by each subject on the various
parameters. Note that subjects.in the RLI group are
referred to as 81, 52 and so forth throughout, whereas
subjects in the NL group are referred to as N1, N2 and

280 on.
5,1 WITHIN-GROUP COMPARISOMNS

WITHIN-GROUP VARIABILITY ON THE LARSP

Pigure 1 presents the ‘total number of sentences’' used
by each subjec£ on the LARSP. It is interesting to note
that both the highest ‘total number of sentences’ (83)
and the ‘lowest total number of sentences’ (82)
occurred in the RLI group. A ‘total number of
sentences’ in excess of 200 was obtained by one subject
(s3) in the RLI group, which may be indicative of
"linguistic hyperactivity’ (Crystal, 1979).

In terms of ‘mean number of sentences per turn’, more
subjects in the NL group obtained a ‘mean number of
sentehces-per turn’ in excesé of 2 than did subjects in
the RLI group and both the highest (N5) and lowest (N4)
figure on this parameter occurred in the NL group (see
Figure 2}. It is postulated that ‘mean number of
sentences per turn’ may have been influenced by the
gituational context aﬁd by the nature of interlocuter

input.



TOTAL NUMBER OF SENTENCES ON
LARSP FOR ALL SUBJECTS

1N

D 250

o

O 200
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‘N j0044:
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E 4 : ¥ ey 3 i
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SUBJECTS

Figure 1: Total number of sentences on LARSY
' for all subjects.

MEAN NUMBER OF SENTENCES ON
LARSP FOR ALL SUBJECTS

NN N N& N5 T s1 82
SUBJECTS

OMOZM~NZME MO OZ

Figure 2 Mean number ¢f sentences on LARSP
for all subjects.
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Thus, for example, an investigation of transcripts from
ianguage samples suggests that N4's ‘mean number of
sentences per turn’ may be low in that she could have
been negatively influenced by the context, as evidenced
by her reluctance to talk to her mother (deapite her
heing.a familiar interlocutor). N4's communicative
behavioural pattern in turn seemed to affect the nature

of the mother’s stimuli, that is the mother asked more

- guestions and filled many conversational turne in an

attempt to elicit communication from N4, as is evident
from the following extract:

M: "Do you think that’s a mommy? It looks like a child.
She’s a mommy. Ok what are they gonna tell the
mommy when they go?"

"Bye bye."

"And what do you tell mom when you go to school in
the morning?"

"Goodbye."

: "And what else did you do this morning?"

llvoom VI . L]

"G., can you talk to me! What did ‘you do this
morning?"

s an

2axe 2o

From this particular transcript it also appears likely

that the mother’s mode of interaction in itself, may

have been influenced by her own expectations of the

situation,'despite the nature of instructions provided.

A large range of"perceniage zero responses' is
evidenced in both groups as can be seen in Figure 3.
The highest 'pércentage zexo responses’ occurred for 85
in the RLI groﬁp, whereas.there was one occurrence of a

low ’‘percentage zero responses’ in each of the groups.
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% ZERO HRESPONSES ON LARSP
FOR ALL SUBJECTS

mOoOPp-~ETMOIMT

Ne N5 T s1 82
SUBJECTS

Figure 3: Percentage zero responses on LARSP
for all subjects.

mEer-2MaoamT

% SPONTANEITY ON LARSP
FOR ALL SUBJECTS

N2 N3 N4 NS
' SUBJECTS

Figure 4: Percentage spontaneity on LARSP
for all subjects.
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% MAJOR RESPONSES ON LARSP
"FOR ALL SUBJECTS

2
<

NS
SUBJECTS

+

N1 N2 - N4 sz

N3

81

Percentage major responses on LARSP

Figure 5:
' for all subjects.
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% ELLIPTIC RESPONSES ON LARSP
FOR ALL SUBJECTS
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40 1
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&

N5 81 &2 84,

SUBJECTS

Nt N2 N3 N4 s3 85

Figure 6: Percentage elliptic responses on LARSP
for all subjects.
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Withih-group variability is also demonstrated for
‘percentage spontauneity’ as may be seen in Figure 4.
The highest ’‘percentage spontaneity’ occurred for a
subject in the NL group N3, who obtained 73%. Within
the RLI group, ‘percentage Spontaﬁeity’ obtained,_
ranged from 29% for S2 to 65% for S5. There appears to
be a contradiction in the observatlon of a high numbex
f ‘zero reeponses' yet 2 high percentage spontaneity
for S85. A possible interpretation -, be that this
particular subject may have been less responsive as a
respondent than.as an initiator.in en unstructured
situation with a familiar interlocutor. Figures 5 and 6
presentefindings with regard to percentage ‘major
feSponees“ and percentage ‘elliptic reeponses' for

individual subjects within both groups.

ITHIN-GRO VA .LITY N BISAP

In order to gain an indication of within?group
variability on the BISAP the reader is referred to
Table 16, which presents a profile of scores on the
~ BISAP for all subjects. While actual scores are not
specified in this table, it should 5& noted that a
blank block refers to the subparameter being present
thh a cerrespondlng score of 1, whereas a block marked
with an X indicates that the particular parameter that
shouid haVe been present was in fact absenﬁ, which
resulted in a zero score for those particular |

'parametera



Table 16 : Profile of Scares on BISAP for all Subjects

_ I__BISAP Parameters|
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Nnrm&l

Language
Croup

' Flehabilitaled
{.anguage

MREREIRE

- Himpaired Gro
3152333185

" Request For

Object

Body Oriantation

Eye Contact

Linguistic Marker

Specification

‘Loudness

Request For

Action

- Body Orientation

___Eye Confact

Linguistic Marker

Specification

Loudness

b o o
Ead Ead B

Aséerrtion

|_Falling Centour Declarative

- Form of - is x - not imitat__lon

Loudness

Eve Contact

- Body Orientation

Danial

" implication Previous Action

{oudness or Emphatic Stress

Utterance Negatively Marked |

Eve Contact

Body Orientation

S'iatamant of .

Information

{_Falling Contour Deciarafive

Loudness

Content Faciual

Eva Contact

Body Orientation

Request For
information

Rising Contour

Spacific Lexical ltem

Loudness

x [s<f<
¢ <>

Eve Contact

Body Orientation

[ CallinQ!Summons

Spaeified or Sigr}'alled '

Body Oriantation

- Eya Contac!

-~ Speclication

Loudness.

— Rule .Order

'Fa_lling Contour Imperative |-} |

L oudness

Body Orientation

Eye Contact

Specification

X 2 Absant or jnappropriate
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Thus it may be seen that within the NL group.two
subjects, N2 and N3 used all the beh&viours necéssary
‘on the various BISEP'parameters. One subject NI did not
specify when requéSting an ﬁbjeci, while another
subject N4 failed to use eye contact for £he parameters
3assertion’ and ‘statement of information’.
~ Purthermore, one subject in the NL:gtoup N5 revealed
thiee-abéént subparameﬁars, that is, a linguistic |
marker and specification on_‘requést for object’ and
specification on ‘calling’. In the RLI.grbup it is
-eﬁident from Table 16 that more requisite behaviours on
_subpaiameters_were'absent than in the NL group. qu
instance, four out of the five subjects showed evidence
of some absent behaﬁiours.On a number of §arameters, 84
d41d not use eYé'cdntact on three occasions, that is for
’assertion’,"‘cailing‘ and ‘rule order’. S3 on the .
~other hang did not use a specific lexical item, rising |
contour,-or_abp:opriate loudness in ‘requesting '
ihﬁoimation’. 82 showed five absent behaviours, that is
lack of linguistic marker-and_specification.in
‘reguesting object’ and lack of 1inguistic marker,
ppecification and londness'ih ‘féquest for actioﬁ‘, s5
evidenced the largest number of absent behaviduré; On:
~both ‘reéuest for abjadt} and ‘request for action’, ghe
used neither linguistic markers, 5pecific&tion nor
_1oudneés.=0n_‘denia1', éhe failed to use a negatively
marked utterance and failed to use appropriate’

_loudness; On ‘request for information’, she did not use
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a specific lexical item, rising contour, or sufficient
loudness. In addition she used no specification'in5

‘callingf.'

Moving ncw-éo Within-grouﬁ'variability on the Addendum
to the BISAP the following becomes evident fzrom Table
17 It is apparent that whereas subject N1 had only -
' £ailed on one subparameter on the BISAP (that is on
'speciflcation in requesting an abgect}, on the BESAP
ADDENDUM he failed to use sie suhparameters, that is
' revision of 11ngu13tic foxm in ‘response to
clariﬁicat;on request' as well as all subparameters of
‘topic maintenance' One other subject NS also failed
to use all subcomponents on ’topla maintenance‘ For
' _subject N2, while all requi51te behavzours were present_.
on the’ BISAP, there wasla fallure to mse.revislgn of
llihguisfic-fnrm'in ' response to élarification #equest'.
'Né faiied to use a diréctiée'or intérrdgatiVe in
‘request for clarification ; Further it may be seen
that whereas N4 failed to use eye contact on two
 accasions on BISAS parametars, she used all_required
‘behaviour on the BISAP AﬁDENDﬁMQ In the RLI group all
five subjects showed Some absunt behaviours on the
' Addendum to the BISAP. For instance 51, despite using
‘all behaviours on the BIBAP, evidenced a failure to use
_ a_directiva or interrogative and appropriategloudﬁess |

- dn ‘request for élarifiéation‘ on the BISAP-ADDENDUM.
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Table 17 : Profile of Scores on BISAP Addendum for all Subjects
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Converaely'sz failed to use revision of lingujistic form
for the parameter ’‘response to clarifiecation request’

(thus showing . appropriate behaviours on the BISAP

. ADDENDUH than.tﬁe BISAR). 83 did not use revision of

linguistic form for ‘response to clarificstion
request’, nor a directive or interrogative for ‘request

for clarification’. Interestingly, this subject had

' also not used a specific lexical item or xising contour

for ‘request for information’. 54 failed to use

revision of linguistic form for ‘response to

clarification request’ and failed to expand a previous
ﬁtterance on_‘response contingency’. 85 again evidenced

'the"la:gest number of absent behaviours on the BISAP

_ADDENDUM; that is lack of.a.declarative,_directivé or

interrogative in ‘request for clarification’, lack of

expansion of previous utterance for ‘respomnse

' contingency’ =nd an ébsence cf all behaviours necéssary

 for ‘topic maintenance’. .

It is of interest to note that on the subparamefer

revision of linguistic form, half the subjects (that

ig, two in the KL group and three in the RLI group)

failed to evidence this behaviour. This mode of -

response to ‘request fnr_clarificatinn"might be

- regarded as a more gophisticated manner of coping with

_communicative_breakdcwn,_in that it could be argued

that: linguistic revisiaﬁs.develqp_at a latef.age théﬁf
repetitions. It”may:thenfbe qﬁeried why only half the
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subjects in this study used this form if they are at an
age at which it is expected that they should evidence
this use. However it may be seen that on the BISAP
ADDENDUM the pa:amEtér ‘respcnse.to clarification
request’ comprises both repetitions and revisions and
thus the pdssibility_existed that eithef one or both
could bhave been used. In the same manner, ‘request for
clarificationf could have been achievéd either by means
of a declarative statement, a directive or an
iﬁterrogative'ﬁtterance. On the parameter ‘request for
dlarification'; one subject_in_tha’NL group and three
subjects in the RLI group only used a declarative
statement aﬁd'ndt an interrogative. The parameter
"topia.maintenancé? on the BISAP ADDENDUM is
intéresting in that in two subjects in the NL group and
one subject in the RLI group, all subparameters were
absent. While this may suggest that it may not be
"necessary to have topid maintenance to appear:no;mal,
or conversely it c¢ould be interpreted that the RLI
group was as.gcod as, if not better thaﬁ, the ML group
'0n ‘topic maintenance*}:an'alternativa possibility |
exists. This pertains to the issue that ‘topic
maintenance’ was evaluated in this stﬁdy according to
topic initiation preceding ‘topic_mainténancé'-and thus
if ‘topic initiatiéﬁ"did not ocedr by way of an |
'initial‘apontanebus utteraneé, other ralated
subparameters_were affécted.-Had this parameter beeh'

diffarentiatad between ‘topic maintenance’ of a child’s
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‘initiated topic versus ‘topic maintenance’ which oceurs

in rosponse to a topic generated by an adult

interlocutor, alternative findings may have emerged.

Figure 7 presents total scores obtainad.b?'each subject

on the BISAP, BISAP ADDENDUM and combined measures. The

NI group showed less within-group variability on total

'BISAP;Bcores-with:two.subjécts N2 and N3 reaching the

criterion of 40 whereas none of the other three NL

obtained scores below 35. More within-group variability

was evidEnt in terms of total scores gbtained on the

| BISAP by RLI subjects than by NL subjects. One subject

81 achieved the criterion score of 40 while ancther

gubject B85 obtained the (owest score which was 28,

Thexre was aléo some within-greoup variability on total

scores on the BISAP ADDENDUM. This was more apparent in

- the'RLI group where the maximum score was 21 and the

minimum 12, Likewige, the total on'¢ombined,scdres for'

 the BISAP and BISAP ADDENDUM reveals for example that

-the:ﬁaximum grand total score for the RLI'groﬁp'was 61

for §1 while thé minimum score was 41 for S5,
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TOTAL SCORES FOR BISAP, ADDENDUM
& GRAND TOTAL FOR ALL SUBJECTS

B BISAP4C ADDENDUM 3 GRAND TOTAL

N5 81 S2 83 sS4 Ssi
SUBJECTS

Figure 7: Total scores for_BISAP, BISAP ADDENDUM
' and grand total for all subjects.

WITHIN-GROUP VARIABILITY ON THE DESB

Figures 8 to 17 present each subjects’ scores on 14

behavioural factors as they relate to kindergarten

means {(provided in the DESB manual). Within-group
variability is evident for both the RLI and the NL

groups on all the DESB factors. By examining all

- figures depicting individual DESB scores, it may be

seen that on the factor ‘classroom disturbance’ for
instance, one subject in the NL group (Ni) obtained a
score of 5, whereas another subject (N5) within the |
same group obtained a score oflle; Similarly a range of

scores was evidenced in the RLI group in thet the
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minimum score obtained on this factor was 5 (83),

whereas the maximum gcore was 21 (81). A'range of

scores across subjects in both the RLI and the NL

groups for all DESB tactors is evident from Figures 8

to 17. Each DESB factor is explained following the

presentation of the figures.

gmIgOQw

DESB SCORES FOR N1 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS

W MEAN D3 N1

R |

ks
F

1 2z 3

4 D € 7 8 8 10 11 12 13 14

DIST IMP DISR EXBL AANX IRRE COM INWI IRRE CRE! NCLO NOC QUIT SLO

DESB FACTORS

Figure 8: DESB scores for N1 compared to mean

:
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kindergarten scores on 14 factors.

Classroom Disturbance
Impatience
Disrespect - Defiance
External Blame .
Achievement Anxziety
External Reliance
Comprehension

- Inattentive ~ Withdrawn

Irrelevant - Responsiveness

10 - Creative Initiative _
11 - Need Closeness to Teacher

,fgi "~
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DESB SCORES FOR N2 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS

B vean I3 N2

16 — -
S 12
1078 % - -
0 8 /;‘ o . g v E: E
n 5@
6 % g o = i & G
E { 1N e
s ‘1|8
21 : # i g
51

1 2 3 4 s e 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
DIST IMP DISR EXBL AANX IRRE COM INWH IR.E CRE! NCLO NOC QUIT SLO
| DESE FACTQFIS

Figure 9: DESB scores for N2 compared to mean
kindergarten scores on 14 factors.

DESB SCQRES FOR N3 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES OM 14 FACTORS

M MEAN [ NS

T e
[ 3 RN ]

Mmmoaw

(=t o)

1 2 3 4 5 & 7 & 9 10 11 12 13 14
DIST IMP DISR EXBL AANX IRRE COM INWL IRRE CREI NCLO NOG QUIT SLO
DESB FACTORS

Figure 10: DESB scores for N3 compared to mean
kindergarten scores on 14 factors.
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D‘ESB SCORES FOR N4 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS
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Figure 1ll1l: DESB scores for N4 compared to mean
kindergarten scores on 14 factors.
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DESB SCORES FOR N5 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS
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Figure 12: DESB scores for N5 compared to mean
kindergarten stores on 14 factors.
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DESB SCORES FOR 51 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS
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Figure 13, " B scores for 81 compared to mean
- adergarten scores on 14 factors.

DESB SCORES FOR S2 COMPARED TO MEAN.
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS
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Fignse 14+ DESB scores for S2 compared to mean
kindergarten scores on 14 factors.
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DESB SCORES FOR S3 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS
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Figure 15: DESB scores for 83 compared to mean
kindergarten scores on 14 factors.
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. DESB SCORES FOR S4 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS
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Figure 16: DESB scores for S4 compared to mean
kindergarten scores on 14 factors.
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DESB SCORES FOR S5 COMPARED TO MEAN
KINDERGARTEN SCORES ON 14 FACTORS
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Figure 17;: DESE scores for SS compared to mean
kindergarten scores on 14 factors.
In the ensuing section, rather than reiterating on the
variation in scores among individuals, the discussicn
will focus on an interpretation of various scores in
terms of how these scores relate to kindergarten means.
Pertinent findings will be discussed separately for

each DESB factor.

According to the DESB manual {Bpivack and swift, 1967),
the mid range of scores on the First factor, ‘classroom
disturbance’, is between 6 and 14 for kindergarteners.
children who evidence scores in excess of 14 are
described as réquiring more'teacher control to teduce

this behaviour in order'thﬁt it not interfere with

*
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learning. Conversely, children who obtain scores below
the lower limit of the éxpected range are described as
beiﬁg overinhibited or fearful, which is also regarded
negatively in'the learning context. In the present
study, two subjects in the NL groqp (N5 and N3)
obtained higher than average scores on ‘classroom
disturbance'’, that is, scores of 16 and 15 _ .
respéhtively, whereas only one subject in the RLI group
(s1) obtained the high score of 21 on this factor.
Lower thanp avé;age.scorES were obtained by one subject
in the NL group (N1}, wﬁo obtained a score of 5,
whereas two subjects in the RLI group obtained lower
scores, thﬁt iz, S3 received a score of 5 and 85

obtained a score of 4.

For the secdhd_factor, fimpatience','the normal range
of scores is between 5 and 14. Scores higher than 14

implicate impulsivity and lack of reflectiveness in

regard to work assigned in ¢lass, whereas scorés below

. 5 {together with low scores on, for example, ‘classroom

disturkance’) may be indicative of a low drive and poor

achievement._ln the present study two snbjECts in the
RLI group received high scores on this factor, that is,
S1 obtained a score of 17 while sz'obtéined a score ol
_36._No_aubjects in Ehe NL group received scores in.
excess of 14 on this factor..ccnverSEly, neither RLI
subjects nor NL subjects redeived scores lower than 5

“on this factor.
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The third factor on the DESB, that is,"diafespect- _
defiance’ relates to the extent_ﬁo which issﬁes.such as
disrespect or resistance interfere with learning. A
score.of 8 or more suggests there ig a disruption in
':the relationship between the child and the academic
setting. In the RLI group two subjects obtained higher
:scores, that is 81 obtained a score of 15 and 54

~ obtained a score of 18; In the NL group N3 received a2
gcore of 9 While.NS obﬁained-a score of 10 on this’

factor.

On Factor 4, ‘external blame’, a score of 1l or more
suggests that a child is not able to meet the demands,
of'the'iearning gituation in that success or failure
are not selﬁgdete;mined. in thia study two =zubjects in
 the ELI'grbuplréceived high scores on ﬁhis factor, that
is, 81 obtained a score of 15 while S4-obtaiﬁed a score
of -20. Only one subject in the NL gtbup (N4) received a
high score {(12). | ' '

The fifth factor ‘a&hiévement anxiety’, is'desdribed as
pertaining to academic achievement. a score_of 13 or
‘more is suggested to be problematic. There were no
suhjects in either the ﬁLI or Nnigrcups whofbbtained-

high'scores on this factor.
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Factor €, thﬁﬁ is ‘external reliance’ ig séid to access
the degree to which reliance on a teacher affects
independent decision makihg. The normal rangelcf scores
on this factor is betwesn 8 and 19. Children who obtain
scores in excess of 19 are described as being overly
reliant, whereas those who obtain scores of less than 8
might be overinhibited or too reticent to seek help
(snd this is especially the case when coﬁpled with
other low factof scores). In the present study two _
gubjects in the R*I group obtained scores that were out
of the normal range, :dat ‘s $1 received a higher than
normal score (24}, whereas S5 received a lowér than

" normal score (6). None of the subjects in fhe ML group

received scores out of the normal range on this factor.

.Factor 7; Whiéh-is 'comprehension', relates to whether
or not children understand and can apply material
conveyed in class. The hormal range of scores 6n this
fadtor:is said to be between 10.aﬁd 16. children who

- obtain scores of 9 or less are described as having
problems in comprehending classroom dummnﬂs'which'iﬁ
turn wouldzhave a negative effect on achievement. Once
again;there were tﬁo'subjectS'in the RLI group who
obtained scores out.of'the-normal.range:on this factof,
that is, Sl_receiﬁﬂd-a score of 8 and 85 received &
score of 9. All subjects in the NL group.again-obtained

scores within the avérage range.
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' Factor.e, that is ’‘inattentive-withdrawn’ relates to

the child's_ability to be cognizant of events occurring
in class. Scores of 15 or in excess of this.numbef
suggest an 1nability'oh the part of the child to
maintain attention necessaiy for learning. Oh this
_faétor; one subject in.the RLI.group (81) obtained a
score of 15, wheréas none of the scores obtained by

subjects in the NI gkoup reached this gcore.

- The ninth factor ‘irrélevart-respoﬁsiveness', pertainsg

to the degree to which a ciild’s verbal responses in
class are jﬁdged to be irrelevant, exaggerated,
intrusive or untruthfﬁ1 that is, 1nappropriate,

noncontrlhutory behaviours 5corea of 11 or more on

. this factor are suggestive of problems. Two subjects in

the RLI graﬁp-réceivEd scores in excess of 11, that is

81 and sS4 ohtained:saores.bf 17 and 16 respeciively,

 whereas none of the NI subjects received high Scores on

this factor.

The tenth factor, 'creativeﬁinitiative"relates_to

‘whether or not there iz evidence of active personal

involvement and motivation to contribute to the

learning situation. Scores of 7 or lesg on this factbr

suggest that theSe pﬁsitive dimensions are limited,

whereas scores above 15 are related to high achievement

(especlally if there is also n high score on

comprehension.). Two subjects in the RLYI grous
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xeceived pcores of 15 (81) and highexr (83).

Interestingly, none of the Subjects in the NL group

‘obtained high scores on this positi#e.factor. On the

contrary, N5 obtained a low score oﬁ this factor.

‘Factor 11, which is ‘need for closeness to the

-‘teacher”, relates to the child being able to seek help

from the teacher. The average rangé of scores on this

 factor is between 10 and 19 and scores above or below
thig range may indicate too high or too low a need for
- closeness with the teacher. All subjects obtained

' scores in the average range on this factor.

"On the final three dimensions,-high.scores-are
_ uggestlve of an. inability to cope in the school

| situation. Thus un ‘unable to change’ the highest

srores w”tained_werE'fqr two subjects in the RLI group,
that ig, both S1 and 84 cbtained scores of 5. On the
dimension ’‘quits’ the highest score again, was for a

subject in the RLI gtdup, that is, 81 who obtained a

~ score of 7. On ‘slow work’ 53 obtained a score of 7,

;whereas-none-of the NL subjects received a high score

on this factor.

An additional aim of the present study was to determine

the extent of the relationship that might exlst between _

llnguzstic, pragmatlc and 5oc1a1 skill dimensions.
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5.2 INTERCORRELATIONS BETWEEN CROUPS

 _Ih oxrder tb ex=.ine how #aridus featurés'that-were
being_measured-might correlate with each other, 1t was
 decided fo focuz on a combined group (n=10) of RLI and
. HL'subjeCts;.The reason for combining the groups for
the pufpose af.iﬁvéstigating po£entié1'relationships is .
that no statistically szgnlficant alfferences had |
_ emerged hetween theae two groups according to the Mann-—
thtney U Test. Eu:therque, it was believed that the
o i&rget gsample size-woﬁld strengthen'decisions regarding_
potential correlat;ons. The Spearman rank correlation
coefficient. was usad ta ascertain interrelationships.
The results displayed in Tables 18 to 26 indlcate that
a numhar of correlations were found some of which had
'1cW-and;qthers which had high 1¢ve15 of significance,

' Tahles'ﬁﬁat depict'ihtercbrrelatiﬁﬂs af“pérémeters

| ) wzthln measures are presented fzrst follaWad bY tables

- that display intercorralatlons between measurea A few
of these corxelations wzll be hlghlighted for

f: &iscusaion,
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Table 18 : Intercorelat s ¢ LARSP

[ ot Ne.

of

Meén No, -
of

% Spon-
_lanaity

| % Elliptic

% Major

% "O"
Responsss '

% |
" Structural

Abnormality -

i Saniances

Sent./Turn,

_Hesponses

. [Total No. of Sentences 1

1.00

foa7

I

-[Mean No, SentancesTurn |
. |% Spontanelty

0. -3-3.1'3 i

|06

1 lo.14 &
1-0.07 .

- 1-0.13

_{0.¢8

Trae

% Major Responses

1 -0,43

-0.87

Jo.03

0-41 L

11.00

. 1% "0" Responses

1 o082

loea .

0.21

“lo.17

10.18

Ti.o0

-0.32

{0s2

J-0.20

0.19

~Tive

" [54_Structural_Abnormality |

- |-0.35

 *p<0.05.

+*p<0.01

: ff*péﬁ.dns

T p<0.001
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Table 19 : Intercorrelations : BISAP/BISAP Addendum
- Racuest Request Statement | Request Calling
' for for - of |  for or Rule -
Oblact Action | Assertion _Denial __ § Information { information | Summons Order
{Request for Object 1.00
Request for_Action |o.82% 1.00 o
}Assertion : 0.12 0.39 11.00
. |Deniat _ 0.75* p.88**** Jo.58 1.00 _ _
. |Statement of informatlon. 0.42 lo.70* 0.70* . 0,56 1.00
- |Reguest for Information 1052 lo.70* 0.39 g.884** 1039 1.00
1Calling or Summons 0.62 - _10.55 0.55 0.76* 0.25 J10.55 1.00 s
Rule Order___ 0.35 0.56 0.86**** 10.70* _ 0.56 0.56 0.78* 1.00
Responss to Clarif, Request | [0.81 - §0.78* 0.76" 0.BE**** 10.76* 0.78* 0.68* jo.Bg***?
Request for Clarification 1 10.24 0.52 0.12 10.75" 0,12 J0.78* 0.31 _10.35
Ability ta Tum Take 0.61 0.76* 0.78* - lo.86**** Jo.78° _ |0.76* 0.68* 0.86"**"
jRespanse Contingency {0.52 0.70" 0.70* - lo.88**** |0.39 0.70* 0.86"*** 1D.86"*"
Topic Malntanance - lo.74* lo.48 ___ {0.34 0.69* 0.12 0.46 0.81*** _lo0.57
Total Score (40) 0.72 Jo0.76**  10.83  10.78** 0.46 _0.84* 0.65* 10.47
Total Score (Addendum} 0.85* _{0.42_ .05 lo.65° 1-0.11 0.57 _jo.65* 0.40
Overalf Total Score 0.89**** 10.66* 0.14 0.64*  ]0.28 0.53 c.67* 0.37
*p<0.05 *'p«0.01 ***'nec0.005 *ein<0.001
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Table 20 : intercotralations : BISAP and BISAP Addendum cont.
Response Request Ability Response Total Total Overall
to Clarif. | for to Turn Contin- Topic Score Score Total
Bequest _Clarif. Take gency Mairit. 48] . [Addar_l_clum] Score
{Request for Object
Request for Action -
Assertion '
Denal .
}Statement of Information
Request for Information
Calling or Summons
Rule Order
Response to Clartf. Request | {1.00
Request for Clarification 0.81 1.00 -
Abllity 1o Tum Take 1.0%*** 10.81 1.00 .
Response Contingency 0.786* 0.52 0.76* 1.00 _
| Tople Maintenance {o.81 0.18 0.61 0.87" 1.00 .
Total Scors {40) _ 0.52 0.15 0.52 0.84° 0.4 - ]1.00
Total Score (Addendum) 0.51 0.33 0.51 .57 0.85*** l0.45 1,00 _
[Oversll Total Score lo.51 0.11 0.51 10.53 0.79** 0. 82%** 0.80%* 1,00
*p<0.05 - **p<0.01 ***p<0.005 **¥*5<¢0.001

08T



Table 21 : Intercorrelations : DESB

Class _ :
Disturl- impatisnce § Disraspect Externai Achlevament External
- ance /Detiance Blame __Anxiely Reliarice
o _ - - Total (T) Kindear {K)
Class Disturbance 1.00 :
Impatience 0.55 1.00 .
Disrespect/Defiance 0.90**** lo.62 1.00 _
\Extarnal Blame 10.52 0.62 0.65" 1.00
Achievemarit 0.58 0.88**** 10.56 10.52 0.00%***
JAnxiety . 0.32 0.82°** . lo.24 0.44 1.00
External Reliance 0.70* 0.58 0.69" {0.78** 0.46 _.0.58 11.60
Comprehensicn -0.23 -0.28 -0.28 _§-0.44 -0.02 0.03 -D.47
tnattentiva/Withdrawn 0.79** 0.51 0.58 0.368 - 0.35 0.40 0.47
lirrelevant Responsiveness 0.7n* 0.44 0.68° c.78"" 0.20 0.29 0.58
{Creative _Initlative 0.14 0.18 10.13 0.44 0.28 0.22 0.13
Need Closeness j-0.11 -0.14 -0.01 _jo.33 __ J-0.08 __-0.03 -0.02
Linable to Change 0.40 0.52 0.49 0.83*** l0.31 ~__ 0.28 0.47
{Quits ¢.72* 0.75* j0.80%**  10,85***  10.51 _ 0.64* 0.04%**
Slow Werk 0.13 0.56 0.09 0.50 0.54 0.45 0.17
*p<0.05 *1<0.01 520,005 4 pe0.001
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Table 22 ; Intercorrelations : DESE cont.

leralevant

Comprea- tnattentive Respon- Creative Need Unable to Slow
hension _§ Withdrawn | siveness initialive | Closeness Change Quits Work
" {Class Disturbance
{mpatience :
 Disrgspect/Defiance
{External Blams
Achievement
[Anxisty
{External Reliance
Conwprahdnsion 1.00
Inattentive/Withdrawn -0.26 1.00 -
{hrelevant Responsiveness| [-0.39 0.74* 1.00 5
[Creative !nitiative 0.16 0.27 0.60 Y .
Need Closeness’ 0.30 1-0.05 0,34 C.74" 1.00
Unable 10 Change -0.54 0.41 0.83""*" .51 ]o0.18 1.00
Quits -0.53 __  lo.4g 0.62 . Jo.13 |-0.07 0.60 1.00
Slow Work ~0.05 0.51 0.56 0.66* 10.47 I0.55 0.28 1.00
*p<0.35 **0e0.01 ***0<0.005 TEren<0.001

281
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Within the LARSP (Table 18) for instance, it may be
seen that ‘mean number of sentences per turm’
correlated with ‘percentage spontaneity’ at a high
significance level. Within #he BISAP and BISAP Addendum
(Tables 19 and 20), ‘response to clarification regquest’

correlated at a high significance level with ‘ability

to turntake’, while ‘ability to turntake’ correlated at

a lower significance level with ‘response contingency’.
A number of correlations are evident also within the

DESB (Tables 21 and 22). For example, ‘classroon

disturbance’ correlated at a high significance level

with ‘disrespect defiaunce’ and at a lower significance

level with ‘external reliance’.

Turning now to significant correlations that emerged
between LA?SP and BISAP/BISAP Addendum parameters. From
Table 23, it may be seen that both ‘mean number of
sentences per turn’ and ‘percentage spontaneity’ on the
LARSP correlated at the five percent significance level
with ‘statement of information'’ on the BISAP. Further

correlations that emerged at the five pefcent level

between LARSP and BISAP parameters were between

‘percentage zero responses’ and ‘denial’ and between
‘percentage major responses’ and ‘request for

information’ and also ’total score’.




Table 23 : Intarcorrelations betwean BISAP/BISAP Addendum and LARSP

*p<0.05

**'pe0.005

Regquest Request Statement Request Calling
for for of for or Rula
Object Action | Assertion Denial Information ; Information | Summons Qrdar
Total No. of Sentences 0.45 0.52} 0.01} 0.486] 0500  0.07] .0.10] 0.15} |
Mean No. of Sent./Turn -0.25 0.2¢] __0.59 0.15 0.75%] -0.08] _ -0.26| 0.43)
% Spontensity -0.08 0.44| 0.56| 0.27 0.74* 0.13} -0.04 0.46]
% Elliptical Responses 0.15 -0,26 -0,11 0.40} 0.13[ . 0.38 0.11 0.09f
% Maior Responses 0.50 0.56 0,13 0.64* 0,26} 0.74" 0.51 - 0.27
% '0' Responses -0.14 -0.02 .50 0.64* 035 __ 0.23 0.30] 0.52
% Structural Abnormality -0.40 _-0.17 0.01 0.21] -0.23| 0.32] 0.02] 0.33
Responsa { HRequest | - Abliity Response - Total Total Overall
to Clarif. for to Turn Contin- Tople Beorn Score Total
Raguest Clarii. Take gency Maint. _[48] " [Addendum] Score
Total No. of Sentences 0.50} -0.07| 0.50] 0.13] 0,08 -0,08] - .0,14}] o’.ogl
Msan No. of Sent./Turn _0.50} -0.20] 0.50] 0.10f -0.43} -0.22 -0.58 -0.42
% Sponteneity 0.50} - 0,08} 0,50] 0.26{ -0.33 0,17 -0.35 -0.10|
% Elliptical Responses 0.50} 0.40 0.50 0.01 -6.09] -0.12} 0.12 -0.01
% Major Responses 0,50 0.61 0.50] 0,44 0,28} 0.87°} 0.45 0.59]
% '0' Responses 0.51}  -0.30| 0,51 0.14 -u.o_z_* 0.20] -0.15 - 0.02
%_Structural Abnormality | 0.50} 0.30] 0.50 0.07 -0.15{ -0.57]  _ -0,1% -0.54
**p<0.01 *4%ne0.001
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'With regard to the BISAP/BISAP Addendum and the DESB

(Table 24 and 25), various significant correlations

emerged. For instance, ‘request for object* was found

to correlate with a number of factors, that is, with

‘exterpal blame’ at the 0.5 percent significance level

and with ‘external reliance’, ‘irrelevant

responsiveness’ and ‘need for closeness’ at the five

percent significance level. In addition, both ’request

for action’ and ‘request for information’ correlated

significantly witb external reliance, while ‘topic

maintenance’ correlated with ‘slow work’.

Tabhle 26 presents-interéorrelationa batween the LARSP
and the DESB. It may be seen that the DESB factor
‘impatience'-correlated with both ‘mean.nuﬁber of
sentences per tﬁrn' and with.‘percentage spontaneity’
on the LARSP at the five percent and one percent |
significance lévels.respectively‘ Furthe:more, the DESB
factor ‘quits’ was found to correlate with the LARSP
pafameter 'mean pumber of sentences per turn’ at the

five percent significance level.

From these results, it is evident thatla relationship
exlsts between a number of linguistie, pragmétic and

social skill parameters. Following the presentation of

'tables-depicting correlations between parameters for

combined graups,_relationshiPS'are-qﬁalitatively

explored for three individual subjects.




R RIS

X

-

| Table 24 : interconrelations Between BISAP/BISAP Adder "um and DESB | - e

' Raqueét' T Reque'st" — _ | Statement R’équés’i ' Galling S
For |~ For . _ i Of_ For Cr | Aulg . § : e
), Object | Action | Assertion | Denlal | Information | Information | Summons j  Order | T

R {ClassDistubance  { { 0411 057  .6.20 . 0.65% 0.2} __ 0.72'  O.14¢ _ 0.28} 1
L ) Impatience - o029 0.23]  oo01f - -055  -0.i1] os0] 024 0.27
Disrespoct/Defiance P 042 051 ~0.05 . os8 _ o0.28f _ ©.89* -0, 04} __g.08]
[Extornat Blama -t 1 _o0.84*v 082 017 o6l - ozd 047 027 . 009 . L - L S
|Achiavement 1k - 0.3% _'n;é?l_. - 0.0% 0.654  -0.14) 054 - 0.33 0.37| g S
S Anxtety . . ITF 033 . 038 0.17 o8l 0.3 - 0.41) - 0.51 __0.491 S e ' - -. '
© . |External Retiance .} | 9.844 0857  -008 ~ -0.64% 017 - g.75%] ~ 0.30 _ 0.27| ‘
T ' * IConprehensiont -} - -0.42{ 032 - 0.3 ___0.59] o4 - 0.52 _ o027l 040 g
. A.‘ - {lnnattentive/Withdrawn | | ..‘o.aEIf-_ _ 035|047 061 o026  __o5s) o042 043 |
I N Imelevant Responsivenessf |  0.729 0.56] 020l 6.6t} 047 .44 o7l 6.5

i Creative Initlative ] |[_ 061 083 028 o684 o4t o268l 05y og_t_l
Sle NegdCloseness | {. o086 o583 o004 658 0200 020 0.48] _  0.18
{ e ' UnsbletoChange . | | 90.64F o470 - oi1f 040 047 0.24 012 ¢ |

i

o ouits 1 o7 ebll ___-oqdf  osel o4 o070t  oza o1
Stow Work 0586} 927 o2 _gsof 604 _  poof - oes) _ oa3g

Tp<0.05 . "p<b.81  pe0.808  **"p<0.001

981
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Table 25 : Intercorralations Between BISAP/BISAP Addendurn and DESB cont.

[ Hesponse | claquest | Abllity | Fesponss . "~ Total Total | Overal
To Clarif. | For Yo Tumn Contin- |  Topic™ |  Socore Score } Total |
Reqeast | Clarif. § Take § —genoy |- Maint. { {40] _ | [Addendum]} = Score

Clase Disturbance . | | o&1] o189 __os&1]___ oa44 o33 o4y o83 __oaq |
' |impailehce R - 0.50] 0.24] . n.50 0.35t . ©.52 __-0.04 __ 086} _ 0.13]
2|

Disrespect/Defiance ' ___0.5% .25  -9.51] - 0.20 0.2 _o.28l 030  0.39|
External Blame 1L o8] o049l o050 o023  6.59  0.40 _0.50) 0.64*
{Achievement - | K - -c.'snl - 0.83] o.Sur - 0.54 048 . 0.08/ o.ssl ~0.19]
Anxiaty AT 0501 0.25 _..0.50 9062 o571 . o 030 014
External Rellancs - o050 o3 - oso . o044 o082 - 670 055 _0.70%
Comprehension . 1 __os51 . oee] o051  os1f  -0.31) -0.23F - -0.11}  -0.85
innaitentive/Withdrawn _ | o051  ooof - oS51f  ob8 - 0.83 - 045 - 0.49
hrelovant Responsivensss| | 0.6 -0.05] _  0.54] 028 057} - 0.47] 0.38
Creative_Injtiativa __os0] . oo01f 050 0438 - o044 o030 007
[NesdCloseness 1 [ -o.50 000 osof . o023 043 e.20l 032
UngblgteChanae - -~} | ©0.54] - .6.87F 0.54 -0.31]_ o048 o8l 0,14
Quits . - o8  _op28f 051 o020 o500 - 045 0,50
ISlewwore .t | - -o52] o000l o052 o489 0.85*%) = o008 - 052

Up<0.05  vp<0.01 *"p<0.005 Tp<0.001
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Tabla 26 : Intercorrelations between DESB and LARSP

Class :
Disturb- | Impatience | Disraspect { External Achievernent External

ance _|_/Deflance Blams Anxiety Aeliance
_ - . _ Total (T} Kinder (K} - -
Total No. of Sentences _0.30 0.18] 0.40 _0.48] __0.16 0.34] 0.10}
Mean No. Senisnces/Turn -0.13] -0.66* -0.24  -0.54 -0.63 -0.56] -0.60]
% Spontaneity -0.02] . -0.80* -D.18} -0.50] -0.71° -0.60{ -0.38
% Eiliptic Responses -0.28] -0.33} 0.01 -0.06] -0.49{ -0.27 -0.17
% Malor Responses __0.14 -8.21 0.10 0.20] -0.21 «0.19] 0.48}
%.'C" Responses _ 0,25 -0.43] -0.30 -0.43) -0.46]  -0.54{ -0.14|
% _Structural Abnormality _-0.28| __D.24] -0.04l -0.31} 0.12 .28 -0.21

: {rralevant |

§ Compre- [ Inattentive } Hespon- Creative Nesd Unable to Slow
“hension | /Withdrawn | slveness | Initiative | Closeness Change Quits Work
Total No. of Sentences 0.01 _-0.011 0.43 0,40 __0.38 0.50] 0.186} 0.17]
‘Mean No. Sentences/Turn 0.18 -0.18} -0.18 -0.25 -8.17 -o.z_gl -0.654 -0.50}
% Sportaneity ' _0.32 -0.121 0,14 -pi20] - 0.01 -0,38 _-0.56 -D.58
% Eliptic Responses _ 0.39] _-0.43 -0.20] - - 0.08] _0.58 -0.34} -6.15 -0.21
% Major Responses _ 9.11 0.09] . 0.14 0.11 0.24 -0.09 0.27 -0.11f
%'C'Responges - f -0.386} -0.08} -0.26 -0.21] -0.186] _-0.87, -0.21 -0.34
% _Structural Abrormality | 0.2 «0.38} -0.59" -0.85 -0.20] -0.48} -0.05 -0.20]
*p<0.0§ **p<0.01 **0<0.008 e 0.001

BST
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5.3 DESCRIPTION OF INDIVIDUAL PROFILES

The first subject extracted for qualitative analysis is
BZ, a child who had received intervention for 1angﬁage~
impairment at the Language Unit and had then been
declared ‘remediated’. This subject evidenced a pattern
of behaviour, that in a number of instances.mirrored
interrelationships that occurred for the group as a
whole. For example, shé obtained a high ‘percentage
Zero responses’ on the LARSP together with absent and
insufficient subcomponent behaviours for the parameter
‘denial’ on the BISAP. These findings suggest that
within an unstﬁuctured context with a familiar
'intericcutor, §5, on numerous occasions, did not
respond to ‘question’ or ‘other’ stimunli when.provided
with the opportunity to do so. Correspondingly, in a
structured context with an unfamiliar interlocutor, 85
did not produce a negatively marked utterance within a
"sabotage" situation, hence not using ‘denial’ in order
to affect the hearer. Another combination of factors
that was evidenced in the profiles of 55, that is, that
of 'percentage major responses’ on the LARSP and ‘total
score’ on the BISAP, was also similar to the
correlation found betweeﬁ these factors for the group
as a whole. S35 obtained a low 'percentage major
responses’ on the LARSP, which according to Crystal
'(1982),'may be puggestive of a dependence on the

interlocutor’s guestion structure. She alsgo received a
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low ‘total score’ on the BISAP, which generally is

indicative of difficulty in the use of language for

communication {(Liucas, 1980).

85's LARSP profile (Appendix E) reveals equivalent use
of three and four element utterances. There is evidence
of coordination and subordination witn a high tally of
the ‘and’ conjunction} For example:

B5: T painted gnd I drawed and I cut out and we

did stickers.

There was evidence of other conjunctions albeit
limited. Por example:

§5: Does it work when you bash it down?

That sheep is nmaughty ‘cause he’s going out.

Related factors that occurred on the BISAP and DESB for
S5 were also similar to grdup correlation trends on
these measures. Thus on the BISAP, S5 used no
linguistic markers, no specification and insufficient
loudness for the parameters ‘request for object’ and
‘raquest for action’ as well as no lexical item on
‘request for information’. The following extracts
highlight her behaviour for these parameters.

_Interlocutor(I) I want you to do me a drawing.

(Context -~ Art materials not readily available)

85: No verbal response. Eye gaze.

I; Could you do me a drawing?

55: Head nod. _ :

I: Mum has the things for drawing.

85: No verbal response. Gazes at Mother.

I: Get Mum to do you a drawing.
85: Fye gaze. N¢ verbal response or lnltiation
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On the DESB, in turn, she received a low score on the

factor ‘external reliance’, which according to Spivack
and swift {1967}, could be indicative of a child being
overinhibited. This subject also received a lower than
average score on the factor ’‘classroom disturbance’. It

might be recalled that for the group, this factor was

found to correlate with the factor ‘exterpal reliance’

within the DESB. Furthermore, a low score on ‘classroom
disturbance’ is also interpreted according to the DESB
manual as reflecting overinhibition on the part of the
child. There were other absent or inappropriate
behaviours that S5 evidenced which were not a feature

of the group as a whole. For example, she used neither

 declarative, directive nor interrogative utterances in

order to request clarification, which suggests that she

- was not ahle to deal effectively with communicative

breakdown. For example,

Interlocutor(I): I want you to draw me some

‘gkrite’ .,

S55: Eye gaze.

I: ggu know the stuff you eat when the weather is
t‘

55: Head shake. -

I: Have you heard of ’‘skrits’?

§5: Head nod.
Other problems noted were related to ‘response
contingency’, that is, no expansion of the previous
utterance was evidenced. In addition, no behaviours
necessary for topic initiation and maintenance were
observed. Her pragmatic profile gemerally indicates

that she did not use various speech acts effectively in
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order to satisfy her communicative needs, or to affect
the hearer. In that she did not demonstrate effective
use of requesting behaviocur and also evidenced
difficulty in responsive behaviour, S5 might be
classified according to Fey (1986), as an ‘inactive
conversationalist’. 85 also appears to f£it the
description of the 'reticent‘chiLﬁ’ put forward by Van
Kleeck and sStreet (1982, p.623) who suggested that

" ..reticent children were less inclined than their
more talkative peers to use language to manipulate

others".

The sécond subject highlighted for discussion is 81, a
language~impaired child who had received therapy at the
Orange Grove Nursery School and who subsequently had
been declared rémediated. A number of correlations that
emerged for the group as a whole were also mirrored in
this subject’s profiles. Relationships that manifested
particularly for Sl were among factors on the DEBB,. For
example, he received high scores on ‘classroom
disturbance’, ‘*external reliance’, ‘external blame’,
*irrelevant responsiveness’ and ‘unable to change’. It
is of interest to note that, while bothh 81 and S5

obtained scores that were interpreted as problematic on

the factor ‘classroom disturbance’, their scores were

on either end of the continuum., In other words, S5
obtained a score that was below the lower limit

{interpreted as overinhibition), whereas S1 obtained a
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score that was above the upper extremity (suggestive of
teacher control necessary to reduce this behaviour).
The same pattern related to problematic scores is
apparent for the factor ‘external reliance’, that is,
scores are problematic for S5 in that they are deviant
or lacking, wherear -ose for S1 are deviant by wiy of
being excessive. Generally more problems were
identified for 51 by means of the DESB than acecording
to the LARSP or BIBAP. From S1’s LARSP profile
{Appendix E), it can be seen that while a high tally
wag obtained for three element clauses, syntactic
aspects occurring between stages IV to VII were also
evidenced. This finding supports observations by Frenph
{1988) for five year 0ld children. She suggests that
the "pattern of predominantly three element clauses
might be due to each stage V structure entailing at
leas® two at earlier stages”. ' e following extracts
from S1's langvage sample highlights examples of his
use of varied coordinating anéd subordinating devices.
Bl: Ma, lets see if he walks in hefe.

Let’s find a place where we can put this or

should this go in the kid’s room?
He also evidenced more complex utterances such as:

S1: Ma, he prefers to park on the outside ’cause

he’s also the father.

With regard to the BISAP, other_than_not evidencing

subéomponents on the parameter ‘request for
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clarification’ on the BISAFP Addendum, 81 exhibited all

requisite behaviours.

The following example illustrates the manner in which
the bebaviour of 51 contrasted with that of 85 for the
parameter ‘denial’ on the BISAP.

Interlocutor(l): Draw me a stegosaurus.

$1: I dunno how that goes. I don’t even know how

that goes, :

85: No verbal response. Only eye contact.
Likewise, whereas 85 had provided no vezbal initiation
and only eye gaze for parameter ‘reguest for action’,
81 4id use his language. For example,

I: I want you to do me a drawing.

{Context ~ Art material not provided)

8l: I want a piece of paper.

Thus, unlike 85 who failed to use a large number of
behaviours on the BISAP, 51 actually reached the
criterion score on this measure. These results suggest
that in a structured one-to-one context, where an
unfamiliar interlocutor attempted to elicit various
communicative behaviours, S1 was mostly successful. In
contrast, according to a social validation measure
which entailed this subject's teacher rating his
behaviour within the preschool classroom context, this
subject did not fare as well. This finding suﬁports_the
proposal put forward by Prizant et al. (1890, p.190},
that is, that problems may not manifest iﬁ one-téwone

interactions but "...in énvironments'making great
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demahd on attention and self—control"._A consideration

" of the items on which 81 was rated for the factor

‘irrelevant résponsiveness', brings to the fore the |

nature of some of his problem areas in the classroom

 gituationm. These'include the following:

"Tells stories which are exaggerated and
untruthful. Gives an answer that has nothing
to do with the question being asked.
Interrupts when the teacher is talking. Makes
irrelevant remarks during classroom
discussion". (Spivack and swift, 1967, p.18)

Additional factors which allow for the identificatjon
of difficulties for 51 in terms of the classroom
situation, were those of ‘comprehension’ and

‘inattentive withdrawnf. Low scores on the former

suggest that, according to the teacher, S1 is unable to

comprebend what is taught in class, while high scores
on the latter suggést that 51 does not attend to the
teacher or to the material taught in class. This
subject also receivéd a high score on ‘impatierce’
ﬁhich suggeste an impulsivity and lack of reflection.

It seems likely that a combination of lack of

‘attentdion, poor comprehension and impatience (according

to the DESB}, together with an absence of ‘request for

elarification’ (on the BISAP) could contribute to

‘irrelevant responsiveness’. Based particularly on
findings from the DESEB , 81 appears to fit into FeY's

(1986) clagsification of a ‘verbal noncommunicator’,

~that is, verbally active but unrespeonsive to the

conversational needs of a partner. In addition, aspects

IS ﬁ-_
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demand on attention and self~control". A consideration
of the items on which S1 was rated for the factor

'irrelevant respoﬁsiveness', brings to the fore the

| nature of some of his problem areas in the classroom

situation. These include the following:

“pells stories which are exaggerated and

untruthful. Gives an answer that has nothing

to do with the question being asked.

Interrupts when the teacher is talking. Makes

dirrelevant remarks during classroom

discussion®. (Sp;vack and Bwift, 1967, p. 16)
Additional factors which allow for the identification
of difficultias for si ih terms of the clasarbam |
situation, were those of comprehen sion’ and
‘inattentive withdrawn . Low scores on the former
suggest that, according to the teacher, S1 is unable to
comprehend what is taught in class, while high scores
on the latter suggest that 81 does not attend te the
teacher or to the material taught in class. This
subject also received a high score on ‘impatience’
which suggests an impulsivity and lack of reflection.
It seems likely that a combination of lack of
attention, poor cdmprehension and impatience (according
to the DESB), together with an absence of ‘request for
clarification’ {on the BISAP) could contribute to
'irrelevant responsiveness’, Based particularly on
fipdings from the DESE ,.Sl.appears to fit into Fey's
(1986) classification of a ‘verbal noncommunicatox’,

that is, verbally active but unresponsive to the

conversational needs of.a'partner. In addition, aspects
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of this subject’s communicative behaviour match
characteristics described by Rapin and Allen'(léaa) for
the semantic-pragmatic disordered child. Even though 81
evidenced topic maintenance within a one~£o-one'
'-_situaticn; the possibility exists {givén the:
aforementibned'problems) that he might be less

" successful on this parameter within the classroom
sitﬁationi A perplexing finding that emerged for 81,

_ (also_evident for the group as a whole), was the
inverse correlation between high “impatience’ and low
‘mean'numher of sentences per turn’ and between high
‘impatience’ and low 'épontaﬂeity'. It is possible,
however, that there may have been snme:other.ﬁndetlying
factor caﬁsihg theSe.aésociations,'sUch aS'spurious_

correlationsf

One chér'subject who will receive an individual focus
is N5, a child in_the.KL group, who was reported to

~ have no language problems by both her parents and her
teacher. Herxr LARSP'profile revealed a low ’‘percentage
zZero résponses' and a fairly high ‘percentage '
- spontaneity’. Appendix E shows evidence of
complementation, for example: |

N5: This thing is supposed to be outside.

‘She also used varied coordinating devices, for example:

N5: I mugt bring them in the little car ’‘cause
the’re too many children.
This is what I needed.

_Eg_g they go outszda, they go outside from
ere
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ICause it's alright if they a bit near the
house. : - -
She couldn’t see, go she came out there.
On the BISAP there was an absehcé of a few requisite
subpafameters.-For-instance, she did not use a

lingﬁistic marker oi_apecification for the parameter

” ‘reqnest for object’. Besides this single instance, no
! pfnbléﬁa'ﬁere evidenced 6h any of thé'other_‘zéquest*
:é - pﬁrémetera, Another absent. subparameter noted, was
. | ' sﬁecificatian for the paramete;.‘éallinglsﬁmmans’.-Of
interest was thé fact that she did not use any of the
sﬁbcomponént behaviours for the parameter ‘topic

‘maintenance’. With regard to the DESB, she evidenced

;
.E o ﬂ: ~ high scores for both ‘classroom disturbance’ and

_E | | | ‘tdisrespect defiance’ and.a low'scdre on 'creétive
. - o _ iﬁitiative'. items on the ?creativé initiative’ factor
g iﬁclude.the following:

- "Pells stories or describes things in an _
interesting and colourful fashion (e.g. has an
active imagination). Initiates classroom =
discussion. Introduces into class discussion,
personal experiences or things he/she has -
heard which relate to what is going on in
class" (Spivack and Swift, 1967, p.17)

SRR E

Although this child was deecribed as impatient,
disruptivé.and lacking'in'initiative, shé generally
y ' ' evidenced fewer and more minor problems than those

 presented by the RLI subject.
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6.1

- The impetﬁs.for the present study was provided by a
- primary motive to attempt to verify whether previously

language-impaired children, who were declared

‘remediated’, did in fact evidence the type of
communicative behaviour that might warrant dismissal
from a therapy programme. Towards an encompassing

appraisal, there was also an interest in investigating

aspects of social skills in these children. The.

additiqnal'aiﬁ-of{this study was to investigate #he
nature of the relationship that might exist among
sjntéctic, pragmatic and social skill dimensions.

Findinas and the related_implications'pertaining to

'each of these aims are discusséd in tﬁrn.

In an endeavour to access dimensio#s of communicative
abilities_and_gocial skills, profiles of both syntactic
and pragmatic sbilities as well as social skills were

obtained for five ’‘remediated’ language-impaired (RLI)

"éubjects. In order to view communicative abilities of -
- RLI subjects in relation to communicative abilities of

‘children who had ho history of language impairment,
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five additiohal game age chlidren“who weregdeScribed as
‘lihgnistically normai"(ﬂn); were.included'aa'aubjects
- in this study. Accbxding to the results, there were no

atatiétically aignifidant differences between a groﬁp"

- of RLI aubjects and a group of NL subjects with regard

to selected aspects of syntactic and pragmatic
abilities and social skills. These flndlugs could be

. interpreted in a number of alternative ways.

Tt 'is-pbss'ible' to ‘argue that the lack of statistical

_ betWEen—group diffarences mlght reflect that syntactic
and pragmat;c abzlltzea and social Bkills of RLI |
_-subjEcts are as good as those of NL.sub;ects. Based on
'_.this line bf;féanning,'tﬁese fiﬁdings:coulﬁ ﬁe_
interpreted as being confirmation of the fact that
intervention appears'to.have béen sﬁccebéfﬁl for the

| group.6£ RLI subiects 1nvoive&_in this study. This
:'in£3rpr2tatian is feasible-in_light.of the nature of
the intervéntibn_p#ogramme in which these particular
_RLI sub39cts:had'been involvédl From the description of
the théfaéy.conteit-in Chapter 4, it is apparent that
the Language Unit seemingly ﬁrovided optimal
opportunity for a positive treatment outcome. It might
even be feaéibié.to extend the argument fufther to. |
-suggestfthat therapists seemed to have been astute in
their perception of remediation. The interpretation
which sugggsts that communicative abilities of the RLI

subjects are adequéte by virtue of not diffefing
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significantly from those of NL subjects ghonld be

viewed prudently however, for a nunber of reasans

:Firstly, as indzcated in chapter 5, lack of statlstlcal

bstweenrgroup differences could be attributed to the

-fact that each group camprised only a small number of

subjects -and to the phenamenon of within—group

'variabii-ty.‘Within-group variability evidenced in both

the RLI and NL groups suggests that individual

'rvaristinn w;thrn.thess populations is not dissimilar to
~ the heterogeneity described by vyarious authorities for

- the langusge—impaired population (Bashir et al., 1983;

Kirchner and Skarakis~noyle, 1983; Leonard 1983 Muma,
1983).. Alsa, sspecially'in preschool children,

heterogeneity 15 expected because of dlfferent

_developmsntal rates Considering the sxtent cf -

intersubject #ariation, it might be_questionable to

evern expect'thst-any distinguiShing-feature would

emerge from hetween—group comparisons There is even &

. possibility that *linguistically normal' subjscts were

not uniformly campetsnt communicators. It would Beem
ﬁhat a much iarger samﬁle size is needed in order to
make firm 1nterpretat1ans regardlng diffarences betWEen '
RLI and NL subjectﬂ From thms psint of v;ew, the
pnesent study can thus merely yisld a starting point in
the 1nvastigation mf communicative abilitiss in RLI
children.
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it 1: &150 possible that the measures and aﬁalyaES_
used..despite béing'sensitive-and detailed might mot
have picked up the essential features of particular
deficits that may have remalned in the RLI group It iz
90351b1e that even thaugh three contexts were drawn

upon 1n the present study, these may not have been

-sufflclent for purposes of providing opportunity for

all communicative-behaviours to occur. The concept of

,..variab;l;ty withip the same child.in different

‘contexts..." bas been zaised by Fey (1986, p.40).
- has also bgen stated that "...the more contexts

_ sampled,.the-g;eater the likelihood of representing the

individual's rEpertoiré“ {Muma, 1983, p.lQBj.-chtexts

 may have restricted syntactic structures as well as

'fpragmatic_parameters evidehced. Lack of

comprehensiveness measured in these terms could
possibly have influenced theafindings,-that'is, Yroups

may_haVe been differentiated more easily given sampling

in additional contexts over an extended period of time.

The poasibility_also_exiSts_that the particular

contexts utilized may not have picked up the essential

- features of a potential deficit that may have remained

in the RLI group. It is nct unlikely for instance that
'éven-thcﬁgh subjects were ablé to communicate

adequately with a familiar interlocutor, or within a

'_'dyadic gituation, they might have performed less

optimaliy in otber situations, such as for example,
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within.the classroom context in a group situation. In
fact, this was highlighted in presenting individual
'prbfiles which are discussed later in this section.

Also, the condition which allowed for only single

instances of occurrence for particular speech acts in

ordexr to decide whether or not they were present nay

- have been too stringent. If the criterion had been set

for minimally three occurrences, more representative

dgta for both groups may have emerged.

Given_the3e considerations, it is probably best to
exercise caution regarding ‘once-off’ judgements on
observations of communicative behaviour of subjects in

limited contexts.

Besides taking the number of contexﬁs-into account, it
is pertinent also to evaluate.the number and type of
_parameters examined'in the present study in relation to
the inte:ﬁretation of lack of betwéen-group_
differences. It is possible for instance that
pa:ameteré other than the ones utilized in this study,

might have been the ones that jllustrated subjects’

communicative abilities more representatively. This in

turn may have yieided_larger between-group differences.
As indicated in Chapter 3, the literature reveals that

up to the present time, studies have focussed on 2

‘limited number of parameters and often superficially.

ﬂhil@ *he present study does not presume to be
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comprehens:ve in terms of all dimensions of

communicative ahilities, it nevertheless does deal with

a2 larger number of parameters than have other studies.
However, in order.to glean ektended descriptive data,
it.was necessary £o confine to an extent thé amoui of
features investigated. This restriction might have
influenced findings, deépite the attempt to retain.what_

was believed to be the most salient parameters for

' characterizing communicative abilities. Duchan (1984,

p.174) cautions against "...the perceptual distortion

of a priori categories...™.

With regard to syntactic dimensions, it is possible
‘that parameters chosen for statistical énalysis_might

- not bave been the quintessential ones to differentiate

between the groups.

Thus, notwithstanding the large number of parameters

investigated, the present study can once again only

~ extract trends régarding communicative abilities in RLI

and LI groups.

An additional factor that may have influenced findings
relates to apnalyses of data. That is, even though
parametérs selected ﬁay havé been the salient ones for
differentiation, actual analyses of these parameters
may not have been sufficiently molecular so as to be

Bensitive to fine grained differences between groups.
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This issue may be explained by way of the examplé of |
the manner in which the parameter of topic maintenance
could be analysed. In the present study topic
injitiation and topic maintenance were investigated in a
genekal saﬁse. More differences may have emerged if
abilities in topic maintenance in relation to self
initiated utterances had been distinguished from topic
maintenance abilities related to utterances geunerated

by the interlocutor.

Reservations ﬁhat relate to findings regarding
pragmatic and syntactic abilities from comparisons

between the RLI and NL groups may also apply to

findings pertaining to social skills.

Lack of statistical diffefences between the RLI and NL
groups on social skill factors were also probably
influenced by sample size, within-group variability and
sensitivity and inclusiveness of the measures utilized.

Despite fourteen factors being tapped by the DESB, it

is possible that other social skill factors might exist

that could yield statistical differences. Social skills
on the DESB were only measured in terms of classroom
behaviours and it is possible that subjects may have

evidenced different soccial skills not measurel by the

DESB. Furthermore had parental reports been included,

further differences might have emerged.
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In =so much as the aforementioned variables preclude
categorical interpretations regarding status of
remediation for the group of RLI subjects, it is
pertinent to look into what might be-déduced from the

gqualitative apnalyses of indiviGual subjects’ resul:s.

Certainly some individual profiles within the RLI group
lead one to believe that communicative problems could
ke er-ident following dismissal frcm a therapy
programme. What is more, it appears that the patterns
of the deficit may be discrete., It is not unexpected
that probiems indicated on individual profiles were not
readily apparent from group data, if one considers
suggestions that group means conceal individual
differences (Bloom and Fischer, 1982; Hegde, 1987).
Also, given that heterogeneity is an anticipated
phenomenoﬁ in the clinical population {Muma, 1883), it
iz n%t surprising that patterns of deficit were not

uniiorm across subjects.

The nature of the problems evidenced in individual
profiles appear to be related to ineffective use of
language in different contexts. 0% the two RLT
subjects focﬁssed on in the previous chapter, one
subject clearly evidenced an inability to use language
in a flexible manner and a lack of strategies within a
communnicatively demanding situation. The other subject,

although seemingly an adequate communicator within a
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structured dyadic situation, was identified by means of
a teacher rating scale as exhibiting communicative

problems within the classroom context.

Based on these observations, it might be suggested that
clinicians who had declared these children remediated,
had not taken account of potential difficulties
relative to the context of their occcourrence,
Implicaﬁions attached to the fact that defiwits were
identified in some contexts and not others, according
to measures utilized, ratify buchan’s (1884) proposal
for how language disorders ought to be conceptualized.
She valls for "...a much more countext bound.;.
conceptualization...which allows for thinking that a
childlmay have a disorder under some conditions and not

under others..." (Duchan, 1984, p.177). Implications

are evident fnr a move from evaluations that are bound

to the clinical context to incorporate appraisals of

communicative functioning in real life situations.

Further inferences might be that the measure according
to which these children had been declared remediated,
had not allcwed for the identification of subtle
aspects of persisting communicative problems. It
appears that the standardized linguistic test utilized
by these clinicians had not provided a dynamic measure
of communication. Therefore, beacause the measureé

utilized in tue present study did allow for the

S
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identification of deficits, consideration of measures
such as these geem justified for decisions regarding
remediation. Especially noteworthy is that, even though
measures incorporated in the present investigation Weré
comprehensive, each measure in itself did not provide
an all inclusive description of communicative
abilities. This is exemplified particularly by results
for the subject whose DESB profile highlighted deficits
that were not readily apparent according to other
measures utilized. This supports Prutting and
Kirchner’s (1983, p.5%) suggestion that " a linguistic
profile alone does not necéssarily.predict the child’s
effect:veness as a social interactant". It is then
clear why measurement batteries and multi-dimensional

evaluationg are indicated.

An additional inferencé that might be made with respect
to problems evidenced in individual subjects’ profiles
is one that has bearing on the nature of the
intervention programme that RLI subjects had undergone.
It might be suggested that the programme which
essentially focussed on training syntactic structures
had been insufficient by way of overlooking
communicative strategies ﬁhat could have been imparted.
Instances where subjects were found lacking in
strategies for dealing with a communicatively demanding
situation confirm suggestions that training linguistic

forms only is insufficient {(Leonard, 1981). This
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.finding iz also in agfeement with that of Nye, Foster
and Seaman {(1987), who concluded fraﬁ & quantitative

apalysig of treatment outcoﬁes_from three studies in

the literature, that pragmatic functioning did not

improve ag a result of language intervention.

Issues raised lend weight_to the cautionary ﬁote
sbunded by Kemp (1983), cited in Chapter 1 which
pertaiﬁs to premature dismissal on the basis of.
linguistic uompeténce alone. This concern is elaborated
in the following quotation: "Basic linguistic
competence is only one component of the knowledge that
speaker-hearers must have in order to participate in a
meaningful way in those settings in which speaking
occurs” (Ervin-Tripp and Mitchell-Kernan, 19?7} p.6}
Implications are evident for specific coaching of
discourae skills and for providing opportunities for.
the c¢hild, for instance, to use language to regulate
_behaviours-of interlocutors (Bedrosian and Willis,
1987; Mann-Mandelbaum; 1990; Norris and Hoffman, 1990;
Olswang, Kriegsman and Mastergeorge, 1982) The fact
that distinct profiles emerged supports Kazdin's‘(lgaz,
p.14) proposal for "...providing a treatment that is
individualized to meet the patient’s needs in an

optimal fashion.
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The observation that some apparently linguistically
normal subjects also evidenced communicative problems,
albeit to a lesser extent, confirms perceptions that
yet more informstion is needed with regard to what
'démmunicative competence actually encompasses in the

preschool population.

Thus far, the discussion has focussed on the
interpretation of findings related to communicative
abilities of subjects in this study. Generally, while
group findings suggested that diemissal from
intervention may have been warranted, individaal
profiles suggested the converse. At this point the

- discussion turns to findihgs regarding the
investigation into potential interrelationships amoag

syntactic, pragmatic and social skill dimensions.

Probably the most substantial implications that emerged
£rom the present study were thoge that related to the
major finding that significant correlations did indeed
manifest among linguistic, pragmatic and social skill
abilities for a combined group of RLI and NL subjects.
These findings support proposals pertaining to the
expeéted interrelationship among linguistic, pragmatic
and soclal skill dimensions. The finding gives insight
into the nature of pragmatics. The interrelationship
suggests that pragmatics is more than language and more

than a taxonomy of speech acts; that it involves a
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combination of linguistic and social skill factors, It

suggests that'aspects of a pragmatically based deficit,
fd: exémpie linguistic problems, might ﬁot manifest in
certain contexts givén an adeptnéés in social skills,
but eépécially when soclal skills are implicéted,_it is
iikely to manifest'in other contexts. The f£indings also

suggest that an individual?s_performancé:across a range

of measures is likely to be correlated. Clinical

implications for the interrelationships have bearing on

- @iagnostic, therapeutic and remediation issues. It is.

clear that all stages of intervention should be

approached in an integrated manner. The approach to

‘assessment should consider the numerous dimensions'

which make for adequate use of languags in context and

the nature of the relationship that may be involved.

‘Evidence of a deficit seemingly only on a syntactic

1eve1, for instance, should aleft the cliniclan toward
potential manifeatation of related difficulties in use
and social skills. Similarly, rather than a fragmented

unidimensional approach to intervention, therapy goals

ghould incorporate interrelated facets. Furthermore in

‘the formulation of dismissal criteria, cognizance

should be taken of the multidimensional, interrelated,
context-dependant nature of communicative competence
and thus the need for all-inclusive remediation

criteria.



6.2 EVALUATION OF MEASURES USED

Although measures utilized in the present study
encompassed fairly broad parameters, they neVertheless
~allowed for a delineation of specific aspects of
communicative problems that.nécessitated intervéntion.
The potential for extraction of implied therapy goals
seémed'ESpeciaily étraightfdrward with regard to-
subparameters on the BIBAP and the Addendum to the
BISAF. An exceptlon wag for the parameter ‘topic
maintetiznce’, which appeared to_require a molecular
| analysis._ln'additidn items on the DESB seemed to
‘redqulire a more fine-grained'analysis. While this might
be construed as a limitation pertaining to the measures
and analyses ﬁtilizéd, Prutting and Kirchner’s {1983,
p.44) premise hears consideration. They suggested that
..the level of assessment should be no finer than
wbuld be functional in the therapeutic sense".
Distinct clinical application possibilities are evident
for the appraiéal mode emplofed in the present study.
This is because'of the pérceived potential for
extraction of therapy aime, the observed ease,
efficiency and uniformity of administration and rating,
as well as the high interrater reliability that was
evidenced. These measures might, however, best be
utilized as first stége aSSESSment procedures for
reasons that éxplicétion wae indicated with regard to

sone of the identified deficits. Use of measures such
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ag these as scréening'procedures, particular1y the
BISAP/BIEAP Addendum, should promote the identification
of ‘at risk’ factors. This, in turn, would allow for
the institution of preventative neasures prior to
commencement of formal.schocling. As an alternative
form Qf-servi¢e~déliVery, teachers could be trained to
routihely implemeﬁt-these evaluations which should

facilitate timely referrals.
- 6.3 CONCLUSION

. The broad-based perspective from which the present
study waé &pproached,”faéilitated an encémpassing-"'
'appraisal of communicative Ffunectioning. S0 as to
achieve an integrated evaluation, a multidimensional
approach ﬁas adoéted, which drew information from
sources including linguistic, pragmatic and social
skill profiles. By way of a gquantitative and
qualitative appraisal of these profiles, it was
possible to achieve an indiéation of strengths and
weaknesses with respect to communication and social
.skills for wach subject. Qualitative description of
| subcdmponent behaviours contributed to a dynamic
_assesément_of tommunicative abilities. Generally, the
evaluation was more molar than molecular;'The-molecular
element included-dEIineation'of prohlematic
' subcomponent behaviours which allowed for the

extractlon of eclear goals for interventiOn
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Whereas &-group of RLYI subjects were not differentiated

from a group of NL subjects on the basis of comparisons
of selected parameters, individual profiles in this

study provide some support for the suggestion that

prohiems-could persist in-chmldren presumed

_’rémadiate&’. Because certain subjects were found
lacking in communicative strategies, efficacy of

remediation eriteria that had been employed for theae

'subjects are brought into question and *»~ use of more

rigorous criteria proposed. If diémiséal:c:iteria t:uly'
‘had a&dresae& ftnctional use of language, which Warren
andfxaisér (1986b) espouse to be a prerequisite for
'remeaiatiOn, sﬁbjécts-from the present study might have -

béeh regarded mﬁ'being in need of further inte:ventioﬁ.

Tt was Suggeéteﬁ 3n an earlier chapter, that the manner

in which language-impairment is regarded could have an

~ influence on the way in which remediation is viewed.

For subjects in this stﬁdy,_it appears that decisions
regarding aséeésment, iﬁterventionsand pafticﬁlarly
femediation'might.ha&e:been undertaken against_a |
primarily 1inguistic orientation. If an extended view

of language-impaizment had been adopted that is, one

_ that incorporates the notion of cammunlcative breakdown

in various cohuweXts, oversights may'have been

circumvented Broader communicative ptoblems might have

been identified at the outset by means of. measures more

sengitive to aacessing these aspects than wexa




UL Y

3
1

SN EP P L S A VTP VO TR

214

standardized tests of 1ingnistic dimensions.“strategies

fox”daaling with ohstables.iﬁ.cammunicative situatidns

‘would have been imparted and might have superseded
~ singularly formalistic training of syntactic
structures. ?urthatmore,'judgemaﬂts on status of

'remediatiun might have been. more accurate lf'measures

such as those used in the present study had been .
utiliZEd 28 a hasis of evaluatlan. The poteﬁtlal
evidenced in tbe present study, to describe |
qommunicative.prablema more fully by means of maasures,'
other than standafdized tésts of form highlights the
need for what Prutting térmed a ‘societalfclihical'

appraisal (1983, p.251). This study has highiighted

~ also, the value of criterion—referenced‘measures and

_profilas The study reinforcea the need for mealurement

batteries to include measures that allow for extended _
analyses as well as those that accéSB social s#ilis. In
addition, the argument is supported fo# mgaéﬁ:ea_that
éilOW'fpr evaluatioh outside of the clinical context.

It may be seen from the present study that it was

possible to obtain an extended insight into

communicative deficits by means of a type of measure -

- not routinely-used by speech~language pathologists.

This reinforces the need to consider 1nnovative and

diverse measurea in the quest to accurately determlne

.the nature of potentially pe:sistzng communicative

probiems. 2ruttiﬁg-and Kirchner’s (193?} Buggestioﬁ_

that the temm pragmatic deficit cannot bé defined by
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the same set of variables for all subjects, also
réinfordes'the need for varied as well as

individualized measures.

The approach to pragmatics in this study was one
wﬁareby there was an attempt to veconcile complex

theory with viable clinical application. To a large

extent this was effected. Selection qf_parameters and

modes of intervention was undertaken in a systematic

manmer. Rather than & static frequency coﬁht_of limited

. ad hoc parameters, a dynamic form of assessment was

in@lemaﬁtéd which iﬁdorparéted syeech”éct théory, This

facilitated a détailedﬂ&escription affcammuﬁicativa _

 behaviour.

Althpugh.ali ﬁsﬁeets that.could'hé subsuned ﬁnder.
pragmatics were not addressed in this study, a2 more
extensive focus was provided in.te:ms of émount of
pargmeters than have been studied iﬁ_any one study in
this age §roup to date. The ﬁove heyénd the o
investigétion of oné or two speech acts had bearing cn
the likelihood that a more accurate reflection of

cdmmunicative abilities would be obtained.

Parameters investigated in this study included those
related to a ‘functional/utierance’ level of .

communication as well as those related to

‘converéational/dichursé'-1eve1f While there was an
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attempt to delineste parameters'indicative of a more

mﬁtﬁre level of communication, cogniZance was taken of

‘the overlap between levels. In view of this ove:lap, it

would sE&8m that the focus in assessment of

-cqmmunicative cnmpatence should be broader, that is_on

the speaker in hia/her rble-as both speaker and hearer.
That is, his/her abllity to function effectively in all

' speaking and.listening contexts.

A far-reaching finding of the px&qent study was that

linguzstic, pragmatlu and sac1al Eklll dxmensions are

interralated. These sianificant findings glve ctedence

'to the 1nteraction15 viewpo;nt, puchan states that

“...it'is'the iﬁterﬁwining that makes pragmﬁticé

-'diffarent fram cther areas of language...ﬁ. Eey {1986, .

p- 21) suggests that “.;.acceptance of an interactlonlst '

position wzll have a significant influence on how

. clinjcians view their role as interventionists”.

Interrélationships increase thé Likelihood that

- problems will be identified and offei‘ . ternative

avenues for evaluatlng and treafing particular

_problema

Pey (1986, p.28) states "as a prbfession we must begin
to test mare_cﬁrefully and ﬁhbroughly.tha real and
duréble effects'thaﬁniﬁtervenﬁion has on oﬁr ciiénts
abiiitf to:communicatE“' Tha premise emanatinq from the

present study is that decib;uhs regarding remediatlon
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might be made with more confidence if communicdtlve
function is evaluated along nUMerous . dimens;ons in
various contexts and bearing in mind the

interrelationship among dimensions.

It isfhopéd that the present study hau wontributed to
some extent to the question of what communicative
competence may involve and what dismissal criteria may

:entail for language-impaired preschool children.

fimon-(lSBS § 22) proposes'that children who are
regarded as highnrisx with respect 1o commnnicatlve
‘ability should be targeted for eariy intervention. Wood
{1981, p 5) suggests " .we must help children build a
repertqire of strategies'with whiuh.they can deal with

the critical situations they will encounter".
6.4 SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

From a cons;deration of the present study 8 flndlngs,
numerous 1nd1cations emerge for the direction thac

future research might take.

studies incorporating large sample sizés_of both
1inguistically ndrmal and presﬁmably remediated
language-impaired preschaol chilﬁren mlght confirn
s findings of the present study and wvulﬂ contribute

information regarding communlcatlve abillties in these
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_ pbpqlatibns; thereby possibly also facilitating

unanimous expectations ﬁertainihg to what communicative

competen#e enconpas . the preschool population.

Longitudinal.research involving 1anguage~impéired'
children who have been declared remediated would be
valﬁable in terms of'questions relating to predictive
issues. Also, treatment studies involving the same
measureé as those used in thé-present study in'pre— and

post-test designs (Hegde,'1987, p.168) would be of

 interest. In addition, comparative studies of language-
 impaired children who had received primarily linguistic

interventioﬁ versus those for whom pragmatic abilities -

bad been the principal target of intervention would be

useful.

It would be of interest to adopt measures utilized in
the present study for investigations that address
compunicative abilities in oﬁher popuiations such as
;anguag@-impaired preschool children as well as

presumably remedjated school-age children.

There is the potential to expand the nuober of

parameters and subparaneters investigated for future

studies while incorporating the format used for data

~colliecction from the present study. Por example,

includiﬁg parameters similar to some of the categuries

identified by Bishop and Adams (1988) would be
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interesting, as would, for instance, the inclusion of

‘classroom type’ questions. It is also possible that a

more fine-grained approach to analysis and the

extraction of additional parameters for statistical

f analysis might highlight aspects that could have heen

‘overlooked in the present study.

Extending contexts of aBSEESment would be valuable,
such as for example investigating communicative
.functioning in triadic.situatiohs; it would also be
useful to devise measures that incorporate categories
described dn_thé DESB for clinical use'as well as
méaaures_based Qﬁ categories put forward by.researcha;s
in the £ield of speech-language pathology (Bishop and
Adams, 1989; Damico, 1938 ‘Penn, 1983; and Prutting,

1983} for use by classroom teachers.
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Palk with your éhild in a natural manner as you would

normally do in your home'environment and interact with
him/her hatufally. Allow the child freedom co take the
lead and fo talk as much as pdssible. _
You may feel the need to take the lead at times which
is acceptable. You may ask questions about the toys
being used and you are requested to also introduce.
topics related to events not in the immediate roowm S0

that your child is awarded the opportunity to use

various language structures. Attempt not to ask the

child only guestions to which he/she alraady knows the
answers; try not to ask questions that would only

elicit a yes/no answer; dont ark too many questions-and

~ dont give too many commands.

b
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format gent Form

- I am a speech therapist doing post—graduate research in
the field of child language.

My study entails investigating aspectn of communication
in children who have good language as well ag in
c¢hildren who have made excellant progress in language
“following an intervention programme.

I would appreciate being allowed to investigate certain
ag~ects of your child’'s language and would at maximum
require two hours of your and his/her time. Your child
will experience the investigation as a form of play.
Testing may be done in part at your nureery school and
another part has to be done at the University of the
Witwatersrand. The findings of the study will be
written up in a t.esis; however your child will remain
anonynous. Results may provide valuable information for.
therapists in terms of possible further guidelines for
therapy for children who do have language problems;
thus you would be contributing to the field of research
in communication disorders.

Should you desire to be informed about your child’s
performance, all findings will be communicated to you
persconally after completion of the investigation. In
this way you would have access to information regarding
various dimensions of your child’s functioning, which
may form one dimension of school readiness.

Thank you in antlclpatlon

e s e e P e . e o o P . - —— T — —— ——

Consent Form

I, __ , understand the conditions of
Ms. Joffe’s research and am willing to allow my child
: ;, to participate in the study.

Signed
Date_
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parent child and tester

-Physically distance yourself slightly from the child.
-Agsume a fairly passive rcle. -
-Do not give any active suggestions to the child.

-For each task on the BISAP, allow the child a minute

to respond to the tester’s request,'before making any

regponse yourself.
-Do not be concerned that the child might not be able

to do a particular task. The purpose of certain

- activities is to investigate how the child deals with a

difficult situation. Furthermore the tester will not

allow your child to experience any feelings of failure.
Ins ctiol ild re samplin ocedu e

You and your mum may play with all these toys in this
LOOm. Afﬁer you have played for a while, I’ll take the
toys back to the cupboard in another room, and then you
and I afe going to do some drawings while mum stays
with us in the room; after that we will all have juice

and biscuits and chat a bit more.
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APP : _ ] ITING TIONAL PRAGMATIC
BEHAV P

Tester offers child and mother some juice and biscuits.
Questions and dialogue ensue in an attempt at
structured elicitation of additional pragmatic .
behaviours.

The first parameter involves the child’'s abllity to
respond to reguests for clarification on the part of
the tester.

In the attempting to tap this, the following procedure
is initiated:

The tester, while eating a biscuit herself, comments:
"Mm, I love bhiscuits, but ny favourite food is really
cheese; what is yours?"

Regardless of the type of response that this evckes,
the tester feigns that she has not heard the child’s
response and asks the following guestions:

"Huh?" or "Pardon?"

Following the child’s response to this, the tester
makes a non specific request for clarification, that
is, "What did you say?"

After the child has responded to thLis, the tester makes
a final specific request for clarification, by
referring to a portion of the original utterance, for
example, "Your favourite food is what?"

2 minute is allowed for each response. The tester
attempts to counteract possible feelings of anxiety or
frustration on the part of the child for this task, by
trying to shift the responsibility for the
"communication breakdown“ onto the tester, for example,
"X, I really wasn’'t listening properly, was I7, forgot
to bring my listening ears withi”

Us.ng the same activity, the tester then attempts to
investigate the child’s ability to request
clarification. _

Thie is attempted in the following manner:

In a barely audible voice, the tesgter says:

"I’'m golng to draw a piece of cheese and I want you to
draw some ’‘skrits’ - you know, the food you eat when
the weather is hot, ’‘skrits’."

Within the same context, the tester then initlates &
dialogue in ap attempt to look at the child’s ability
to turn take., -

An example of the dlalogue iz as follows:

"Wwhat do your teachers give you to eat at school?"
(RESPONBE) (v v ievicnncrarsnianaansssen e
"What type of pet do you have?"

(ReSPONEE) s ittt i vetntnsennnnnnnas sereena .
"What is his favourite food?"
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~The tester then attempts to sample response contingency

and uses the previous speech context as a stimulus, for

-example, she agks the following:-

"Where doces your pet sleep at night?"

The final task attempts to sample the child’s ability
to topic initiate and maintain the topic.

The tester plays in an interactive manner while
moulding playdough and comments "I'm building a train:-
I went on a train once it was such fun!”
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Instructions for rating for the BISAP

~This measure involves strictured elicitation of

various speech acts in a dyadic situation within an art
context.

—various activities and stimuli are used by the tester
in an attempt to elicit these speech acts.

~A sabotage situation is involved in certain
activities, for exaﬁple witholdiﬁg neccesary'mate:ial

for the completion of a set. task.

-A sheet is provided which describes the activities and

the corresponding parameters to be assessed.

~Rating is to be done on-line. However you m&y'refer to

the videorecording afterwards, in the event of any

uncertainty,
~Within each parameter, there are a numbexr of
predetermined prerequisite behaviours for the

accomplishment of the particular spesch act, for

example, appropriate eye contact, iinguistic markers.

~You are requested to consider each actiﬁity
independehtly and to focus on one prﬁgmatid behaviour
at a time. |

-You are then requested to code observed behaviours in
termg of presehce_or ébsence of_necessarf behaviours

specified.
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APPENDIX D (coptinyed)

-The consideration of the act performed relates to the

manner in which the child effectively affects the

interlocutor; that is you are rating the child
essentially in the role of speaker and hearer.

-The child is allowed a one-minute interval to complete

the prerequisite behaviours. During and after this

time, you are requested to observe, evaluate and rate
his/her behaviour.
-Rating should be dope in the following manner:
- Tick "yes" for ocdurrence of specified'behavinur.
Tick "no" if behaviour did not occur,
Tick "other" for alternative behaviour and specify.

-Note abbteviations: S=speaker, =hearer,

- I=interlocuter, A=act.

~An additional five parameters are included which are
to be coded and rated in the same manner as for the

BISAR,

-8ome of these parameters-give'greater emphasis to the

child in the role of hearer.

~The reiteration is that the child should be evgluated.

in terms of how effective he/she is as a communicator.
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-Tester asks child to do a drawing and provides no

materials, but intimates that mother has equipment.
RATE IF CHILD USES REQUEST FOR OBJECT AND IF HE/SHE
USES APPROPRIATE BODY ORIENTALON, EYE CONTACT,
LOUDNEES, LINGUISTIC MARVFRS BY TICKING

MYESY /'NO" /MOTHER" .

—-Tester suggests to child to get'mothér te draw a

picture.

RATE REQUEST FOR ACTION AND ﬂECESSARY COMPONENTS . -

-Tester asks child to tell her about his/her drawing.
RATE ASSERTION. )

—Tester requests child to draw a complicated’picture."

RATE DENTAL,

~Tester asks child what he/she first did upon entering

the room.

RATE STATEMENT OF INFORMATION.
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—Tesfer shows child two identical pictures; one a

_pencil sketch and the other an elaborate one done using
'paznt, glitter, stars. Requests of child that he/she do
the elaborate picture but doea not prcvida-the ehild

with materials.
RATE REQUEST FOR INFORMATION.

—Tester asks mother to go fa another xooﬁ, ostansibly‘
to cﬁmpiete a form. After & few minatés teatér tells
child to fetch mother and to tell her to retuxn.

RATE CALLING AND RULE GRDER

- Context changes to eating situation

-Tester asks child what his/her favou:ite'food.ié. Then
regardlasé of fespoﬁse given requests clarification
three times. .

RATE CHILD'S ABILITY TO RESPOND TO REQUEST FOR
CLARIFICATION.

-Tester des something inaudible and unintelligible to
the child,. _
RATE CHILD'S ABILITY TO REQUEST CLARIFICATION.

 -Tester initiates dlalogue by way of statements and

questions. o
RATE CHILD'S TURNTAKING ABILITIES,



T TR £ Ry T e i ety i s et e ko 4 VS 2Ep s

245

_ :._ . “"_ﬁe N

—Tester continues éialogue and uses statemeac and

quest;on that requmrea a response

RATE CHILD'S ABILITY TO BE CONTINGENT.

—Tester plays in an 1nteract1ve but nonverbal manner._
"Introducea navel tuys unabstrus*vely. o
}namn CHIED 8 ABILITY TO INI@IETE AND MAINTAIR TOPICS

It is-possihle that occaSionally activities may. vary if

contingencies are deeme& appropriate with a part;cular

child. Hnwevar the Bequence and behaviour to be rated
will xemaln the same and in mnst instancea the propased

proceaure will be closely fallowed In rating, note

' 'that c@rtain behaviouxs are self-explanatory whilu with

others there may be & need te refer to the def;nitions

o an examples provided. If you feal that aertain

paramete;s should he more clearly defined or-moﬁified,

1 would welcome*yourisuggestions;.ihank_you for acting

~as a rater.
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_ rif o _reque

Bye contact uged to- 1ndicate H's atuention to
request.

.-H attempts to meet needs of § and shows ewarenees

that response is required.

- Response occurs without inordlnate delay. -
Repetition of original utterance.
. Revision of 1inguist1c Eorm.

Eye cnntact is used to 51gna1 H.

. A declaritive miatement indicafing that *he s's

- utterance wae not heard or undefstood.

. A directive ukterance. speezfying what the s has to

do.
An -interrogative form 1nvolving a wh questibn,
Intelligible reasconable request - S

L3

E”

..Reeponse followe completion of interlocuter 'y

Praevious uviterance.

. Appropriate pause time.
. No overlap with interlocutors utterance.
. CDnulee quantity of Ltterances

Response follows immediately on &* & utterance.

. Response structure fits syntactic reqairement of

previous utterance.

H responds with an elliptic form. _
Semantic match between response and stimulus.
Previous referent has been scanned to provide a
response that is on target.

ReSponse provzdee expansion of pravious utterance.

M&WMM '
Sponrtaneous utterance wathout preceding stzmulus

Introduction of new topic at legical time.
Sufficient relevant information.

Consecutive utterances relate to and contribute to

topic.
Sequential 1oglca1 campletion nf toplc
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Stafisticat Properties of the Combined Groups {n=10} on the LARSP

| Minimum | Maximum”l . Madian [ Maan lSlandard' Daviation|

Parameter
Total No. of Sentences 121 228] 1488} _ 155.0 _33.82
Mean No. Sentences/Turn 1.1 2.8 1.8 1.87 _0.85
% Spontaneity_ 29 74.3] s2.451 = 50.75 18.96}
% Elliptic Besponses 2481  48.2  82.7] 83,51 8.48
% Major Rasponses 41.7 82.4 53.35 55.89f 12.19)
% '0' Raspornses 5 29} 117 _13.84] __7.82
% _Structural Abnormality | ol 1882] i0.04] _ t0.01 4.76}

£SZ

A A e e T




Statistical Properties of the Combined Groups (n=10) on the LARSP

| Paramoter { Minimum | Maximum | Median | Mean |Standard Deviation|
Total No. of Sentences 121 - 228l  148.5)  155.9f _38.82
Mean No. Sentences/Turn 1.1 2.8] 1.8 __ 1.87 0.65|
% Spontaneity 29| 74.4 53.45 50.75 16.96
1% .Eil_igti;; Hesponses 24.8{ 46.2 32.7 - 33.51 _ 8.48
% Major Rasponses. 41.7 82.4] - 53.35] 5589 12,191
12 ‘0" Responses - 5 29] 11.7]  13.94 782 |
% _Structural Abnormality 0 18.82) 10.04] 10.01 4.76]

£QC



Statistical 'Pr'opeﬂies. of the Combined Groups {n=10) on the BISAP/BISAP Addendum

| Parameter | Minimum | Maximum |  Median l' Mean | Standard Daviation §
Requast for Objact - 2.000 - 5.90 5.00 _ 4,20] 1.14;
Reguest for Action 2,00} 5.00 5.00] _4.400 _1.27]
Assertion 4.00| ~s5.00]  5.00] 4.80f 0,42
Danial ~3.00] 5,00/ 5.00{ 4,80 . 0.83|
' Staternent_of Information 400 500 5,00 4.80] 0.42
Request for Information 2.001 5.00] 5,00 4.400 1.97|
Calling/Summons - | 4.00| 5.00 ~_5.00 4.70f 0.48
Rule Order 4.00 5.00 500 _ 4.90 ____0.32]
Responsa 1o Claril. Request 4.00] 4,00 4.00 4,06t ~ 0.00]
Request for Clarification 1.00} 4,00} 4,00] 3.30 1.06
Ability to Tum Take 4.00} 4.00 4.00 4.00 0,00
Respanss Contingency 4.00] 5.00] _5.00f 4.80 _0.42
Topic Maintenance _ o00] = 500 @ 500 3.40] 2.37
Total Score BISAP (40) . |  28.00] _49.00] . 37.50} 37.00] _3.68|
Total Scere (Addendum) 14.00] 23,00  21.00 20.20} 2,04
Overalf Total ' 42,00} 83.00} 58,00} 57.20] 6.02
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Statistical Properties of the Combined Groups {n=10) on the DESB

| Factor 1 Minimem | Maximum |  Median | Mean | Standard Deviation §
{Class Disturbance _4.00] 21.00] _ 11.00] 1130} 5.48]
Impatience 8,004 17,00 8,00 ~10.10] 4,501
Disrespect/Deflance _4.00] 18,00 _7.50) 8.50] _4.77
[External Blame _ 4.00 20.00] 6.50f 8.60] 5.38]
Achlevement Anxlety - Kinder| . 2.00 7.00} 5.00] - 5.00] 1.56]
Achievement Anxlety - Total 6.00 13.00] _ 8.50] _ 8.90] _2.51)
External Reliance 6:00] 21,00! 13.00{ 13.20f 4.2
_|Comprehension '~ 8.00] 14.00} 11.00} 11.30] 1.95| |
Inattentive/Withdrawn 4.00] 15.00 7.50] 7.80] 3.19]
{Irrelovant Responsiveness _ 4.00| 17.00 __8.00] __8.80] 4.57} |
- 1Creative_inltiative__ __6.00 18.00 _12.00| 11.40 3.84
Nsed Closeness __10.00 19.00} 13.50] 13.90] 2.69
Unable to Change _ . 1.09 5.00 2.00] 2,70 1.34
Quits ' 1.00) 7.00] 2.00] __2.00} 2.08
Slow Work 1,00} 700.00] ~2.00] 2.90] ~ 2.23)
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