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1993. .

This dissertation explores the role of the speech-language
therapist in second languaye acquisition. The motivation for the
study arose out of re~ant political changes in South Africa,
which led to deseqregated education, and the need for yocung
children to cope with English as the medium of instruction from
"the start of their schooling. The aim was to determine whether
lanqguage intervention provided by a speech-language therapist
significantly improved the English proficiency of a group of
black pre~school children. A pre-test, post-test, centrol group
experimental design was employed. The comprehension and
expression of English vocabulary and syntax of thirty, three to
sik year olad subjécts was assessed using a modified version of
the Test of Auditory Comprehension of Language~Revised (Carrow,
1988), a nery devised vocabulary measure, as well as Crystal’s
(1982) Profile in Lexical Semantics, and the Language Assessment

Remediztion and Screening Procedure (Crystal et al, 1989).
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The results showed that the English proficiency of the group of
children who received language intervention from a speéch—
language therapist, improved significantly more than that of the
first control group, who received only additional imput in
English, and the second control group, who received no input
‘beyond that provided through ths regular pre-school programme.
The positive results of this research can now be applied to the
teaching of languages other than.Ehglish, and the training of
teachers who would like to improve their skills at facilitating

language acquisiﬁion.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This research study was concerned primarily with the role of the
speech-language therapist in the area of second Jlanguage

acquisition.

'fhe multilingual nature of Scuth African society has compelled
the profession of speech-language pathology in this country to
address the appropriate management of communicatively disordered
clients who are bilingual, or speak langusyes other than English
or Afrikaans. However, speech-language therapists, have not, as
a rule, been involved in the domairn of second language
acquisition, in South Africa, or in any other country. Some
authors (Gillcrest, 1981; Foening and Biel, 1983; Adléi; 1988;
Duncan, 1989) have argued that speech-language ther:upists possess
the knowledge and skills to facilitate second Jlanguage
acguisition in educational contexts. However, as far as can be
established, there have been no empirvical investigations into the
role of speech-language therapists in second language teaching.
The present study aims to detsrmine whether speech-language
therapists are inGeed effective in fasilitating the acguisition
of a second language, by young ckildren. During the pre-school
period, from birth to.approximately 6 vears of age, most children
acquire their first language with ease, and the process goes

largely unnoticed.
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However, it is when children fail to acquire language, or
demonstrate significant delays in the development of 1inguist§i_._c
skills, that those around them become concerned, and may .seek
professional advice. The assessment and treatment of these
children, who are language impaired, falls squarely in the domain
of the speech-language ﬁherapist, who is highly skilled in

.developinq communicative competence in children. If <the

intervention approach with these chiiﬁren who have net acquired
language, is effective in developing their linguistie competence,
then it must be applicable to facilitating the acquisiﬁion of a
secand language by qhildren who have normal language learning
abilities. Speech-langunage therapists have extensive knowledge
of normal language acquisition in younyg children, and have
developed 'intervention strategies that replicate the natural
acquisition process. These intervention strategies are based on
an understanding of the nature of language, and the factors both
in the ¢hild and in the enviromment that interact, to result in

the development of this unigquely human phenomenon.

The role of the speech~language therapist in second language
acqguisition should ideally, be consultative in nature.
Appropriate teacher training would be the logical extension of a
positive outcome of the present study. Xnowledge and skills
could be imparted to teachers, through in-service training

courses or workshops held specifically for this purpose.



- of course, Speach-Language Therapists, working in edncationai
contexts, could provide group intervention theﬁselves, along the
lines of traditional language stimulation groups. This was the
approach adopted in thi:z study.

The specific focus in this study was on bdlack pre-school
children, who spoke a variety of African languages, and were

acquiring English as 2 second {(or third) language.

The rationale for concentrating on this group of second language
learners, stems from the challenges posed by current educationai_
reforms in South Africa, a countxy characterized by racial,

ethnic, cultural and linguistic diversity.

1.1. The Challenge of Current Educational Reform in Scuth Africa
Until 1990, the policy of the Natiopalist Government was one of
geparatism (apartheid). Racial, and therefore also language
groups were segregated with regard to every institution of

society, including education.

There were, and still are, separate education departments and
| schools for B8lacks, Coloureds, Indiang and Whites, and for
speakers of the two official langquages, English and Afrikaans.
None of the indigenous African languages were afforded official
status, or used as languages of instruction beyond the fourth

year of schooling (standard two) (McDonald, 19390).



Thera w&s insufficient financial support for the development of
text books and teaciing materials in these languages, and many of
the problems experienced by black children in the Department of
Fducation and Training (D.E.T) schools, were related to language
policy. The 1976 Soﬁeto uprisings were in response to the use of

Afrikaane as medium of instruction in these schools.

After thi=z, the majority of black schools adopted English as the
mediun of instruction from standard three onwards (Scouth African
Institute of Race Relations Report 88/89). The problens
associated with this policy have been thoroughly investigated by
the Human $cienceé Regsarch Council in the Threshold Project

{(McDonald, 19%0) and will not be discussed further.

The ressults of the present study may, howe#er, be iuportant, if
a recent decision to introduce early immersion education into
D.E.T. schools, is implemented. The parent communities of a
large nmumber of D.E.T. schools have voted in favour of English as
the medium of instruction from the first grade (Hofmeyer, 1992).
Many of the children are not exposed to English at all before
entering school, and would need to acquire it rapidly and

efficiently before being able to cope with formal instruction.

Since 1990, South Africa has moved ihtb a transitional period
politically, and racial integration in traditisdnally white,
state-aided schools is occurring rapidly. Many black South
Africans regard competence in BEnglish as essential for social,

economic and political advancement.



Their aspirations for their children centre arouﬁd fluency in
English, to ensure .a sound education, and “he prospect nZ
financial indep~ndence. It is rdt surprising then, that English
medium schools have enrollétj substantial numbers of bl&ck

children over the past three years {(Metgalfe, 1991}).

Inherent in this mov.:_ «O racial integration in schools are many
cultural and linguistic issues, not least of which is the
pervasive nature of 1language in the social adjustment and

academic achlevement of children.

Accoxrding to van Kleeck_,;-}and Richardson (1988) the _c.g_itical
inmportance of language Jm child development is often aiiudéd" o
in the literature on the various functions of laanguage. 'I'hr&&
general functions can be distinguished. The first relates to the
role of language in developing and wmaintaining sociai
relationships between parent anfl ci‘ggild, as waell as in peer
irteractions. The instrumental, 'regﬁ'latory, interactional, and
imaginative functipns of language (Halliday, 1969} are relevant
here. Making friends and interacting co-operatively with peers
is an important part of any child’s education. Parker (1986)
identified several conver.sational precesses that are highly
related to friendship building, including: e¢larity of
communication and contingency { especia,liy responses to requests
for clarification), establishment cvf joint play activities,

amicable resolution of cenflicts and disclosure of thoughts. -



Langu.yge is used to understand humour, tease, learn tha rules of
games, and understand and use peer group slang {van Kleeck and
Richardson, 1888). Children who are not proficient in the s 3hool
language may understandably experience difficulties with these

functions and consaquently with social relationships.

The second Ffunction of language relates to the develcopment of
self concept and encempasses.the perscnal function of .language
(Halliday, 1969). Tt«o.'-..aspects of self concept were distinguished
by William Jones (cited: in van Kleeck and Richardson, 1988) - the
social self and the prﬁyate self. The latter refers to one’s
inner thoughts, feelingéiand intentions, With regard to second
language acquisition, théﬁrole of language in the development of
the private self is not?as inportant as itg futastion in the
development of the sociai_, self. The child’s first language,
provided it is well estabiished and continues to develop, will
serve the development of %he private self. Development of the
gocial self requireg.thatithe child &bquire the competence to
édjugt his/her language to function in various social roles.

Thig is part of the acquisition of sociolinguistic competence in
a second language (Kessler, 1984; Bachman, 1990; Canale and
Swain, 1980), Children who lack expasure to English and have not
had the opportunity to socialize with nmative speakers, may have
d:i.ffic:ultie.s 'in developing a sogial self in a predominantiy

English environment.



The third function of language relatss to success in the academic
environment (van Kleeck and Richardson, 1988) and is represented
by the heuristic and representational functions of 1anguage.
(Halliday, 196%2). Using language to learn (heuri."ic) and to
convey information (representational) is what schools are about.
Language is the primary medium of formal education in western
culture. (van Kleeck and Richardson, 1%88). Limited proficiency
in the language of the schocl mway result in acadenic

difficulties.

In the educational contekt, the distinction Dbetween
contextualized ahd de~contextuaiized language is regarded as
fundamental t; understanding the nature of children’s language
and literacy development (Cummins, 199i). A'variety of terms are
used by different authors, but essentially, a distinction is made
between the extent to which the meaning being communicated is
‘supported by contextual cues, or is dependant on linguistic cues
only. Bruner (1975) refers +to communicative and analytic
competence, Olson (1977) to utterance and text, Donaldson (1278)
to embedded and disembedded thought and language, and Cummins
(1991) to conve:ssational and academic language proficiency.
There is considerable evidence to support this distinction
between basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS) and
cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) (Cumminsg, 1991) in
the acquisition of a second language. Several . investigators
report that it takes at least four years for children to attain

the same level of academic¢ language proficiency in the second

language as their monolingual peers {Cummins, 1981; Cumnins and



Nakajima, 1987; Collier, 1987). Peer appropriate conversational
skills (BICS) are usually attained within a much shorter period
{approximately 2 years) (Cummins, 1984; Snow and Hoefnagel-Hohle,

1978).

Children acquire conversational competence through exposure to
language that is embedded in concrete, daily life experiences.
As they enter school, there are increasing demands to derive
meaning from the linguistic code alone, in understanding the
teacher’s language, and the language of textbooks. There are many
language-related skills involved in coping with instructional
language, but one of the nost important is metalinguistic
awareness (van Kleeck and Richardson, 1988). Metalinguistic
awarenass may be definad as the ahility to treat language itself
as an object of <thought, as opposed to simply using the
1inguisﬁic system to comprehend and produce sentences (Tunmer and
Herriman, 1984). children ‘who' have developed metallnguistic
skills will be able to reflect consciously on various properties
of a gecond language, which will facilitate their acquizition teo

some extent.

For pre-schoolers, who are only in the first stage of developinyg
netalinquistic awareness (van Kleeck, 1984), and ar< unable to

focus on the linguistic code as an object of study, the only
means to acquire a second language is through purposeful,
interpersonal communication. It seems obvious that children need
to learn language, and betome aware of language (i.e. develop

metalinguistic ability), before they can use language to learn.
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- Since pre~-school children are unable to decentre, cognitively,
and thus deal with more than one aspect of a gituatlon at the
same time (van Kleeck, 1984), they cannot uae'language to iearn,

while they are still in the process of acquiring language.

The speech-language therapist’s skill in creating intervention
contexts that focus on natural context-embedded communication,
would thus be effective in developing interpersonal communication

in this age group.

In addition, language intervention strategies can be applied to
facilitate the acguisition of any ianguage, with any group of
first language learners. The only requirement would be an
interventionist whe is competent in the target language, and in
creating an - appropriate intervention context. This is
particularly relevant at present, when widely diverse groups of
South Africans are geeking reconciliation. Young children of all
races should oe encouraged to learn each cother’s languages. If
white children, for example, were to become more proficient in an
- African language, at an early age, this would help to counteract
the assimilationist perspective (Banks, 1986) which characterizes
the current racial integration in Sguth African schools, and
which, it is feared, will further entrench existing inequality
(Heugh, 1993). Assimilationist ideology, according to Banks
{1986), creates expectations that children, who do not beleng to
western culture, will forsake their own cultural identity and
adapt to the existing language, curriculum, and ideals of the

school.



There are strong arguments against assimilation, and for, an
anti-bias, multi-cultural model of education in a future South
Africa {Natlonal Education Policy Initiative, 1992). This would
entail a number of paradigm shifts, including: adding ethnic
content to the curriculum, reducing personal and institutional
racism within schoolsg, introducing educational programmes that
reflect the learning styles of all ethnic groups, and changing
the school to respect and legitimize the cultural diversity of
students (Banks, 1986).

With regard to language, schools need to provide instruction in
the mother tongue for those children who need it, as well as
bilingual education programmes, and English Second Language (ESL)
classes. Encouraging white teachers to learn African languages,
would further facilitate the process of acculturation (Banks,
1986) whereby diverse cultures in the school are acknowledged and

comrnon ideals such as equality and justice are engendared.

Very few of the aforementioned measures to support children who
do not speak English, bave been introduced into South African
schools, and there have been no official policy decisions to
develop multi-cultural curricula, although a number of schools

have implemented such programmes informally.

In most schools, instruction through the medium of Fuglish begins
from the first day of schooling, and most ESL children are left
largely to their own devices in a submersion-type situation

(Romaine, 1989; Baker, 1992). For this reason, many schools have

10



strict admlission criteria with regard to English proficienpy
(Metcalfe, 1991) and this has put pre-school teachers under
pressure to ensure that children are proficient in English by the

time they enter the first grade.

Personal interviews with large numbers of pre-school teachers in
many reglions of Scuth Africa, has revealed that multiracial
schools as well as schools that are attended by predominantly
black children, experience tremendous pressure from parent
communities to teach their chiidren English, Some teachers
report that many black parents have changed their home languags
to English, in a bid to ensure a better educational and economic

future for their childrén.

The pre-school periocd iz regard.d by many, as the best time for
children to be learning a second language. The underlying
assumption is that young children acquire languages more gasily
than older children and adults. This assumption i1s examined in

the next section.

1.2, The Optimal Age for Second Language Acguisitiox
A great deal of research has been conducted on the question of
whether young children learn a second language more easily and

successfully than older children and adults (Harley, 1986}.

The findings have been contradictory and ambiguous, because there
are many intervening factors that make simple statements about

age and language 1earniﬁg untenable (Singleton, 1989).
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Generally, mest findings indicate that clder learners can learn
a second language successfully, particularly if they are highly
motivated, and that they tend to learn guicker than younger

lrarnere in formal classrooms (Geneses, 1988).

On the other hand, younger learners have the benefit of learning
a language over a longer period of time, and eventually tend to
achieve higher levels of proficiency than learners who begin the
acquisition process after childhoed. However, the initial rate
of learning may be slower in younger learners (Genesee, 1988}).
This difference in rate of acquisition between older and younger
second language (L2) learners is explained by the fact that
youny children have not completed the acgquisition of their first
language (L1) and are therefore unable to use their Li as
efficiently as adults, in constructing L2 utterances. Younger
children also lack the communicative . skills to engage in .
‘collaborative discourse (Ellis, 1992), through which they would
elicit comprehensible input f£rom their conversational partner,

and thus facilitate the process of second language acquisition.

The question that arises, is whether young children can be helperi
to learn a second language more efficiently, particularly if thay
nead to learn enough of the language to cope with formal

instruction.

Many black children, represented by the subjects of this study,
will, in effect, need to know as much English ag thelr

monolingual peers by the time they enter first grade. It would

12



seem that they are faced with a formidable task, given that first
language learners have taken six years +o complete the process.
Despite their coonitive maturity and experience in their home
language, ESL children could encounter difficulty with English

instruction.

Suﬁh difficulties may be avoided if the acguisition of English is
accelerated, during the pre-school ysars, through input that is
directed at the right level and activates the natural language
acgquisition mechanisms and processes,. Speech-language therapists
are trained to provide such input.

1.3 The Role of ﬂnglish in a Future South Africa
Justificatian fuﬁ promoting the acquisition of English as a
second language, at this point in south Africa’s history, can ke
found_in_discussibns on language planning for a future South
Africa.. There is:by no means agreement that English will become
the official lang?age in a future South Africa (Chick, 1992).
Ndebele (1987) a::'__gues that the acceptance of English by the
majority of Southéhfricans depends on it becoming a new language
freed from its ide¢logical basis of capitalism. The new language
should be free from elitism, accessible to all, and should ke
standardized to re¢flect usages by all the different groups in
South Africa. The counter argument to the latter reguirement,
is, that the result would be a dJegenerate, pidgin form of
English, which is internationally unacceptable (Zithembe Seminar,

1992).

13



Thers is also concern, that if English becomes the lingua franca,
it would discourage the development of the indigenous languages.
There is currently a resurgence in the development and formation
of indigencus languages in the rest of Africa, and most world
countries are in fact multilingual, and encourage pride in
tradition and culture. Many believe that South Africa should do

the same (Zithembe Seminar. 1992).

on the other hand, there is emerging consensus that in the short
term at least, English will continue to be an official language
{Prinsloo, 1887). bespite its 1links with colonializm, English is
viewed by many, as a symbol of the struggle against apartheid
{Chick, 1992).' Chick (1992) beligves that, this symbolic value
that English has for people, will probably ensure ita choice as
the official language and medium of instruction in state-aided

schools.

Furthermore, the vast majority of African nations have, in post-
colonial periods, adopted an "exoglossic" policy (Heine, 1992),
by declaring a European language such as English, French or
Portuguese as their national official language, with or without
an indigenous nationai language. However, as Heine (1992) points
out, exoglossic palicy:in Africa has failed to overcome pavérty
and underdevelopment. Ha postulates that the reason for this is
that foreign languages serve as vertical, rather than horizontal
media of commﬁnication. The characteristics of these two types
of media, represented by foreign and indigencus languages

respectively, are summarized in Table 1.1.
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TABLE 1.1. . CHARACTERISTICS OF VERTICAL AND HORIZONTAL MEDIA

(from Heine, 19%2)

- .
Vertical Media Horizontal Media
_(foraign languagag) {indigenous languages)
faught_formally Learned spontaneously
Enforced by language policy Ugeld informally |
Agsociated with status Amsanclated with social equality
Learned tc improve socic~aconomie Learnad to compunicate
position :
Signal authority : Egalitarian
Norm~oriented _ Free from normative evaluation
H strogg written tradition Strong oral tradition

Although English in South Africa, has most of the properties of
a vertical medium, it may, in time, become a horizontal medium.
Heine (1992) points out, that the bilingual language policies of
African countries such as Guinea, where indigenous and foreign
languages are afforded equal gtatus, can prevent the cleavage
between vertical and herizontal media. South Africa would do
well to follow the example of countries that have adopted such
bilingual polirnies, and it is a basic premise of this research
that the acguisition of English by black children in South
Africa, should not be at the expense of their home language and
culture. Implicit in the aim of this study is the promotion of

bilingualism, and not merely the acguisition of English.

However, the desire of parents to ensure access to Englié.h for
their children, cannot be ignored. As professionals who are
involved with young children, Speech-language therapists have an
ocbligation to use their knowledge and skills to the benefit of

15



the communities which they serve,

The factors affecting the acguisition of two languages in
childhood, within the realities of the South African context, are

discussed in Chapter 2.

Chapter 3, foruses on the assessment of language proficiency, and
the specific intervention strategies employed by spaech-:languagx-i

therapists.
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CHAPTER 2
FACTORS AFFECTING SECOND LAHGUAGE ACQUISITION WITE REFER_ENCE To

THE SOUTH AFRICAN CONTERXT

This chapter examines the variables associated with second
language acquisition in children, particularly the timing of the
acquisition of the two languages and theoretical perspectives on

the determinants of second language acguisition.

In contrast to earlier accounts of bilingualism as resulting in
a burden on the brain, méntal confusion, or even split
personality, (Baker, 1992) research over the past two decades has
shown fairly consistently that learning a second language in
childhoed has positive effects on cognitive development. In both
" bilingual-monolingual compariscns, and in studies using within -
bilingual designs, children’s bilingualism is positively related
to concept formation, classification, creativity, analogical
reasoning and visual-spatial skills, to name a few (Diaz, 1983;
Hakuta, Ferdman and Diaz, 1987). In addition, bilingual children
have de:ﬁonstrated particularly advanced metalinguistic skills
(Ben Zeev, 1977; Ianco-Worrall, 1972}. According to Diaz and
Kli,ygler {1991, pls82) the reliable research findings regarding
the positive' consequences of bilingualism indicate that “the
bilingualism should develop in a situation that allows for
sys.ematic uses of the two languages, such as simuyltaneous

acquisition or bilingual education®.
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The second language shculd not 'dévalop at the expense of, or
replace the first language. 'The latter should ~nncinue to be
usged as a language of "“thought and expression" (Lambert, 1990,
p210). |

According te Vygotsky’s (1962, 1978) position on the relationship
between thought and language, coghitive functions are regulated
anéd transferred through language. Children must be able to use
at least nsne language to mediate thought. Based on ressarch
tegting cohducted with childrén who acquired a second langaag:,
at the expense of their. first language, Cummins (1976) and
Skutnabb—Kaﬁéas ‘(1981) - postulated the "“"Thresholds Theory".
According to this theory, low levels of competence in both

languages ould result in negative effects on cognition.

The "Dévelopmental ‘Interdependence Hypothesis" (Cummins, 1973}, |
was a refinement of the Thresholds Theory, and clzimed that
second lan7y.age proficiency is partly dependant on the level of

competence already &chieved in the first language.

Pre-schoel c¢hildren who are in the process of acquiring their
first language, wmay be particularly susceptiblg te negative
effects if their first language does mut continue to develop

while they are acquiring a secomd language.

It is for thiz reason that the importance of 'maintaining the
first language was stressed to the teachers and parents in this

study.
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Alsc, subjects were included in the study only if their first
language was well develigped, in relation to their chronological
age. The aim was to develop bilingualism and not merely English

as a second language.

BAn uxact definition of what it means to be bilingual is elusive,
and almost impoasiblé (BRaker, 1992}. In the literature,
definitions of bilingualism range all the way from "equal
mastary® of two languages, to "at least some knowledge in at

least one skill, in a sececad language® (Fantini, 1985, pl4).

Definingﬁbilinqualism'necessitates further examination of two

areas in particular:

1) the concept of "proficiency®™ which may be defined as the
‘degree to which an individual know each of his/her

languageé.

Levels of proficiency can be established through assessment -
of linguistic knowledge and skill. How this assessment is
carried out depends on how language is defined. This issue

is addressed in Chapter 3.

- 2) variables that determine the level of proficiency attained
in each language. Thase variables are discusszed in the

remwainder of this chapter.
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2.1. Simultaneous and Bequanﬁial Acquisition

The term "Second ILanguage Acquisition“'(SLA) is umed in the
literature to refer to the acquisition of another language once
a first language has been learned (Spolsky, 1989). There is some
confusion, however, as to the exact age at which the onset of
acguisition of a second language is considered to be sequential

to or simultaneous with first language acguisition.

This distinction is often referred to in the context of
discussions on bilingualism in youné children (Kessler, 1984;
Genesee, *¢38; Baker, 1992). Genesee (1988) regards the
acquisition of two languages during the "“primary language
learning period" from 0 - 5 years, ao "simultaneoms"f or
"pilingual aequisition" (p62). He applies the term "sécond
language acquisition® to the acquisition of ancther language

after the age of five.

Most other authors (Kessler, 1984; MacLaughlin, 1987; Spolsky,

1989; Klein, 1986) estimate the cut-off age for simultaneous

acquisition to be around thiee; This age distinection is
important, since prior linguistic knowledge, cognitive maturity,
and experience in using language are all factors that could
affect the acquisition of a languade learned sequentially to the

£irst (Genesee, 1988).

The position adopted in thie study, was that subjects were
sequential second language learners, if their acguisition of

English commenced when they started attending nursery school at



age 3 or later. _

While the linguistic skills of three to six year olds are
different from thosé of school-aged children (Owens, 1988;
- Prutting, 1979), they are also not eguivalent to the early
developing skills of the 0 -~ 3 year old child. 2= Kessler (1984)
points out, three year olds have dewvelcped basic competence in
their first language, but continue to refine their semantic,

syntactic and pragmatic systenms.

Evidence to support the position that three to aix year olds need
‘2 be regarded as a distinct group of language learners, from O -
3 year olds, is provided by studies that demonstrate an awareness
of two separate language systems by children in this age group.
They are able to switch from one larnguage to the other depending
on their interlocutor, the discourse context, and topic of
conversation (Fantini, 1985; Volterra and Taeschner, 1978).

Younger children generally do not show this ability.

2.2. Theories of Second Language Acguisition

Spolsky (1982) and Ellis (1985) both propose comprehensive
nodels of second languayge acquisition, that were drawn from in
this study. According to Spolsky {1989), the linguistic
knowledge and skills a second language learner will acquire, are
dependant on four r,froups of fc'.\u::tcn:'.s‘r including: first language
knowledge, the characteristics and cognitive abilities of the
individual 1learner, varlous affective factors such as
personality, attitudes, motivation and anxiety, and most

impurtantly, exposure ts the language, including the guality and
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quantity of input, and the nature of the environment in whica the

language is learned.

All the: factors involved in +the language learning process
interact in complex ways, which explains why there is such wide
variation in the rate of second language acquisition, as well as
levels of proficiency achieved (Spolsky, 1%88; Ellis, 1385).
Wong-¥Fillmore (1991}, who has researched second langaage
acquisition in the 5§ -~ 11 year old age group, has found
differences of up to five years in the time that “if{ferent

children take to achieve similar competenca in a second langnage.

Each of the factors associated with SIA are examined in more

detail helow.

2.3. Learner Variables

2.3.{a) Phyaiologiaal Pactors _

Language is very largely a function of the brain. The effect of
a lack of neurolinguistic integrity (whatever the caﬁse) on SLA,

iz an important consideration.

Bruck (1978, 1982) compared a group of language disabled children
ir a bilingual language programma, with a matched group in a
monolinemal programme. Although hoth groups weyre slower than non-
language disabled children on linguistic, cognitive and academic
skills, they were not different to each other. This suggests
firstly, that any limitations that prevent the learning of a
first language will also afféct the learning of a second



language, and secondly, that learning a second language will not
necessarily interfere with cognitive and linguistic functions in
language disabled children, provided that opportunities are
created for both languages to develop to their full potential.
This point is highly controversial, since most language
pathologists would recommend the use of one language only, to
prevent confusion. The truth is that bilingualism can be regarded
as the cause of a language disability, if a second language is

taught to replace the first language.

Within the South African context it is often difficult to
distinguish between true language disability and delayed laaguage
developnent as a result of a lack of environmental input, due to
poverty and deprivation. Many disadvantaged children present
with seme of the features of linguistic disability, =uch as
limited vccabulary and peoor conceptual abilities. Speech-
language therapists are gensitive to these characteristics, and
are ideally placed to ensure that the chiid’s learning potential
is maximised. In accordance with the inter-dependence hypothesis
(Cummins, 1978), it is necessary to develop both languages of
these children, and it may be necessary to delay the learning of
a second language until the first language ia well established,

thus preventing the occurrénce of language disability.

2 }.(b) Language Acquisition Ability
Gardner (1983) proposes the concept of "multiple intelligences”
implying that people have different kinds of ‘“relatively

autonomous intellectual competencies” (p8). If such a
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"linguistic intelligence" ~ distinct from other cognitive
abjilities exists, then thére will be individuals who have
specific language learning aptitude, enabling them to acquire a
language easily and well. Differences in languag: acquisition
ability are coften observed among first language learners, who
have the same envirommental .:i.nput (van Kleeck, 1992).

Some children cvcel at langﬁlage learning as &videnced in their
ability to remember vocabulary, express themselves fluently in
grammatically complex sentehces, and pronocunce words easily.
Some children also demonstrate advanced pragratic sensitivity and
are highly competent communicators. The same may bhe said of
second language learners. Given the same conditions for languagea
laearning, two learners could differ markedly in the level of
profiziency they attain, as a result of differences in language

aptitude.

2.3.(c) Cognitive Htyle

Cognitive styie is a term used to refer to the manner in which
information is perceived, conceptualized, organized and recalled
{Ellis, 19885). Each person is considered to have a more or less
consistent mode of cognitive functioning. The various dimensions
of cognitive style that have been identified are wusually
presented as dichotamies. Where second language acquisition is
concerned, the dichotomy that is most frequently presented is
that of field dependence and independence {Hawkey, 1982, cited in
Elli=s, 1985). IField dependerice is characterized by a wholistic,
socially sensitive approach to learning, while field independence

leads to analytic, less socially aware learning. It has been
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suggested that field dependence will prove most effective in
natural second language acguisition, while field independence may
lead to better classroom learning (Eliis, 1885).

Resezrchers iﬁ first language acquisition have found evidence of
different acquisitional styles, which seem to correspond witl the
field dependence/independence dichotomy (Clarke, 1974; Bates,
1976; Nelson, 1%74).

Some children are more object-oriented in their language
acquisition and talk about things, (field independent) while
others are more socially oriented and engage in interactive
communication (field dependent). It is guite possible that young
children who have acquired their first language using a more
soclally~oriented style, will be more successful second language
learners, because pre-school environments are usually
naturalistic and informal. An interesting question is whether
lanrjuage intervention, that also encourages field independence,
thrbugh object-oriented talk, is not better suited to the needs
of those childrén who use an object—ofiented acquisitional style,
enabling them also, to acquire the second language efficiently.
Admittedly, thé_assumption is that the same acquisitional style
iz used for both first and second language acquisition. This

question is however, beyond the scope of this research.

2.3.(d4) Personality

Guiora (1983) explains that the importance of personality facters
in SLA arises from the fact that language is not just a means of
communicating, but also a basic method of self representation.

Learning a second language involves confronting oneself as a
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different éerson.

It is difficult to say whether children are sensitive to this
duality of perscnality. Informal observation and experience has
shown that some children are very aware of lingulstic differences
and strongly object, or respond with surprise to being addressed
in a language that is not congruent with the speaker eg. when a
mother addresses her child in a language she does not usually
speak, or when a white adult addresses a black child in an

African language.

i
It also seens logical to assume that mofe confident, assertive
and sociable children will engage in soclal interactions nore
often. This may result in increased opportunity to practise new
language gkills, and may lead to more input reing elicited from

conversational partners.

Beebe (1980} identified another personality characteristic that
can affect second language learning, referred to as “risk-
taking”. If second language learners lack this characteristic
they may not try to speak the language, for fear of making errors
and appearing foolish. One consistent finding in the research on
second language acquisition, is that highly anxious learners are
less successful in acquiring a second language (Spolsky, 1989).
Thig communication-spucific anxiety is often experienced by
persons with communication disorders. The ability to lower
anxiety levels in communication is part of the general approach
used by all speech-language therapists. Language intervention
may be successful in facilitating second language acquisition by
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young children, who are anxious in ommunicative situations.

Within the South African context black children may experience
initial “culture shock" when entering nursery schools dominated
by white western norms. This may lead to anxiety, which can be
alleviated by a sensitiﬁe therapist. Speech-language therapists
shiould also educate other professionals working with young
children, on how to acknowledge the cultural beliefs and values
of the diverse groups of children in their schools, so that the
children feel that their languages and cultures are valued.

This would prevent unneccessary anxiety, on the part of the

children.

2.3.(e} Attitudes and Hotivation

In one of the earliest statements on motivation in second
- language learning, Gardner and Lambert (1959) suggested that an
" individual’s motivation to learn a language is controlled by his
attitudes towards the group who speak the language, as well as
attitudes related to the practical usefulness of learning the

language.

Strong (1984) examined integrative motivation (orientaticn
towards members of the target language) among a group of Spanish-
speaking pre-schoolers in an American school., He found that the
more advanced second language learners showed a higher level of
integrative motivation than the beginners. His findings suggest
that where young children are concerned, motivation to become

part of a second language group_is the result, not the cause of
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learning the language.

It would be difficult to tap the attitudes of three - six year
olds to the target group, and presumably attitudes would be
learned in part, from parents. In the present study, attitudes
of the parents were assumed to be _positive, at least in relation
to the practical usefulness of .1aarning to speak English.
Attitudes towards speakers of the target language group were
impossible to assess, since parents were not. likely to give
honest replies to attitude guestions, asked by a white

researcher, in the present political climate.

At the same time, it is not certain whether children understand
the practical ugefulness of acquiring a 1aﬁguage, and are
therefore motivated to learn it. It is peossible though, that
they will be mnmotivated if they enjoy the experience of

communicating in a language.

Speech-language therapists are skilled at "making language fun®
and usually the mere fact that their communicative needs are
being met, is sufficiently rewarding to encourage children to
contribute to interaction (Fey, 1986%. The motivation created by
language intervenfian contexts, may be a powerful determinant of
the extent to which children involve themselves in the learning
process. It is possible that as they become more involved, their
proficiency improves, leading to increased motivation to

assuciate with members of the target language group.
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This leads to increased exposure to the language which further

facilitates acquisition.
Language intervention may thus constitute the initial stage in a
proceés ef facilitating acquisition, both directly and

indirectly.

This process iz illustrated in Figure 2.1

LANGUAGE INTERVENTION

l r

INCREASED MOYTIVATION TO COMMUNICATE

l

sy INCREASED INTEGRATIVE MOTIVATION

|

INCREASED PROFICILENCY

|

e TNCREASED TARGET LANGUAGE EXPOSURE

Figure 2.1. The Effect of Language Interveniicn on Hotivation

It may be postulated that languagé intervention will facilitate
acquisition in most pre-schoclers, regardless of individual
learner characteristics. Consequently, nc attempt was made to
measure or control for learner va. ables, such as aptitude,
cognitive style, personality, and attitudes and motivaticn, in
the presant study.
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2.4. Pirst Language Competence

The role of the learner’s first langﬁaga in the acgquisition of a
second language has been the topic of continued debate. As
praeviously mentioned, three -~ six year olde : rve acquired basic
competence in their first language (Li). Of iﬁ:{portance, is the
extent te which this knowledge influences their acquisition of a

second language.

There is disagreez‘nar;; arongst researchers, about the nature and
extent of the role of the Li. The reason for this ie a result of
changing theoretical paradigms for examining SLA. The role of
the L1 was initially seen in terms of "transfer theory" (Ellis;
1985, »39) which was closely linked to behavicursm. Within this
framevork, SLA was viewed aé .a process of habit formatien.
Errors in the second language were seen as the result ¢f
interference from the entrenched habits of the “4rst language.

A procedure known as "Contrastive Aﬁalysis"-- (Lado, 1957 cited in
Ellis, 1985) was develoﬁe.d in order to predict the areas of
difficulty that learners with specific first languages would
experience, sc that teaching could be directed at eliminating the

chance of ~ .ror occurrence.

A number of studies conducted by Dulay and Burt (1973, 1974)
provided evidence to suggest that contrastive analysis often
predicted errors that did not arise, and that many &rrors that

ware not predicted, did occur.

30



e

L

Dulay anﬁ Burt (1973} fqu%‘chat.87% of the errors made by
Spanish-speaking child:éf___érhing English, were also made by
monolinguéi spaakérs;\ They conciuded that ~ errors were
dBVElopméﬂtal'in nature and not due to transfer. COntxastive
analysis was conseguently rejected, but later reapﬁfqised
{Schachter, 1974) and modified - fi'.o account for the following

factg.

1) L2 learners sometimes avoid using forms in the L2 that do
" not exist in the 11 eg. Japanese childreﬁ were found not to
use relative clauses in English because Japanese does not
agntain English-like relative clauses (Schachter, 1974).
Errors therefore do not occur because the structure is not

uged.

2) crogs-linguistic int-~ference is moré'likely to occur where
there are similarities, not differences, between the Li and

- L2 (Wode, 1976).

2) Ll transfer is variable, occurring in certain linguistic and
social contexts but not im others (Ellis, 1985; Hakuta,
1986). R

4) any L2 error may be the result of more than one facth, ag.

it may }.: the result of transfer on one occasion éhd of

develupmental processing, on another occasion.
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Current thinking on the transfer issue is that, although the
learner’s Ll is an important determinant in 2I& it is not the
only determinant and may not be the most important. A precise
specification of the role of the L1 cannot be made but it should
be viewed as a resource that may be used by the learner in
different ways at different stages of the acquisition process

(Hakuta, 1986; Ellis, 1985).

Genesee (1988) makes the important point that cross-linguistic
influence should bz interpreted with due consideration +teo the
language models in the child’s environment. If language input to
the child contaihs transfer_ errérs, the child may learn these

directly from the model.

Urfortunately, the characteristics of black English in South
Africa have not been carefully dcoumented, but there are many
features that are the direct result of transference. For
example, African languages do not mark pranomin_al contrasts with
separate lexemes, and hence black speakers frequently confuse the .
gender of personal pronouns in English. The same applies to
prepositions. African languages do not contain as nany different
prepositions as English and .hence_, difficulty with prepositions

" is common in the language of black speakers.

The term “code-mixing” is used to refer to the interaction
between <the child’s developing 1linguistic systems, which
manifests in the co-occurrence of elements from both languages in

a single utterance (Genesee, 1988). It is no% the same ‘as



language transfer, although it is closely related. It has been
reported at the phonological (Murrell, 1866; Oksaar, 1971);
morphological (Burling, 1978; Lindholm and Padilla, 1978;
Redlinger and Park, 19830) syntactic (Redlinger and Park, 19u0);
and lexical levels (Bwain and Wesche, 1975; Leopold, 1978;
Vihman, 1285) in the language of most children, acguiring two
languages. In fact, the bulk of the research on SLA and
bilingual development in young children ( 0 -~ £ years) is taken
up with the investigation and explanation of code mixing. Code-
mixing is very common in the language use of black South
Afriéana, and children are undoubtedly exposed to it through

interaction with their parents.

Studies_of code mixing in high level balanced bilinguals, reveal
that it is a highly scphisticated, rule~governed communicative
device, used to achieve a variety of communicative goals such as
conveying emphasis, role playing and establishing socio-cultural
identity (Sridhar and Sridhar,1980). Increassd sophistication in
using both languages also results in the ability to switch
between languages as a function of thé setting, tone and purpose
of the communication, or the 1linguistic identity of the
interlocutor. This is referred to as "code switching® (Sridhar

and Sridhar, 1980).

2.5. Learner sStrategles
- Strategies used by learners to negotiate the complex task of
acguiring a second language include: sccial strategies, which are

the processes for managing interaction in the second language,
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and zognitive strategies (Ellis, 1985), which are postulated from
examining the learner’s . language mitput. The precess of
acquisition is therefore inferred from the product, and Ffor this
reason the existence of acquisitional strategies are regarded as
highly theoretical. The following cognitive strategies have been
idantif:_i.ed in young L2 learners. .

_ a)“chunkihg“ {Ventriglia, 19282) i= a very common strateqy used by
all age groups of second language -Is-.éarners, anct consists of
"expressions which are learned us.}*:-mnanalysable_ wholeg aﬁd
employed on particular occasions...” ..‘t':o accomplish communicative

goals (lLyons, 1968, pl77).

Hakuta (1986) claims that these "prefabrirated utterances® (pl26)
may constitute more than 50% of initis . second language usage.
Seliger (1982) suggests that unanalysed chunks of langﬁage are
the product of a .strategy of pattern memorization, which possibly

oceurs in the right hemisphere of the brain.

b)*copy-catting” (Ventriglia, 1982) is a related strategy, also
referred tn. as "pattern imitation" (Ellis, 1985, pi68), and
involves deliberate copying of whole utterances or parts of
utterances in the speech of an interioccutor. It is very common in
young children acquiring a s=cond language (JItoh and Hatch,
1978). Gradually, these memorized, and imitated chunks of
language, are analysed into constitvent parts, through a strategy
that is termed "pattern analysis" (Ellis, 21985, pl70)}. This

results in the discovery of the L2 rule system.
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Hakuta (1988) cites an exanple from data she collected from a
Japanese child (aged 5) learning Engiish. Initially the
unanalysed chunk "I know how" (p127) waé used correactly preceding
a verb phrase, as in ®I know how to make". It began to change
into incorrect utterances, such ag "I know how do vou write..."
suggesting that thé rule relating to the use of subordinate

clauses was being learned.

It is important to distinguish between these early ﬁformulaic
utterances" and "creatively constructed utterances® (Ellis, 1985,
pPl67), when assessing children who are acquiring a second
laﬁquage. Caution should be exercised in accepting unanalysed
utterances as evidence that the ¢hild has reached the level of

proficlency reflected in the complexity of the language "chunk™.

once the child starts to construct the languags creatively, there
are a number of strategies, that hay’ be used eg.
overgeneralization or simplification of a grammatical rule or
- over- and under-extension of lexical meaning (Faerch and Kasper,

1983).

The notion that factors internal to the learner (i.e. biological
factors) account for the pfucess of acquisitien is allied to
nativist theories of language acgquisition (Chomsky, 1965).
Chomsky (1965, p7) postulates the existence of a specialized
"Language Acquisition Device" which containg a "Universal
Grammar! comprising a set of principles that are applied by the

learner to the ~rammar of his language.
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Once the rules of the language are derived, certain parameters
are set in the Universal Grammar. A second language learner has
already applied the principles of the Universal Grammar in
learning one language. Whether the acquisitior of a second
1anguﬁge can delineate further parameters in the Universal

Grammay, or whether the application'of the Universal Grammar to
one language, faqilitates it’s application to a second language,

remain open questions.

According toc the "Critical Period Hypothesis® (Lenneberg, LQG?}
language learning cannot proceed after the end of a certain :
"aritical period" since ths language acquisition device étrophies
with age. However, Hayley (1986) points out that phonolegy is
the only langzage component that supports the critical period
hypothesis. as the acquisition of native~like accent in = L2 is

particularly difficult beyond childhood.

There is no conclugive evidence to suggest that the Universal
Grammar is not available to older second language learners.

Pre~school children, who are in the process of Ll acquisition,
and@ are still within the critical period for language
acquisition, presumably apply the Universal Grammar in the SLA

procéss,

The guestion of whether specific language acquisition processes
such as the Universal Grammar, operate to the same extent in

first and second language acquisition has been taken up by Wong-

Fillmore (1931). She believes that two typer of cognitive =~
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processes are involved in .both first and second language
acquisition: those that are specialized for language learning
and those involved in more general intellectual functioning,

The crucial difference bhetween first and second language learning
is the deyree of involvement of these two mechanisms. Language-
specific processes are used extensivaly in L1 acguisition, while
general cognitive abilities (e.g. verbal memory, auditory
perception, pattern recoghition and inductive reasoning} are used

more in SLa.

Thase generg; cognitive abilities enable the language learner to
extract 'principl;.as and patterns in the L2. However, these
general cognitive functions are only deveioping in the young
¢hild, and may not be available for analysis of the L2. It is
therefore likely that younger_children rely more on the Language
Acquisitiqn Device for SLA, rendering the cognitive processes for

first and SLA very similar.

The application of specific language acquisition devices, such as
the Universal Grammar, result in a fixed sequence of development
in the 11, involving a gradual increase in the length of
utterances, and a sygstematic construction of the syntactic rules
of the iangﬁége (Ellis, 1985). If language specific mechanisws
are also operative in SLA, the question of a fixed sequence of
development in the L2, invariably ariaes, and following this, the
question of whether the seguence of first and second language

acquisition is the same (Bllis, 1985).
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These theoretical gquestions gave rise to a field of enquiry in
SLA rasearch, referred to as "Interlanguage Studieg! {2':_1115_,
1985; Spolsky, 1989) which is aimed at describing the ;”Le_a'ng.ﬁiage
learner’s emerging competence in the L2, This requires acourate
assessment of proficiency, which is one of the topics addressed

in Chapter 3.

2.6. Tha Cpportunities for F~~guage Learning

Theories of first language a.:tj'uisition vary in the extent to
which they attribute the language learning process to cognitive
factors in the learner, or social factors in the environment. The
contribution of cognitive factors has bheen discussed in the
precading section on learﬁer v 'ables. The social interactionist
theory of language acquisi!*’ = (Bates and MacWhinney, 1982)
emphasizes the rola of the environment in language acquisition,
and claims that the social communicative functiaﬂs of language
are -the determinants of language learning. The way in which
caregivers talk to childran is considered to provide the
"spaffold® (Bruner, 1983) for language acguisition, and the child
is regarded as an equal partner in the language learning process,
cueing the parent to supply appropriate language input as and
when reguired. The linguistic input provided by more competernt
members of the culture to language learners, has baen the focus
»f a large body of research termed "simplified registers"”

(Ferguson, 1977).

The research on i.iw wcoaors talk to their childrea (Snow and

Perguson, 1977; Waterson and Snow, 1978) referred to as the
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"motherese® studies provided the impetus for a number of studies
on native speaker speech to second language learners (Yforeigner
talk¥). As a result, the social context for SLa&, occupies a
pivotal role in wvirtually all theories and models of SLA
(Spolsky, 1989; Ellis, 1985; ZLambert, 1974; Gardner, 1985;
Schuman, 1978). AE Spollsky {(1989) states: "Exposure to the
target language is a nedessary condi‘tion for Zféé»‘lrning'j' =(p.23) .
While a first language is always acquired through natural
interaction with the mother or caregiver, a second languadge may
be acquired in different contaxts.

Most SLA theaorists distinguish between natural acquisition and
formal language learning (Krashen, 1984; Ellis, 1985; Spolsky,
. 1989; Klé_;_’m, 1 1986; Baker, 1992). The terms "sﬁontaneaus" ahd
“untutareé;‘" are ofﬁé’n used to describe natural adquisition, Wir.ila
"guided“""":ftutored" and "instructed" are used to describe formal
1angﬁage learning that occurs mostly in .classraoms. The
difference between natural and "“instructed" (Ellis, 1985)
acquisition may be stated in broad terns. In natural
acquisition, the I2 is acquired through exposure to others using
it for communication. Instructed acquisition implies that one
pers. n (usually the teacher) controls the exposure so that it
will lead to learning (Spolsky, 1989). Second language learners

may be exposed to either natural or instructed input, or to both.
In addition, instructed iﬁput varies along a naturs -formal

continuum, in terms of the type of activity used to teach the
language (Stern, 1591).
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2.6.(a) Natural Language Acquisitien

The pre-school environment provides mostly natural L2 exposure,
through interaction between first and zecond languagg apeakers,
in both child-child and teacher-child conversations. Two aspects
of natlzzra'i language input contribute to SIA. The first concerns
the atféiustments made by L1 speakers in conversations with I2
learners, referred to as "input—-features" (Ellis, 1985). The
second, concerns the feedback provided by L2 learners and the
manner in which this affects the subseguent input from native
speakers i.e. the collaborative discourse between L1 speakers and
L2 learners.

The characteristics of simplified registers including *foreigner
talk" are not fixed or static, but vary according to the topic of
conversation, age of the participants, and the proficiency of the
L2 learners (lLiong, 1981). The most frequently identified input
and discourse adjustments in interactions between L1 speakers and
L2 learners, are summarized in Table 2.1. ﬁ'hese features are
characteristic of all simplified registers, and have also been
found in the output of L2 speakers (i.e. in the interlanguage)

(Ellie, 1985).
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TABLE 2.1. = SUMMARY OF INPUT AND INTERACTIONAL

CHARACTERISTICS IDERTIFIED IN "FOREIGNER TALE"

{From Ellim, 1985}

“ Input Faaturaes

Discourse Features

Slowed Speech

Careful Pronunciation

- Exaggerated Intonation

Stressed Key Words

Restricted Vocabul

Incraased uas of High Fraquency Words
Fewer Pronouns

Gestura

Explanatory Phrases

Fewsr Contractions

sShorter Sentences

Lass Subordination-More Co-ordination
Yawer WE Quaestions

More TAG Queations

More Present Tanse Verb Forms .

Hore here and now talk

Clear Topic Initiation

More Comprehension Checks
More Clarification Hegquests
More Repetitions of Utterances
(Ll + LZ2)

More Expansions

Shortaer Responses

Hatch (1983) obgervsd various discourse patterns in aduit (L.1)-

child (12) interactions. Most of these resemble those observed

in mother-child interactions in first language acquisition {Clark

and Clark, 1977; Wells, Montgomery and Mclure, 1979) and include:

1) attantion getters to elicit information from the adult eq:

child: "look"®

adult: "yes, bali" (provides object nane)

child: "ball"

2) imitations of adult’s previous utterance to maintain the

discourse.

3) incorporating chunks of previous discourse into

utterance.
eg. adult: "What is this?"
child: “What is this, is car"
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Scarcella and Higa (1981) found that adult native speakers
adjusted their input more freguently to children learning a L2

than to adult L2 learners.

One can assume, therefore, that pre-school teachers provide
learner-directed talk to children acquiring a second language.
Whether 11 chiidren also adjust their language to L2 peers, would
be an interesting research question.  Several studies have
demonstrated thi't children as young as two, are able to adapt
their language to listener aharacteristics such as age, deafness
and blindness, (Shipp and Ventry, 1976; Shatz and Gelman, 1973;
Maratsos, 1973; dited in vai Kleeck, 1984). If one exﬁrapolétes
from this research, it is quite posgible that children also use
various input and interaction features in their conversations

with LZ learners.

Pre-school children are therefore exposed to a great deal bf
natural language, containing many featuras of learner-directed

talk.

Ellis (1985) correctly points out that the key issue is whether
the input and interaction characteristics of the language
directed at 12 learners, facilitates their acquisition of the

language.

Kraghen (1981) argues that since studies on the effects of
motherese have shown that acquisition is facilitated by such

input, and the features of motherese and "foreigner talk" are
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similar, the Iatter should facilitate SLa. The input and
interaction provided by the. pre-school enviromment should

therefore facilitate SLi.

2.6.(h) Instructed Second Lahguag; Acguisition

Both the fields of secqnd 1anguage teaching and language
interventinn in syeech-language pathology, have been inflnenced
by the main thgariea of language acquisitior, rusulting in a
similar course of development of teaching approéches and methods.

,".‘

Behaviocurist accounts of l'mguage les rm.. : as the linking of '-é.

stimulus to a response, led ta the use’ of modelling and xmltatxoni

¥

of language drills to teach target Forms. The problemnwitnmtnﬁa'

approach (termed the "audio-lzngual method” jnm SLA), (Baker,

1592), was that generalizativn of learned forms to spontaneous
conversaticn outside the flinic or clasgroom, seldom occurred.

-‘Chomsky’s (1965) notion of an innate languagse apqulsztlan device
:gava rise to structural approaches to language teaching focusing
on syntax, without much regard for the meaning or appropriate

contextual use of language.

In the 1970’s, functional approaches to language teachiné\evclved
out of the *pragmatics revolution”® (Bernstein and Tiegerman,
1988). Language was no longer viewed only as a system of rules,

but also as a means of communicatién.
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Such communicative approaches to glsecond language learning
emphasgized t"ghe following aspects: /i

1) active 5-“gll.e;armm:‘ participation

2) neaning-focused interaction

3) 'Ehe expression of a variety of Jlanguage functions in
éocialiy appropriate ways. _

Such appro#ches de-enphasize the correct use of language forms

(Baker, 1992).

W

Recently, the accent has been on the interactional approétch

(Baker, 1992) using real interparsopal communication as the
method, with the teacher taking a facilitatory as opposed to a
directing role. ' |

Current approaches to languaée ihterventiun are closeiy aligned
to the fum;tional and interactional approaches, but are also more
integratiﬂ'e, i.ﬂcorporating the ﬁeaning , form and use of language
in reél iﬁterpersonal communication. ‘The exact nature of the
intervention provided by speech-language therapists is discussed

- further in Chapter 3.

Chapter 2 has e¢xamined the variables affecting second language'

acquisition dincluding the effect of various learner
characteristics and the impact of environmental '.'-‘;mput on the

acquisition process.
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CHAPTER 3
ASEESSMENT AND INTERVENTION - THE BPEECH-LANGUAGE THERAPIST’S
BERSPECTIVE

This chapter focuses on the measurement of language proficiency,
and intervention to facilitate second language acquisition, in
relation to the role 'of the speech-language therapist.
Proficiency testing “becomes fused with ... the general area of
language testing" (Baker, 1992), which is a complex task, because
lanquage is hot easily guantified and it is not a unitary
phenomenon that can be measured linearly (Bernstein and
Tiegerman, 1988). Language is a multidimensional, complex and
dynanic system. How il is measured depends on ho. it is deiined,
and how the nature of language proficviency is opr.cationalized for

closer scrutiny (Harley, Cumming, Swain and Allan, 1990).

3.1. Definition of Languazge

Historically, language asgessment (and teaching) has reflected
various theoretical perspectives on the nature of language. The
agsessment of both first and second language has been influenced
by the same theories. Briefly, definitions of language have
evolved over time from behaviourist accounts of language as a
non-specific entity, no different to any other behaviour, to
Chongky’s notions of language as an innate grammar, to cognitive-
interactionist perspectives on language as a meaning system, to

social-interactionist theory focusing on the communicative
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functions of language (Bechannon and Leubecker, 1889).

Bloom and Iahey (1978} develope& ‘8 daofinition of language
incorporating aspects of each of the above theories. To acquire
language, they believe, a child nust | learn a "systematic
conventional code" (p4) and be able to use it for communication.
More specifically, the child must lezrn the meaning of language,
(word and sentence meaning as well as non-literal meaning), how
the meaning is encoded in forms (phonclegically, morpholegically,
syntactically) and how forms and meanings are expressed in
different social contexts to uchieve communicative goals. Thus,
language has three dimensions: content, form and use. These
dimensions of Xknowledge are integrated and manifest as

communicative competenze.

Accounts of communicative competence in second language
-acquisition, have focused rather narrowly on only cne dimension,
namely form or content (Spolsky, 1989). This has resulted in the
aaseésment of only lexls or grammar in tests of second language
proficiency. In addition many thé.ories of second language
acquisition were built on these limited conceptualizations of
language. For example, Krashen’s Monitor Model (1982} refers

only to the acgquisition of syntax (Spolsky, 1989).
Unfortunately, this alse led to a narrow view on the content of

language teaching, and the emphasis on the acguisition of

gram_mar,- without regard for the content or use of language.
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More recently, Canale and Swain ( 19#0) have proposed a model of

the dimensions of communicative competence in a second language.

They recognize four competencies, including:

1)

2)

3)

4)

"Grammatical competence" which refers to knowledge of
lexical items and rules of morphology, syntax, sentence-~

grammar semantics, and phonology.

"Sociolinguistic competence® which refers to the rules for

use of the language.

"bBbiscourse cbmpetence“ which refers to knowledge of cohesion

and coherence in sustained conversation; and

"strategic competence® which refers to the verbal and non-
verbal communication strategies that may be used to
compensate for communicative breakdowns (Canale and Swain,

1980, p29~30).

A second very similar model of second language competence was

proposed by Bachman (1990) and comprises:

1)

organizational competence, which involves a knowledge of
grammar, vocabulary and phonology; and "textual competence”
which is a "knowledge of +the conventions for Jjoiniang

utterances together to form a text®" (Bachman, 1990, p88).
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2) pragmatic competence, which refers to illocutionary
competence {lanquage functioftis and convergational devices)
and sociolinguistic competence (sensitivity to register and

dialect).

Both these models are incorporated in the dimensions of Bloom and
Lahey’s (1978) model. fthe "Use" dimension in the latter refers
to sociolinguistic or pragmatic competence. Although Bloom and
Lahey (1978) do not refer explicitly to discourse competencs,
both language content and form are part of discourse competence,
which is not strictly speaking a separate linguistic dimension,
but a 1ev§..1. of language that extends beyond the sentence level

{Lund and Duchan, 1988).

_ Iﬁ ‘he present study, the focus of asgegsment was on the content
and form dimensions of language, specifically word wmeaning
(vocabulary) and syntax and merphology. In &adition, both
comprehension and production skills were assessed, since Spolsky
(1989) peoints out thaﬁ in SIA, as in Ll acquisition, receptive

abilities typically develop before production abilities.

Phonology was not assessed because it does not pose a problem for
young L2 learners. They seem to acquire the phonological system
of a language with ease (Harley, 1986). Sociolinguistic
competence was not focused on because pre-school children are
still in the process of acquiring mﬁny of the skills involved in
sociolinguistic competence in their L1, and their continued

interaction with 11 speakers of English would anable them to
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acquire these skills naturally. In addition, vocabulary and
syntax are the building bhlocks to the other compatencies, and
need to be acquired first. Older second language learners, should
however, be exposed to acgquisition environments, that enable them
to acquire sociolinguistic competence in the sepond language,
This alse applies to younger second language leariars who do not
have the benefit of contact with native speukers in the pre-
school environment, such as the biack children in the D.E.T

schools.

3.2. The interlanguage

"Interlanguage" is defined as the languadge that is constructed by
the L2 learner at any given point aiang the continuum of moving
from L1 competence only to competence in both the L1 and L2
(NemseYr, 1971 cited in Ellis, 1985). Selinker (1972) noted that
most L2 learners fail to reach the end of the interlanguage
continvum. Their acgquisition of the L2 ceases at some point, and

many transfer errors become "fossilized" (Selinker, 1972, pll).

Although fossilization does not occur in young children (Genesee,
1988) many errors made by this group of learners are particularly
resjstant to change. It is possible that language intervention
can keep the process of SLA dynamic, sc that erfors do not beccne

entrenched.

An understanding of the sequence of SL&, that manifests in the

interlanguage, is important if an accurate assessnent of

P e

proficiency is to be achieved. Ellis (1385) cites avidence from
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both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies of SLA of English
by speakers of a number of different L1¢s, for a natural seguence

of SLA. He delineates the following stages:

Stage 1. Unanalysed Formulaic Speech

Stage 2. Basic Syntax, characterized by avolidance of variation
in word order (eg. inversion of subject and verb in the
gquestion form).

stage 3. Variant word order develops.

stage 4. Development of morphqlogy.

Stage 5. Complex Sentence Structure.

Ellis (1985) cautions against over-reliance on the natural
sequence of SLA. There may be differences in sequence, that can
be attributed to the .1 and the learner’s acquisitional style.
Ellis (1985) also distinguishes between seguence and oxder of

acgquisition.

The latter refers to =acguisition of specific, detailed or
nmicroscopic features of the language, such as particular
morphological structures, and question and negative forms.
Evidence from comparisons of L1 and L2 order of acquisition
studies is mixed (Cazden, 1972; Felix, 1978; Ervin-Tripp, 1974)
and suggests that L1 transfer and cognitive maturity may
determine order of acquisition. It would not therefore be
justifiable to adhere to order of acquisition as an index of
proficiency. However, seguence of acquisition measures, such as,

sentence complexity, would provide valid information on the
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extent to vhich a L2 learner has progressed along <the

interlanguage continuum.

3.3. Nethods of Assessment of L2 Proficiency

Adler (1991) feels that the discipline of speech-language
patholegy can céncribute meaningfully to the area of L2
proficiency measurement in children, by providing appropriate
assessment tools. The method of assessment in speech-language
pathology practice, debends on the purpose of the assessment

{Bernstein and Tiegerman, 1988).
There are two general purposes:

1) _ to sstablish whether a language disability exists.
2) to characterize the exact nature of the deficit, by
astablishing the level of 1linguirtic functioning, with

respact to the content, form and use of the language.

Procedures used to perform the second function are applicable to

L2 proficiency measursment.

There is general agreement in the area of language assessment
(Oller, 1%79; Lund and Duchan, 1988; van Kleeck and Richavdson,
1390) that it is not appropriate to assess language using a
gsimple "discrete point approach% (Oller, 1879). Discrete point
measures typically examine each dimension of language separately
in situations that do not reflect natural communication. The

basic premise of discrete point theory is that language can be
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taken apart and put back together &guin. The criticism against
this assumption is that language is not merely the sum of it’s

parts (van Kieeck and Richardson, 15%0).

The emphasis in language assessment since the amergence of the
pragmatic approach (Lund and Duchan, 1988) in the 1970’s, has
been on the analysiz of spontaneous language sawples obtained in
natural communication contexts (Iund and Duchan, 1988; Miller
1981; Crystal, Fletcher, and Garman, 198%). Both discrete point
tests, and analysis of spontavneous langnage samples were employed

as proficiency measures in this study.

3.4 Langusge Intervention

Current approaches to language interventicn are based on an
eclectic view of the nature of language and how it is acquired.
Language therapists recognize that the form of language cannot be
divorced from the meaning it represents or from the context in
which it is appropriately used (Fey, 1986). The "naturalness" of
the situation is emphasized and many innovativE‘méthods hiave been
developed to facilitate the acquisition of forms and meanings in
purposeful interpersonal communication {Lewis and Penn, 1989;
Fey, 1986; Miller, 1981; Lund and Duchan, 1988; Constable and van

Kleeck, 1984; Blank and Marguis, 1987).

Language intervention is a process of facilitating the child’s
"perceptions of consistencies across language content, form and
use by manipulating the linguistic and non-linguistic context

(Fey, 1986, p21). This manipulation involves the formulation of
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specific intervaht.unfgoals. It is along thkis dimension that

languasge intervention differs most from natural acquisition.

The content/fornm goals of intervention are selected according to
the linguistic needs of the child, which are established through
prior assessment. The therapist’s input is carefully adjusted to
include thqftarget forms, and provided in meaningful contexts.

The therapist is also respoasive to the child’s communication.

3.4.(a) The Intervention Conteit

The interventian agntex# is structured to replicate, as far as
possiblie the natural communication process. Fey (1986) discusses
the principles that are used *to snhance the naturalness of

language intervention contexts, including:

3.4;{3)(1) The Informativeness Principle

This principle‘was.derived from the observation that children are
likely to talk about the aspect of an event that iz most novel,
dynamic, salient or uncertain i.e. the most informative. There
are a variety of ways in which interventionists manipulate the
context to increase the informativeness of their input. Sﬁyder
(1978) suggests a useful strategy for teaching vocakbulary, for
example., The essential feature of the activity-is ah initial
redundant pattern (eg. a series of black and white line drawings)
followed by some chznge {eg. é coloured picture) to elicit the

word “pretty®.

Gresnfiala and Smith (1976) as well as Bates {1976) claimed that
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young children’s tendency to name informative aspects of their
environment is a precursor to their developing pre-suppositional
abilities, which enables them to participate in cohesive

discourse.

Situations can be =et up in which critical portions of the
¢child’s response are not contained in the 'i:herapist' g prior
utterance, and are therefore highly informative. Lewis and Penn
{1982) have provided some excellent examples of how this strategy
may be used to facilitate the acquisition of various syntactic
structures. Crystal et al (1989) suggest the use of "false

assertions" to uphold the principle of informativeness.

3.4.(a) (ii) Creating real Mectivation to cemmmnicate uging
| target forums

Fey (1986) suggests that content-form interactions are most
likely to be learned and used appropriately if the context
provides a real need to use the target form for communication.

The barrier game and/or hiding objects are widely accepted
intervention strategies to create communicative motivation.
Constable and van Kleeck (1984) suggest the "violation" of the
child/s world knowledge to create communicative motivation eq.
pouring ingredients onto the table instead of a bowl, in a baking

activity.

3.4, (a) iil) Encouraging use of target forms as both responses
and spontanecus utterances.

Over-use of questions in intervention may resuit in the child
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using a form only to respond to guestiocus and not to initiate
spontaneous acts of couniq_ation (Blank and Milewski,1981).
Role play activities, or puﬁpet shows, where childrei: are
encouraged to ask their own questions for example, are cmong the
techniques that can be employed to ensure sgpontaneously generated

language.

3.4.(a} (iv) Providing varied contexts in which the  language
form is used

Hedge (1980) poihts out that teaching language fofms in a limited

number of linguistic contexts can lead to rote learning, and the

use of these forms may also be restricted to the contexts in

which they were learned.

To aveid this, it is important to make use of a variety of
social and linguistic contexts te teach a particular form.
Children need to learn to use language for. . 3 to serve a variety

of communicative functions (Ellis, 1985).

J.4.{a) (") Organising stimuli cohasivaly.

Lee et al (1975) introduced thisz notion in their Interactive
Languaée Development Teaching procedure, showing the significance
of +topic maintenance by following a theme throughout an

intervention =ession, or part thereof.

3.4.1(a){vi) Encouraging ocommurication about things outside
the immediate contaxt.
While it is important in the initial stages of language learning
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to restrict the language in int'efv_gntion to the here and how
{(i.e. context-embedded talk) it is .also important to en?:ourage
language learners to develop the linguistic .skilla necessary for
communicating about past ‘and future eventé, as well as
constructing fictional events (stories) (Constable and van
Kleeck, 1984). This is the initial stage of bridging the gap
from social {(context embedded} to instructional (context reduced)
uses of language, which :'Léé'__ inportant for I.2 learnerz who are to

be instructed in the L2, from the start of their school careers.

3.4.(a)(vii) !'acil:lﬁa’;‘;._-.hg Metalingunistic Development

Ancther way of encouraging the development of the ability to cope
with instructional uses of language, iz to facilitate language
avareness or metalinguistic develcpment (Constable and fran
Kleeck, 1984).

Congtable and van Kleeck (1984} provide wvarious suggestim\_s on

"how this c¢an be done with pre-school children including:

correcting the therapistfs own deliberate mispronunciations,
engaginq? in- nonsense sound play, commenting on words that are
hard to =say, making up new names for obj ects that children
already know,introducing homonyms, {(eg. flour/flower), focusing
attention on long/short words, modelling and encouraging rhyming

and alliteration, and segmentation of compound words.

The object of these activities is to facilitate the child’s
understanding that language is an arbitrary code, made up of
parts {sounds, syllables, words) znd that words are =eparate from

their referents (van Kleeck, 1984).



Apart from theéa techri_iqtzes, used to develop language avareness,
the following - techniqués are typically used in language
intervention to medel linguistic forms and encourage interaction

with the language learner,

3.4.1B) Intervention Techanigues

Intervention technigmes refer to the specific features of the
input provided by speech~language therapists. The fcllowing
techniqueé are used to .ancourage the cﬁiid to use new language
forms, and t:o facilitate compréhensien.  Since many language
interventiox} technigques are derived from the résearc.h on
simplified .‘J’:egis‘l.;ers, wﬁ.‘l.ch apply to both first and second
language acquisition, there is often overlap hé'tween speech~

langquage therapy techniques and L2 teaching techniques.

3.4.(h) (1) “Focused Btimulaticn" (Fey, 1986, p209)

This technigue is uszed extensively in language intervention and
involves the therapist’s repeated use of a target stru{:ture in a
neaningful way.

The constant use of a particular form is intended to focus the
language learners’ attention on it. A::cording to Fey (1986) this
technique concentrates more on comprehension, by ensuring the

child’s processing of meaningful stimuli.

Thecories of SLA =z.phasizZe the comprehensibility of the input the
learner recelvaes (eg. Krashen, 1985), so that input can be turned

into "intake" (Corder, 1978}, i.e. processed and stored,
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Theoristse who argue strongly for the importance of reception in
second language learning, stress that a greater quantity of
comprehensihkle input results in rapid acquisition of a language
(Long, 1983). Long f1983) believes that a context-embhedded
orientation as well as the interactional features of native
speaker language such as comprehension checks, provide the main

source of comprehensible input for the L2 learner.

Krasghen (1985) claims that the typical silent period experienced
by young L2 learners in particular, before they begin to produce
the L2 serves as a mneans of building up competence through
listening. This is why, Krashen (1985) explains, instruction
often helps in the initial stages of language learning. The
learner is unable to obtain egually comprehensible input in

natural contexts.

Focused stimulation is thus an _mportant intervention technique,
to facilitate comprehension of the L2, particularly, for children
in the early stages of acquisition. |

There are also theories of instructed SLA that stress the
additional and equal importance of the learner’s output in the
acquisition process (e.g. Swain, 1985). The output hypothesis
(8wain, 1985) emphasizes the advantage of the learner being

"pushed" to produce 1.2 utterances.

studies on collaborative discourse (Ellis, 1990) have found that
when L1 speakers *"scaffold" (p123) for the L2 learper by using

vertical constructions for example (see (ii) below), new
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structures are often acquired. Speech-language patholiogists
adopt an integrative approach to the input-output (reception-
expression) issue. Language intervantion aims at facilitating

production as well as comprehension.

3.4.{b) {11) Vertical structuring

This technigque is similar to feocused stimulation, but resguires
that the child respond more regularly.

The therapist may ask a question requiring the child to expand on

a previous utterance.

e.g. child: "hall®
therapist: "ves, where is it?"®
child: “table"
therapist: "right, the ball is under the table"®

According to Long and Sato (1984) such vertical structures enable
L2 learners to build on their own utterances by using parts of

the Ll speaker’s previous utterance.

3.4.(b) (iid) Expansions

Expansions are therapist responses that repeat the child’s prior
utterance while adding relevant grammatical and sometimes
gemantic detail to transform the child’s attempt inte a complete,

well-formed utterance.

Folger und Chapman (1978) as well as Scherer and Olswang (1984)
showed that children are more likely to produce spontaneous

imitations following adult utterances that are expansions of
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their own productions than following any other type of adult

conversational act.

3.4.(b) (iv) Expatiations

Expatiations are responsas to the child’g utterance that extend
the child’s meaning by contributing new, relevant information.
Both expansions and expatiations are features of adult input that
are strongly correlated with indices of lanwuage develgpment in

children (Cross, 1978).

3.4.(b} (V) Forced Alternitivea
This technigue was introduced by Crystal et al (1989) to elicit
& specific form from the child. The basic form of the adult

stimuiue is: "Is it X or ¥" (Crystal-et al, 1985, p120)}.

Thus if the target utterance is a Subject Verb construction, the
adult would say: "Is the man sleeping or is the boy jumping", so
that the child responds: "“The boy is jumping". (Lewis zmd Penn,
1989, pdd). |

3,.4.({b)(vi) Sentance Completion

This technique is often used in second language learning contexts
(Crystal et al, 1989} and reguires the child to complete a
sentence begun by the therapist, ap% left incomplete using

expectant, rising intcmation. eg. This is a blua.....{car)

Although the above list of techniques is not exhaustive, they

represent those meost commonly used in language intervention
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{Lewis and Penn, 1989; Pey, 1988). They are also fregquently
reported as input features ir native speaker speech to L2

learners (Ellis, 13885). ‘

3.5, Evaluatiﬁg the Effecis of Intervention

Ellis 61985} makes the point that in order to demonstrate the
efficacy of intervention, it is necessary to "establish a causal
relationship between the L2 data made avulilable *o the learner,

and his output" (pls2).

Thers is generally a dearth of carefully controlled empirical
investigations on the efficacy of intervention in second language
acquisitioh, According to Ellis (1992), models and theories of
second language acquisition were only seriously subjected to
empirical research in the 19807s, and the focus has been largely

on the acquisition of grammar. There have been a few descriptive

‘studies or the acguisition of sovio-linguistic competence, and

some observational studies on 1.2 classroom precesses.

This chapter has examined the asssssment of proficiency in the
gsecond language, ag well as the intervention provided by speech- '

language therapists.

Despite the fact that pre-school is for many children a first
encounter with a second language, the research on second language
acgquisition has ignored the effects of instructional input at

this level (Weber and Tardif, 1991).
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The present study represents an attempt to contribute to the weak
research hase on SLA in the pre-school period, through empirical

investigation of the effects of intervention on L2 acquisition:’
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CHAPTER 4

METHODOLOGY

A. AIM

The main aim of this study was to determine whether language
intervention provided by a speech~language therapist
significantly improved the English proiiciency of a group of

black pre-school children.

In order to fulfil this aim, the following sub-aims were

formulated:
1. To conduct pilot studies to:

1.1. establish the criterion-related validity of the Test of
Auditory comprehension of Langvage-Revised (T.A.C.L.-R})
(Carrow, 193!3) ., when it is applied to pre-school

children acquiring English as a second language.

1.2. establish the reliability and wvalidity of a newly
constructed vocabulary measure for pre-school second

language learners.

2. To establish whether the subjects’ exposure to English at
home and at school had a sighificant effect on their
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vocabulary and syntactic proficiency before intervention.

To determine whether the comprehension and expression of
English vocrbulary and syntax impfoved significantly more as
a result of intervention, than as a result of an increased
guantity of input in English, and/or regular attendance at

an English nursery school.
SUBJECTSB

Subject Selactioa Criteria

To ensure that subjects were functioning normally in their first

language the following criteria were formulated:

1.1. The case histories of subjects were to contain no factors

that are associated with language disability. Subjeclis were
excluded from the study if their parents reported that their
speech-language development was delayed, and that any

‘combination of the following factors were or had been

operative: premature birth, abnormal delivery, anoxia at
birth, congenital abnormalities, severe jaundice at birth,
sucking difficulties, late walking, left-handedness,
recurrent history of ear problens, below average
intelligence, and behaviour problemz. These factors were
identified by Penn and Segal (1982) to occur frequently in
relation to subtle language impairment, when they analyzed
computerized case history data from 555 language impaired

children seen at the University of the Witwatersrand, Speech
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and Hearing Clinic.

Although no single factor could account for the language
difficulty, a combination of the above factors was often

reported.

Subjects were to be functioning age-appropriately in the
areas of developnent related to language akquisition. {i.e.
socially, cognitively and physically) (van Xleeck and
Richardson, - 1989). This information was obtained from
teacher interviews and a. screening of non-verbal

intelligenca.

Subjects were to have normal hearing so as to exclude the
well documented effects of a hearing loss on language

acquisition (Bernstein and Tiegerman, 1988).

Subjects were to bea functioning normally in their first
language, as reported by their parents on the language use
gquestionnaire. (Appendix 2). In the absence of language
assessment tools in the home languages of the subjects it
was necessgsary to rely on the information provided by

parents.

To exclude the indirect effects of poverty (e.g.
malnutrition, poor medical care, etc) on language
development (Edwards, 1%79) subjects were to be from

backgrounds, where these Tactors “were unlikely to be

»
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present.

To ensure that all subjects would fulfll this crizeria, subjects

were selected from a pre-school known to cater for the childrén

of mostly professicnal parents who are able to afford the

relatively high Yees at the school.

In addition, the following criteria were specified:

1.6. Por reasons discussed in the intreoduction, subjects were to

i1.7.

be acguiring English sequentially, as a second languags.

All subjects were to be attending the same nursery school to
ansure that school variables that could affect language
acquisition, were as far as possible, kept constant for all
subjects. These variables include: the amount and type of
language input provided by staff members, and the ratioc of
English speaking to non-~English speaking children (Wong-
Fillmore, 1982). This criterion obviocusly restricted the

number of subjects that could participate in the study.

Subjects were to be in the age range 3,0 - 6,6 yeérs. The
lower age limit was set to include children who were in the
initial stage of second language acquisition, so that their

response to intervention could also be assessed.

The upper age limit was defined by the fact that children

older than 6,6 would no longer be in the pre-school, and the
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purpose of this study was to facilitate the acquisition of
English by pre-school children, £c that they would cope with

forral instruction.

2. Subject Description
Thirty subjects, who fuifilled the above criteria were selected

from a nursery school in Parktown,_ﬁahannesburg.

2.1. Ade
The age range ot subjects was 3,1 to 6,6 years. 'Six children
were hetween 3,0 and 3,il years old, fourteen children were
between 4,0 and 4;11 years old, and ten children were between 5,0

and 6,6 years old.

2.2. Gander
There were seventeen girls and thirteen boys in the sample.
There is no regearch evidence to suggest ¢ender differences in

second language acgquisition.

2.3. Home Background

The majority of subjects had professional parents, with the
lowest educational level amongst parents being standard 8. Three
of the subjects were the children of domestic workers and lived

with their parents in the homes of English-speaking families.
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2.4. Language Background

All subjects were exposed to at least one indigenous African
language at home. Nine subjects were exposed to more than one
such language, and twoe subjects were exposed to three languages.
All parents reported however, that their child was dominant in
one language, usually the motbher’s language, and did not speak

the other languages.

2.5. Exposure to BEnglish at Homé

Bagsed on the parents’ responses to the language use
questicnnaire, it was possible to group ~he subjects into twa
home exposure groups. Group 1 comprised those subjects whose
exposure to English at home was limited to television viewing,
listening to the radio, attendance at church services and

visiting with friends.

Group 2 comprised those children whose parents interacted with
them in English on a daily basis, in addition to the exposure
they received from the other sources described above. Since the
primary means to acguisition of a language, including a second
language, is meaningful interaction (Fantini, 1985) it was
hypothesized that children whose parents speke to them in .
English, would be more proficient, and may therefore respond
differently to Iintervention, than children who did not
communicate in English.at home. There were fifteen subjects in
each home exposure group, and the pre-intervention scores
attained by each group were compared to determine whether home

exposure to English had a significant effect on proficiency. The
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result of this comparison determiried how subjects were allocated

to the intervention and control groups.

2.6. Length of Attendance at an English Pre-gSchool

The period of time that the child had spent at an English pre-
school (not necessarily the current scho&l) was considered an
important detérminant of proficiency and thereforé possibly

affecting the response to intervention.

On the basis of their school record, subijects could bhe divided
into three s~hool exposure groups. Group 1 comprised thnse
éubjacts ‘who had atcended an English pre-school .for a year or
less. Croup 2 were those subjects whose attendance had been
betyeen one and two years, ﬁnd Group 3 were those subjects who
had attended an English school for more than two years. There
were tweslve, fifteen, and three children in school exposure
groups 1, 2 and 3 respectively. These groups were compared to
each other on the pre-intervention scores to establish whether
the 1length of attendance at an Englisn. pre-schoe}. hac;f' a
significant” effect on profiqfﬁ.ency. The results of this
comparisoh in tﬁrn, affected the allocation of subjectz to the

irtervention and control groups.

Subject characteristics are summarized in Table 4.1.
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TARLE 4.1 SUBJECT CEARACTERISTICS

Sub- Age Gender | Parents' — Occupa— Hom:s Homa School I
ject - o ticn - Langage | Expo~ | Expo-
Number and/or.,;  Rduegation sure stire
i Level Group ! Sraup
Mother - Father -
1 3.1 B B.A. Seif- Zulu 1 1
Rursing aetiployed
Matric
2 3.8 . Nursee Servica Venda 1 i
Matric Manager Taonge
Matric Zulu
: - fgtho
-3 5.4 M Paycho— Personneli -8otho 1 2
l logy Officer
- Intern
4 5.4 M Quantity meacher H. Sothe 2 3
Surveyor _ .
5 4.5 M . fli.ni.c&l Harketing Xhosa 2 2
Paycho- Manngar Fulu
. " logist g
E - 5.10 ¥ /| Secretary | Std 8 Tewana 2 3
std 9 B
7 5:1 F Secretary | Marketing - Sothe 1 2
Director _
a 4.8 F Nurse Diploma Zulu 2 2
- Matric Sales Xhoaa
:  Manager
r 9 4.11 M hsgistant -Supervisor Zulu 1 2
) at. JCB i = Xhoga
10 5.2 M 4th year Diplomat Xhosa 2 i
Hadical
Student _
1t 3.9 r Secretary | Self- Tawsna 1 1
emploved Zulu
12 3.11 F Nurze Medical Venda 1 1
Student
13 3.8 F Bank Deceased Zuly 1 1
Clark
Matric
14 4.8 ¥ Export shop Tswana 1 2
Clerk Manigexr
Matric Sed 8
13 4.1 P Lacturer Law;er Sotho 2 2




TREHLE 4.1

SUBJECT CHARACTERIETICHE GGON!IHUED)
16 4.8 Telex Scccer Tawana
Operator Flayer
17 5.0 Donastic Unknown Zulu
Workeaxr
18 5.5 Clerk Clexk Venda
std & Matric Tawana
19 6.6 Hougewife beceased Zulu
_ Matric - Sotho
20 5.5 Domestic Painter Zulu
: Worker
21 4.3 Clinical Teacher Zulu
Tutor
22 4.6 Stock .V, Zusu
Controller | Producer
23 4.5 Madical Community N.Sotho
Sclentist Worker Zulu
- 24 4.10 Pharmaciat | Pharmacist Tewana
| N.Sothe
25 4.5 Nurse Self- Zulu
{Pocst~ | enployed Sothg
Matric 8td 8
Diploma) )
26 3.1 Clerk Warehouse Sptho
Manager .
27 4.10 Social Nuclaear Zula
Workar . Physiciet Xhosa
28 4.11 Lives with granny who | Sotho
is a domestic :
._wcrker
29 5.9 B.Comm Dactor 8.8ctho
Studeant
30 5.5 Lecturer Eank Clerk Tswana
5.5ctho
Zulu
_ '

C. PROCEDURE

Tkis study was conducted over four consecutive phases. The first
phase involved the piloting of the assessment materials that were
specifically modified or developed to aesess the subjects’

proficisncy in English.

71



The next three phases comprised the true design of this study,
which was a pre-test, post-test, control group experimental
design (Leedy, 1985). '

The second phase involved the screening of all black children at
the nurserjr school, who were acquiring English as a second
language. During this phase, all chiléren who compliaed with the
subject selection criteria were further assessed to establish
their English prdficiency. The intervention was conducted .in the
third phase. - |

The ten subj ects in the intervention group raceived language
intervention from a qualified. épaech-language therapjst. The ten
subjects in the first contrel group were exposed to additional
input in English through interaction with a student teachr:, and
the ten sﬁbj ects in the second conf;rol Group attended the regular
pre-school programme only. During the fourth and £inal phase the
subjects were re-assessed using the same asusessment battery
applied in phase two, tco determine the effects of the
intervention . and control group treatments on their English

proficiency.
Figure 4.1, illustrates the different phases of the proceduras,

the aims of egach phase, and the various measures used or

conducted during each phase.
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PHASES AIMS MEASURES
PHASE 1 To establish ~TACL — R (Carrow,1988)
— refiabllity and validity by 4
PILOTING of sesessment - tl:;o:ly devised vocabulary
# prOOEdUI’eB
PHASE 2 Subject — Case History
PREJNTERVENTION i ssloction ~——P | —1anguage Background Q's
ASSESSMENT ~ LY Screening
- Hearing Screening
~ Cognitive Screening
— Teacher Intarview
-TACL ~-R
Establish ,
: —Yocabulary Tests
;;;oécm]l_:s;y - - Spontaneous Language
g Analysis
~-LARSP
l ~PRISM.~L
Assign subjecte -- Dafined Praficiency on
to Proficiency ‘above measures
Groups — Gompared Proficlancy
Groups statistically
+ .
Establish offacts Statistical Analysis for
of homs and school significant differences
v 8Xposure on
proficiency
' | Assign subjects to
NTeweeaoy | —» | intervention and
Control Groups
Group A (Intervention) Formulated
Group B {Additional inpuf) intarvention
Group C {School input only) goals for Group A
Quantified
different Inputs
for CGroups Aand B
\ 4
PHASE 4 Establish affects of ~TACL -R
POST-INTERVERTION intarvention vs Additional —Vocabuiary fests = §
ASSESSMENT input vs Schoel input only —~ Language analysls
-PRISM-L
-LARSP
Figure 4.1 Dlagratnmatic Representation of the Aims ' 73

and Measures of each Phase of the Procedure




1. PHASE 1 PILOTING ASSESSMENT MATERIALS

During this phase, the applicability of the T.A.C.L.-R (Carrow,
i988) to ﬁre-school children acquiring English as a second
language was determined. In addition, the criterion-related
validity and test-retest reliability of the newly constructed
vocabulary measures were established. Each of these measures is

discussed separately.

The subjects used in the pilot studies were selected from & pre-
schoc;i in the same area as the school where the main study was
conducted. They were selected according ta the same criteria,
and using thé same procedures as the subjects in the main study.
They were also similar with respect to background, and ﬁome

exposure to English,

1.1, Test of auditory Comprehension

Beconing pfoficient in a second language involwes developing bath
comprehension and production ekills in the language. If childre.:
are to be educated in ﬁngliéh ; it is important to establish how
well they understand the language in commnicative contexts
(communicative d.omprehension) as well as how well they understand
linguistic structures without relying on the commenicative
context (linguistic comprehension) (Bernstein and Tiegerman,
1988). The Test of Auditory Comprehension of Language-Revised
(T.A.C.L.-R) (Carrow, 1988) was selected to assess linguistic

comprehenéiion in this etudy.
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As the T.A.C.L.~R is designed to assess only comprehénaion, it
contains a large number of items (101) +that assess the
comprehension of a variety of 1inguisi_:.ic structures. It was
therefore more appropriate for use iri this study than other
available tests, e.g. The Test of Language Development (Newcomer
andi Hammiil, 1988), that contain relatively few items for
assessing comprehension. It was also felt to contain more
"culture-free" items than other tasts. In addition the T.A.C.L.-
R {(Carrow, 1988) was designed not only to identify language
impairment, but alsoc to identify structures that pose particular
difficulty for +the ¢hild, (Lund and Duchan, 1988) and it
therefore contains a number of items pertaining to each
linguistic structure, - enabling one to obtain more detailed

information about linguistic comprehension.

To establish whether the test would be applicable to the ESL
learnars in this study, ten subjects, aged three to six years

were tested individually on the T.A.C.L.-R.

Administration of +the test was standard for all subjects.
Instructions teo the subjects were similar to those in the
original test i.e. subiects were requested to point to cne out o.f
three pictures that best represented the verbal stimulus given by
the researcher (Appendix 4). A score of 1 was allocated for

every correct response.
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An incorrect response received no score. Each subject’s total
score out of 101 was converted to a percentage score. ' The
principal of the nursery school, whé knew the pilot subjects
well, was asked to rank them according to their vnderstanﬁing of

English,

A ranked score of 1 was assigned to the child who had the best
comprehension, while the highest rank score was assigned to the
child with the poorest comprehension ability. Table 4.2 -below
shows the ranked scores in relation to the actual sdores obtajined

by the subjects.

- TABLE 4.2 COMPREHENSION SCORE AND TEACHER RANKING OF PILOT
SUBJECTS ON THE T.A.C.L.~R (CARROW,1983)

SUBJECTS % SCORE ON COMPREHENSION TEST | RANK ASSIGNED BY TEACHER
1 Es3 8
74 '

70

62

81

B6

43

62

o [ = Jor |tn fe J [N

71

o s D [ O N

&5

[
o

The Spearman Rank Order Correlation revealed a positively high
correlation of 0,953 hetween ranked scores and actual scores on
the T.A.C.L.~R (Carrow, 1988). The test was therefore considared

to have validity as a measure of linguistic comprehension when
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applied to the EBL speskers in this study. A large scale
validation and reliability study was not within the scope of this

research.

On the basis of the results achieved by the pilot group, 20 items
were deleted from the T.A.C.L. -R (Carrow, 1988) because none of
the subjects could identify them correctly. It was assumed that
these items are too dAifficult for ESL pre-schocol learners. The
first thirteen items were also deleted from the T.A.C.L. =R
(Carrow, 1988) because they were vocabulary items for assessing
comprehension of nouns {items 1 - 10) and adjectives of colour

(11 -13).

These vocabulary items were assessed in more detail in the
vocabulary test to be described in the next section, and were

excluded from the T.A.C.L. -R (Carrow, 1988) to avoid repetition.

The modified comprehension test consisted of 69 items, and is

included in Appendix 5.

1.2. Recaptivs and Expressive Vocabulary Tests

A vocabulary mneasure was constructed to obtain more detailed
information about the subjects? wvocabulary proficiency in
English, than could be obtained from a thirty minute spontaneous
language sample, where the number of conversatlonal topics may
have limited the number and range of voecabulary items used. It
was not within ¥ ' »cope of this study to take repeated language

samples. The purupose of the vocabulary neasure was not to asgess
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the conceptual knowledge underlying vocabulary, but knowledge of
English word meaning. ~ The test therefore consisted of vocabulary
items that were familiar to the subjects in their home language.
It was constructed to incorporate as many lexical fields, sub-
fields, and major lexemes, (Crystal, 1982) as would bhe

practically possible and appropriate for pre-schoolers.

Available vocabulary tests such as the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test (PPVT-R) (Dunn and Dunn, 1981) were considered inappropriate
for use in this study. The PPVI-R (Dunn and Dunn, 1981) contains
tov few items that are designed to assess basic English
vocabulary and many of the items ﬁre not applicable to the South

African population.

1.2.(a) Teat Construction

To establish face wvalidity, (Roscoe, 1975) a black Speech-
Language Pathologi:st was consulted in select'ing appropriate
vocabulary for this test. A list of three hundre& English
lexemes were selected from the lexical fields, and sub~fields on
the Profile in Semantics (Crystal, 1982). The semantic sub-
fields together with the major lexemes used in the test are

listed in Appendix 6.

A graphic artlst illustrated each word using a clear line
drawing, that would be easily identified by the children. (See
Appendix 7 for an example of the test plate used to assess item
38). To ensure that the vocabulary was familiar to the subjects

in their home language, ten subjects were randomly selected from
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the larger sample of 3.33__ and tested in their home language by
speech-language th’erapisﬁs who speak Zulu, Sotho, Tswana, Xhosa
and Tsonga. The test items were translated by the therapists.
All the subjects wai:'e familiar with all the words in their home

languages,

A test bookl;at, consisting of 75 A4 plates, was compiled by
placing four pictures representing one lexical field or sub-field
on one plate. The test was used in two ways: firstly to assess
the subjects’ receptive vocabulary , and secondly their expressive

vocabulary.

The items on each plate were numbered from 1 ~ 4 and two items
were randomly selecfed from each plate. One item was assigned to
the receptive sub-test and the other to the expressive gub-test.
See Appendix 8 and 9 for the receptive and expressive sub-tests

reépectively. Each sub-test consisted of 75 items.

1.2.(b) Test Administration

The test was administered individually to 30 subjects in a guiet
corner of the nursery school by an English speaking Speech-
Language Therapist. Instructions were given in English.
Subjects practised with all the pictures on the praciise plate
before the test was administered, to ensure that they had

understood the instructions.

The instructions for the receptive sub-test, required the subject

to point to a picture representing a verbal stimulus given by the
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tester. . 1(See Appendix 10). The receptive Bué%test was
administered first to all Bubjectsz, and took approximgﬁgly thirty
minutes per subject. The expressive sub-test was adnministered
two days later to ensure that subjects did not remember the

. items.

- The expressive sub-test was administered using a sentence
\completion format (Lund and Duchan, 1988; Bernstein and
ﬁiagerman, 1988). For example: This man is a farmer. This man

is a ___ - {postman).

The subjects knew that the word had to be filledwin from the

rising intonation used by the examiner.

1.2.({0) Scoring of Vocabulary Tests

For both sub-tests each correct response was given a score of 1,
while inceorrect responses recsived no score. Each subject’s
total score out of 75 was converted to a percentage score, for

each sub-test.

1.2.(4) Reliakility of Vocabulary Tesis

Both receptive and expressive sub-tests were re~administered to
all thirty subjects two weeks later to obtain a measure of test-
re~test reliability {(Oller, 1979). The two test scores {(T1 and
T2) were correlated using the Pearson Ero&uct—Mbmgpt correlation

(Roscoe, 1975).
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i.2.(¢) Validity of Vocabulary Tests

Criterion-~related wvalidity (Oller, 197%) of the vocabulary sub-
tests was established by correlating the subjects’ scores on each
test to a score obtained from a teacher ratinq.:of_ their
vecabulary skills. o

The teacher of each child at the pilot nursery school was asked
to rate each child’s vocabulary skills on a 5 point scale, by
placing.a cross on the relevant point on a line representing a

continuum of vocabulary proficiency in English.
The following categories were used:-
D - 1 The child understands and uses only a few English words.

3 - 2 The child understands and uses the English words used

regularly at school.

2 = 3 The child understands and uses English words related to

experiences outside the school.

3 = 4 The child has a wide vocabulary and understands most of
what is sajd to hinm.

4 - 5 The child’s vocabulary is like that of a native speaker
of English.
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The names of §}1 th? children in.a particular teacher’s group
were placed on.the same page so that the teachérs could rate
their vocabulary Ekillé in relation to their peers. (Appendix
11).

The teacher’s rating was converted to a percentage score and
correlated to each of the test scores using the Spearman Rank

Order Correlation Co-efficient (Roscoe, 1275).

1.2.(f) Results of Pilct Study on vbcahuiary Tasis

The percentage scores obtained by each subject on the receptive
and expraé.aive aﬁb-tests at each test session as well as the
percentage score on the teachers’ rating scales are displayed in

Appendix 12.

The mean percentage achieved by all subjects on the receptive and
expressive rub~tests at each test session (TiT and T2
respectively) as well as the percentage scores on the teachers’

rating scale are reflected in Table 4.3.

The validity and reliability correiation co-efficients for each

measure are also included on the table.
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TABLE 4.3 MEAN ECORE ON PILOTING OF RECEPTIVE AND EXPRESSIVE
VOCABULARY TESTES AT EACH TEST SESSION 2ND TEACHERS'

RATING
Fueem % on Receptive Sub~test | Expressive Sub-test Teachers’
Rating
T1 T2 Ti T2 !
71.93 73.80 88.90 70.03
72.53

{ validity ~ 95047 L95294 | .97483 .98034

Co— : '

efficients

Reliaw"lity '
# Co—eff  ilentm 0.98413 0.99271

The data was analysed using the SKS Correlation Procedure (Cody
and Smith, 1987). Positively high Spearman Rank Ordev
correlations of between .95047 and .98034 were obtained between
teachers’ ratings and the receptive and expressive sub~tests at
botih test sessions, suggesting that the wvocabulary test hﬁd a

nigh degree of criterion-related validity.

The Pefrson Product-Moment Correlation co~efficient revealed a
positively high correlation between the first and second testing
sesgions (Ti and T2) on both the receptive (0.98413}) and
expressive (0.99271) suk-tests. The vocabulary test thereforé

had test-re-test reliability.

Although other forms of validity (i.e. content and construct) and
reliability were pot addressed, the vocabulafy test was
considered to be reliable and valid for its intended purpose,
which was to assess the subjects’ knowledge of English vocabular -

before and after the intervention phase.
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2. PHEASE 2. PRE~INTERVENTION ASSELSMENT

All black childreii at the nursery school were screened, to obtain
subjects for the wtudy. The following measures were used to
ensure. that subjects complied with the subject selection

criteria.

2.1, Parsnt guestionnaire (Aprendix 1)
The parent of every black child attending the nursery zchaol
received a gquestionnaire with a covering letter requesting them

to provide the following:

2.1, (a) Case History Information
This part of the questionnaire was based on the Child case
History Form used at the University of the Witwatersrand Speech

and Hearing Clinic.

It was used to ascertain whether any of the case history factors

considered to be “at risk" factors for la.guage impairment were

- present in the case histories of the subjects.

2.1.(b) Information on the Ckild’s First Languzge Develcopment
Spolsky (1982, p89) statez that, "...limitations that block the
learning of a first language, will eimilarly block the learning
of a second language®. Children who are impairec in their first

language (L1) will bz impaired in their second language.

Language iwpslrment may be defined as: “any disruption in the

learning ¢r use of language content, form or use or in the
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interaction_among'these components" (Lahey, 1988, p22). To avoid
contamination of results, language impaired children wera not
included in this study, and subjects were selected according to

the criterion of age-appropriate Ll development.

In the absence of suitable assessment tools in the indigenous
African languages, pragmatic criteria were used to establish
whether subjects had acquired their home language. without

&ifficulty.

The 'Bil’ngual -Oral  Language Development (B.0.L.D,} measure
(Mattes and Omark, 1984) was used to determine whether the
subjects were using ‘a range of communication functions and
conversational managément strategies in their L1. The B.C.L.D.
(Mattes and Omark, 1984) is based on taxonomies of illocutionary

acts provided by Dore (1973), Halliday (1975) and Tough (1977).

According to Mattes and oOmark (1984) c¢hildren should be
expressing all the functions on the E.0.L.D. by the age of three.
To enable parents to complete the ruestionnaire, an exawmple of

each type of language bkshaviour was given (Appendix 2).

The use of pragmatic criteria to identifi, language impairment is
supported by a number of regearchers who have found that most
language impaired children express a limited range of languags
functions (¥ey and Leonard, 1983; Gallagher and Prutting, 1983;
Johnston, 1982; Wollner, 1984). Fay (1986) states Lhat "...it is

often along dimensions of language use that language impaired
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children differ most from one another and from children

developing normally” (p68).

Damico, Oller and Storey\(1980) found that teachers who used
pragmatic criteria as a basis for referring children suspected of
being language impaired, were correct more often than teachers
who used syntactic c¢riteria. However, should the B.0.L.D. not be
sensitive enough to identify more subtle language problems, the
subjects’ parents were also questioned recarding their L1 grammar
and vocabulary, using questions suggested by Cole {(1982) to probe
content/form development (Appendix 2). Two subjects had to be
excluded from .the study on the basis of suspgcted language
. impairment. Their speech milestones were significantly delayved, -
and they were using only a limited number of functions and

conversational management devices on the B.0.L.D.

"2.1.{¢c) Language Background

Parents were asked to indicate which languages were spoken at
home, by whom and how often. They were also asked to describe
the extent of the child’s exposure to English at home {(Appendix
2)

2.2 Teacher Interview

van Kleeck and Richardson (1990} point cut that "Developmr..t of
a successful communication system is both critical to children’s
social and cognitive development and inseparable from them” (pl).
The subjects’ functioning in the developmental domains, related

to language acquisition was therefore also assessed. Each of
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these systems is discussed briefly.

2.2.({a) Physical Development
Lanquage acquiszition is dependant on normal audition, wvision,
neuromotor control of the speech apparatus, and gross and fine

motor skills.

2.2.{p) Cognition

A general cognitive delay, even if it is relatively minor, can
cause Jlanguage impairment. In addition, tbzre ave wvarious
cognitive pre-requisites <for language development, inciud_ing_
sensory-motor skills and symholic functioning (Bernstein and
'Tiegerman, 1988). Research has shown that i&nguaga inpaired
children are often delayzd in the development of symbolic skills,

despite normal intelligence (van Kleeck and Richardson, 1990).

Symbolic play skills are regarded as reliable indicators of

symbolic functioning (Westby, 1980) and language development.

2.2.(c) Sccial Skills _

Poor social adaptation or problems with self-help skills often
occur in conjunction with general cognitive delays and languhge
impairment. Behaviourial and emotional disturbances with
concomitant socialization difficulties may occcur as a result of

language impairment.

The physical, cognitive and social skills of the subjects were

screened by means of a_teacher interview (Appendix 3). It was
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assumed that children who were developing normally in these

domains, were less likely to be language impaired.

Teachers were also asked to complete the B.C.L.D. guestionnaire,
with respect to the subjects’ use of English. Tt was immediately
apparent however, that despite limited vocabulary and grammatical
competence in English, mast subjects were expressing the full
range of functions and using all conversational strategies on the
B.O.L.D.

It seemed that they had acguired all the functions in their L1
and used a variety of wverbal and non-verbal means to express
these functions in English (e.g. single words, formulaic

utterances, facial expression and gesture).

The expression of language functions (i.e illocuticnary
competence) was therefore excluded as a pre- and post-

intervention measure of English proficiency.

2.3 Coguitive Assesasment

Each child was assessed on Performance Scale E of the Griffiths
Mantal Developﬁent Scales (Griffiths, 1934) by é peychologist.
The purpose of this assessment was to ensure that the subiects
selacted for the study were age appropriate with regard to non-

verbal cognitive functioning.,

Scale E of the Griffiths Mental Development Scales (Griffiths,

1984} was salected by the psfehologist as an appropriate
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screening assessment on the grounds that it relies minimally on

spoken instruction and the child can succeed without spoken
language. For the subjects in this study it was important to use
a test that would not depend on their understanding of spoken
instructions in English. Subjects were to be excluded from the
study if the difference between their chronological and mental
ages on Scale E of the Griffiths Mental Development Scales

exceeded 12 months. There were nc subjects in this category.

2.4. Hearing Test _
The hearing of each subject was egcreened at 254B H..L. at 500,
1000, 2000, and 4000H2 (Northern and Downs, 1984) to ensure that
subjects did not have a hearing loss that could interfere with
language acquisition. All subjects passed the hearing screening

test.

2.5. Assessment of Language Proficiency in English
The thirty subjects who met the selection criteria were further
agszsessed to determine their level of language proficiency in

English. The following measures were used:

= ~ Modified Test of Auditory Comprehensiion of Language-Revised

(T.A.C.L.~R) (Carrow, 1988}.
- The newly devised vocabulary tests.

Both these measures were described in the section on phase

1 of the procedure, earlier in this chapter.
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- Analysis of a Spontanecus language sample according to:

- The Profile in Lexical Semantics (PRISM-L) (Crystal,

1982)

- The Language Assessment Remediation and Screening

Procedure {(L.A.R.S.P.) {(Crystal, et al, 1989).

In the following sections, the procedure for assessing subjects
on each measure is described. In addition, the definition of
proficiency on each measure, and how subjects were assigned to
proficiéncy groups is discussed. Subjects had to be assigned to
proficiency groups, because the intervention group and the two
control groups were to be of equal proficiency before the
intervention phase, so that one group would not have an unfair
advantage over the other two. Subjects from each proficiency
group had to be equitably ditribﬁ_lted acrosas the intervention and

control groups.

2.5. (a) Comprehenaion and Vocabulary Assessmnent
Each subject was assessed on the modified TACL-R and vocabulary

tests by two students in Speech Pathology.

Prior to the testing period, the group of students were
instructed by the researcher as to the adninistration and scoring

of both tests.

The t85Tihg was conducted at the nursery school, in a quiet
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cornar of a classroom, in the office, or in the garden. The two
gtudents who were assigned to each subject, administered the
tests in the following seguence. On the first morning, aftexr
éstablishing rapport with the subject, the modified TACL-R was
administered by student A in the partnership. Student B recorded
the subject’s responses and scored each response as rorrect (1
point allocated} or incorrect (0 points allocated)}. The modified

TACL-R tock 15 - 20 minutes to administer.

During a break of 30 minutes bo{" . mdénts added the points
cbtained by each subijiect and calc&iéted the percentage score.
Student B then administered the receptive vocabulary test to the
subject, while stident A recorded and scored the responses. _ The
test took 20 minutes to administer. A percentage score was
calculatad. On the second morning student A in each partnership
adninistered the expressive vocaburlary test to the subjects

‘while student B recorded the subjects’ responses.

Because this test demanded that the subjects’ respoﬁses be
recorded verbatim it took slightly longer (+— 30 minutes) to
administer. This test was not scored hy the studants, but by the
researcher, to ensure uniformity in scoring (i.e. that a response
was considered acceptable for all subjects and thus assigned a
gcore of 1).

Acceptable responses to each item on the expressive vocabulary
test are listed in Appendix 2. For each subject, the score out

of 75 was convarted to a percentage score.
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On the comprehension and vocabulary tests, greater preficiency
wasg defined by higher percentage scores. The mean scores and
standard deviations on each of ‘these measures were caiculated for
all thirty subjects using a SHARP Scientific Calculator EL531 GH
D.A.L. A standard deviation score was then assigned to each
subject on each peasure, according to the position of the
subject’s score in the distribution of scores around the mean.

This proceszs is illustrated in Table 4.4.

TABLE 4.4. MEANING OF ABSIGNED STANDARD DEVIATION SCORES

Standard Deviation
# Score Assigned

-2 Subject’s score was located between one and
two standard deviations below the mean

-1 Subject's score was located between the mean
and 1 standard deviation below the mean

+1 Subject’s score wae located between the mean
and 1 standard deviation above the mean

+2 Subject’s score was located between 1 and 2
standard deviatigps above the mean

The actual scores, and standard deviation scores assigned to each

subject appear in Appendix 17.

2.5.(b) The Spontaneous Language Sample

The teacher of each subject acted as the conversational partner,
since she was thé person with whom the child interacted most in
English, and would be most comfortable with. The three teachers
at the school were trained hy the researcher to elicit é

spontaneous language sample from each chlld.
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The guidelines given to the teachers (Appendix 13) were ~ompiled
from those suggested by Miller (1981) and Lund and Duchan (1988).
A limitation of this study is perhaps that more than one sample
with different comlﬁﬁnication partners was not cbtained. However,
it would have been difficult to structure and capture a peer
interaction, for example, as children are inhibited by the
presence of adults and recording equipment. It would also seem,
from the results, that adequately representative samples were
ohtainéd by the teachers, who were all expsrienced at

communicating with children.

The elicitation procedure was kept constant for all subjects.
The teachers were asked to elicit the language sample in the

three contexts discussed below (Appendix 14}).

(i) Elicitation Contaxts

- A personal narrative

Subjects were asked to tell +the teacher about a personal
experience they had recently had. Teachers ware asKed to
encourage subjects to talk about events that they knew the
particular child had expsrienced e.g. a holiday, a birthday
party, a visit to the doctor, or a visit to the zoc.

Subjects were also encouraged to talk about familiar everyday

events e.g. "what do you do when you wake up in the morning?”

According to Lucariello, Kyratzis and Engel, (1986) the language
uged by children to talk akout everyday routine events is more

advanced semantically and syntactically than language elicited in

93



a toy manipulation context.

- Saquence Story

Subjects were asked to tell a story from a set of three scene
sequence cards. The Milton Bradley Three Scene Sequence Poster
cards were used as stimuli. They were considered to Dhe

appropriate to the age and interest level of the children.

- A picture description

The stimulus scenes from the MWM Program for Developing Language
Abjlities (Minskoff, Wiseman, and HMinskoff) were used in this
context. Subjecis were asked to describe the picture. Teachers
selected pictures that they considered to be appropriate for
the particular child. Each subject was asked to describe three

pictures.

As recommended by Crystal, Fletcher and Garman (198%) the
language sample was obtained within a 30 minute interaction with
each subject. The sample was recorded on Fﬁ ﬁigh Ferro Type 1C&0
audic cassettes using a Sony TCM -~ 5000 EV portable tape

recorder.

2.5.(b) (ii) Transcription

The data was transcribed using English orthography according to
the procedure suggested by Crystal et al (1989). Prosodic
analysis was used only when ther~ --ould be potential difficulty
in interpreting the transcription.

The language sampies were transcribed and analysed by two final
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year students in Speech-Language Pathclagy, experienced in this

type of analysis. All analyses wers checked by the researcher.

2.5.(b) (iii) Analysis Procaduras

The spontanecus language samples were analysed using the Profile
in Lexical Semantics (P.R.I.S.M.~L} (Crystal, 1982} and the
Language Asséssment Remediation and Screening Procedure

(L.A.R.5.P.). (Crystal et al, 1989) (Crystal, 1982}.

-  P.R.I.S5.M.-L Analysis
Table 4.5. summarizes the P.R.I.S.M.-L measures, and provides a

brief explanation of each.

TABLE 4.5 DESCRIPTION OF MEASPURES ON THE PROFILE IN LEXICAL
SEMANTICS (P.R.B.I.M.~-L)

u P.R.I.S.M.-L { Description
Measure . -
Minor Types Function words including grammatical
relation words, soclal words {e.yg. thank
you)} and semantically "empty" fillers (e.g.
um}
B Minor Tokens ' A courit of all inatances of each minor type
H Minor type-token Total number of minor types divided by total
ratio ({TTR} nurber of minor tokens.
u Major _pes Content words that convey maaning {®.9. dog,
table}.
Major Tokens A count of all instances of each major typae.
Major type—-token Total number of major types divided by total
ratio {TTR) nurber of major tokens.
Semantic Fields General themes tc which content words balong
@.g. animals.
Semxntic Sub- More specific categories within fields e.g.
fielde farm animals, pets.
Minor:Major-token | Total number of minor tokens divided by
ratio _ | total number of maggr tokens,
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The following measures on * ‘e P.R.I.S.M.-L profiles wers used to

characterize the subje¢ . <vocabulary proficiency.

‘Total number of minor types.
Minor type-token-ratio.
Total number of major types.
Major type-token-ratio.
Total number of fields.
Total number of sub-fields.

Minor:Major-token-ratio.

Since the number of cocnversational topics with‘in the thirty
minute language sawmple were Xkept relatively constant for all
subjects, it was assumed that the more proficient subjects would
use more major and minor types, more lexical fields and sub-
fields, higher minor =~d major TTR’s, as well as minor:major
‘token ratio’s between 1,2 an& 1,5, vwhich represents a normal

balance between major and minor lexemes {(Crystal, 1582}.

Means and standard dewiations were calculated for each of the
P.R.I.S.M.~L measures, and subjects were assigned a standard.
deviation score on each measure. The actual scores, and standard

deviation scores assigned to each subject appear in Appendix 18.

The minor and major TTR/s proved to be problematic, since a
number of subjects (specifically subjects 1,2,12,21 and 23) had
high TTR’s that were not an accurate reflection of their

proficiency. Their high TTR’s were due ta the fact that they
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produced very few sentences. This resulted in the use of a few
types, once or twice only, and consequently, high type-token
ratios. The minor and major TTR’s were therefore not considered

ﬁalid indices of proficiency.

Because minor:imajor token ratio’s both below 1,2 and above 1,5
reflect poor proficiency, means and standard deviz+ions could not
be calculated for this measure. The TTR’s and ninor:major

ratio’s were therefore not used to assign subjects to proficiency

groups.

Table 4.6 is a summary of the total numbex of each standard

~ Jeviation score (-2, -i, +1, +2) assigned to each subject on the

coLprehension, vocabulary and PRISM-I, measures.
An overall standard deviation score was assigned to each subject
according Lo where the majority of his/her measures were located.

This score:appears in Table 4.6 in the column headed "Overall"
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TABLE 4.6 THE TOTAL NUMBER OF EACH 8 X SCORE ASSIGNED TO EACH
SUBJECT AND THE Sx SCORE WHERE THE MAJORITY OF TEE
MEASURES WERE LOCATED '

i Bubdects - =1 +1 +2 Qvarall i
1 7 0 0 0 -2
2 6 1 0 0 -2
3 2 5 o 0 -1
4 0 4 | 3 0 -1 i
i 5 0 1 6 u +1
6 0 0 7 o +1
I 0 1 ; 0 +1 !
8 O 3 4 Q +1,
9 0 o 6 1 +1
19 0. p) - 4 3 +1
11 a 3 0 0 -2
i 12 7 o . 0 0 -2
13 0 7 0 o -1
14 0 5 2 0 -1
15 0 4 3 0 -1
16 0 1 6 0 +1
17 0 1 4 2 +1
18 0 0 3 & +2
19 0 0 4 3 +1
20 0 0 2 5 +2 h
21 5 2 0 0 -2
22 3 4 0 0 -1
23 2 5 o 0 -1
24 0 6 1 0 -1
25 2 1 4 0. -1
26 1 1 5 0 +3 “
27 0 0 3 4 +1
28 0 0 3 4 +2
29 0 0 s 2 +1 ﬂ
30 0 o 2 5 +2 "

It is clear

majority of

from Table 4.6, that very few subjects had the

their scores at the upper and lowex ends of the
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distribution of scores., For only eight subjects (i, 2, 12 and
21) the majority of scores were located two standard deviations
below the mean, or two standard deviations above the meéan

(subjects 18, 20, 28, 30).

Since it would have been impossible to distribute the few
subjects in the second stahdard deviation groups egually across
three groups _-for the intervention phase, subjects were re-
aseigned to two levels of proficiency on each measure. If their
score was bslow the mean, they was assigned to the low
proficiency group ('-} on that measure. If the score was above
the mean, the subject was assigned to the high proficiency group

{+} on that measure. (See Appendix 19)

Once the subjects’ syntactic proficiency on the L.A.R.S.P.
measures had been established, they were assigned to an overall

proficiency group based on all the pre-intervention measures.

L.A.R.8.F. Analysis
The L.A.R.S5.P, was derived from a comprehensive description of
English qram:iar ¢ by Ouirk and Greenbaum, (1973), considered by

Crystal et al (1989) to be systematic and empirically based.
The L.A.R.S.P. has wide application in the field of language

pathclogy, and has been used to characterize the syntax of

children acquiring English as a second ianguage (Duncan, 1989).
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Each consecutive stage on the L.A.R.S.P. profile represents more
advanced syntactic complexity (Crystal et al, 1989). Each stage
should thus be well represented if a child _has a well developed

syntactic _5ystem .

The L.A.R.S.P. describes the general seguence of syntactic
development in L1 acquisition, from 9 months to 5 years and is,
for reasons discussed in the introduction, an appropriate tool
for characterizing‘ L2 development. It also provides more
detailed information on the order of acquisition of various
structures, ey. the guestion form and the negative in the verb
phrase, but this information was not used to define proficiency
in this study. The L.A.R.5.P. was used descriptively, to
characterize the subjects’ clause, phrase and word structure

development in English.

Since this study employed a group design, various measures had to
be derived from the L.A.R.S.P. profiles to facilitatw between

group comparisons. \,

The following measures were calculated for each individual

gubiect, with respect to each ievel of analysis on the L.A.R.S.P.

Clzuse 8tructure

- The proportion of the total number of clause structures
occurring at stages I, II, TII, IV and .V of the profile,
were converted to percentages. Stage VI and VII clause

structures were not included because only three out of the
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thirty subjects used structures at these stages.

- The proportion of the total number of stage V sitructures
that were co-ordinate, sub-ordinate or post-modifying

clauses, were converted to percentages.

These measures were included because sublects seemed {:Q be using
a high proportion of co-ordinate clauses, 3joined by the
conjunction “and". This resulted in a high pvecentage of Stage
V gtructures, which it seemed, was not an accuréte reflection of

proficiency.

- The number of clause structure types (out of a possible 64)
representeé in the sample, was computed.  All clause

structure :ypes are listed in Appendix 15.

' Phrasa structurs

it the phrase level, vérb phrases were examined separately from
other phrases, including noun phrases, adverbial phrases, and
adjectival phrases. The latter are referred.-to as phrase

structures (other).

Parase structures (othery

- The proportion of the total number of pirase structures
(other) occurring at stages II, III, IV, V and VI of the
profile, were expressed as percentages. Although post-
modification clauses are profiled under stage V phrase

stfuctures, they ware lumped together with stage V clause
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structures in this stﬁdy. Thus the only phrase structure at

stage V, was post-modifying phrases.

The number of phrase structures (other), out of a possible
21, represented in the sawple, was computed. Phrase

structure (other) types are listed in Appendix 16.

Verl Phrasas

Since the verb phrase is particularly complex in English, and

gsecond languadge learners are often reported to have difficulty

with it, (Ellis, 1985), the verb phrase was examined in more

detail than the other phrase structures, by analyzing each verb

phrase component separately.

The proportion of +the total number of verb phrases
caﬁtaininu each of the verb phrase components (VV, Vpart,
duxo, Auxm, Cop, and Neg V), were expressed as percentages.
The percentage of verdb phrases that were complex was also
computed. Compiex VP’'s are.those that contain two or more
verb,phraée processes. The "2 aux" verb phrase structure at
stage IV was excluded, since only two out of the thirty

subjects made use of it.

The number of verb phrase éomponents'(out of a possible 8)

represented in the sample, was computed.

Expansions

The ratio of Stage II and III clause stYucturss that were
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expanded, was calculated. A ratio of 1 meant that each
clause structure had been expanded at least once, while &
ratio greater that 1 meant that each clause structure haﬁl'
been expanded more than once. |

A ratio of less than 1 meant that not all clause structures

had been expanded.

Only stage II and IITI clauses wers . 3ed in the caldulation of the
ratio as expansions are only markea up to stage III. Expansions
were not analyzad in more detail with respect to the type oi
expansion as expansions of the subject, wverb and post verhal

elements were egqually represented, in most subjects’ samplec.

Word Structures

- The proportidn of the total nuuber of word structures that
were either ~ing, pl, -ed. -en, gen, 3s, ‘cop, ‘aux, n’t, or
est/er/ly (lumped together because only three out of thirty
subjects used any of these structﬁres), were expressed as

percentages.

- The total numbar of word structures out of a possible 12,

represented in the sample, was calculated.

Most L.A.R.S.P. measures were exprassed as percentages because of
large variations in sample length, that were due to differences
amongst subjects in spontaneity, .ami verbosity, rather than
proficiency. A simpie fount of ?he nunker of structures on any

of the clause, phrase or word structure measures, was therefore

i03



W el a =t

ke

not feasible.

AZccording to some investigators (Ellis, 1985), second language
learners may not use certain syntactic structures at all. This
would restrict the range of 12 structure types used. The number
of clause, phrase and word structure types, appearing in the
sublects’ language samples, were thus included as measures of
proficiency. It was assumed that gubjects would use a wider
rangé, and thus more structure .typas as they becane more

proficient in English.

Syntzotic BErrors

Only those error categories on the L.A.R.S.P. profile that
occurred frequeptly in the samples, and were made by most of the
subj-e.cts, we:f.'é. inciuded in the analysis of syntactic errors. The

following error categorier were "included:

-  Concord errors, represented by the proportion of the total
number of clause structures in which errors of subject-verb

agreement were made, (éxpressed as a percentage).

- Determiner, Preposition, Pronoun, and Auxiliary errors,
represented hy the proportion of the total number of
determiners, prepositions, pronouns, and auxiliaries on

which errors were made (expressed as percantages).
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L.A.R.8.7,. Summary Measures

The following mneasures were derived from Section B of the

profile:

1)

2)

The ratio of spontaneous sentences to responses

The total number of spontaneously_produced sentences was
divided by the total number of normal responses to teacher
stimuli. A ratio of 1 indicated that the subject. produced
an equal number of spontaneous utterances and responses. A
ratio greater than one, resulted from a higher number of
spontaneous utterances while a ratio less than one was due

to a higher number of responses.

The ratio of normal to abnormal responses
This measure was calculated by dividing the total number of
normal responsesg by the total number of abnormal responses.,

Abnormal responses include:

instances where the subject fails to respond tc the
teacher’/s stimulus, possibly as a result of comprehension

difficulties; and

structural abnormalities where the grammatical pattern of
the subject’s response does not match that recuired by the

teacher’s stimulus e.g. T: "What’s he doing?- S: "Yes"

in addition, the mean sentence length (total number of words

divided by total number of sentences) and the mean number of
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santences per turn {total nunber of sentences divided by

total number of teacher stimuli) were calculated.

Syntactic proficiency was defined on the L.A.R.S5.P. measures by

calculating the group mean for each measure. Group means on all

L.A.R.5.P. measures appear in Appendix 20. On the basis of the

average use of gach L.A.R.S.P. measure, the following decisions

were made regarding proficisncy.

1)

2)

3)

Since the average use of Stage IV clause structures was low
in comparison to all other stages, and Stage IV represents
advanced syntactic complexity, the use of Stage IV
structures was considered to reflect higher levels of

proficiency.

Subjects were assigned to the higher proficiency group (+)
if they used Stage IV structures and to the low proficiency

group {-) if they did not.

The average wuse of Stage V structures was higher than
expected, but was due to over-use of co-ordinate clauses
joined by Yand®. Subjects were assigned to the higher
proficiency group (+) if they used sub-~ordinate and/or post-
modifying clauses, and to the lower proficiency group (~) if

they did not.

Subjects used predominantly Stage II and III phrase

structures (other}). Stages IV, V and particularly stage VI
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4)

5)

. Were not as well represented. Subjects were assigned to the

higher proficiency group (+} if they used stage V1 phrase
structures (other) and to the lower proficiency group(-) if

they did not.

With respect tp the expansion ratio, the number of clause,
phrase, (other and verbj and word structure types, as well
as the sumrary measures, subjects were assigned to the
higher proficieivy group if their score was above the group
mean, and to the low proficiency group if their score was

below the group mean.

The percentage of syritactic ~vrors was not used to define
proficiency because errors in second language usage may
occur for a wvariety of reﬁsons, including developmental
processes, which are in fact positive factors in the

acquisition process.

The proficiency group to whibh each subject was assigned on

each of the L.A.R.8.P. measures appears in Appendix 21,

2.6. Allocation of Subjacts to Proficiency Groups

Subjects were assigned to the overall praficiency group where the
majority of their scores were locited.

Table 4.7 is a summary of the number of measures on which each
subject was assigned to the high (+) or low (-) proficiency
group, and shows the overall proficlency group to which each
subject was assigned.
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TABLE 4.7 NUMBER OF MEASURES ON WHICHE EACH SURBJECT’S SCORES
COULD BE LOCATED IN THE LOW (~) OR HIGH (+) PROFICIENCY
GROUF AND THE OVERALL PROFICIENCY GROUP

ﬂ Subiects + - QOwerall Proficiency Group u
ﬂ 1 0 20 - u
2 1 19 - i
3 4 16 -
ﬂ 4 13 ks
5 15 +
& 16 +
7 10 10 -
8 12 +
9 18 + —— ]
10 19 + ,
R 19 -
! 12 o a0 -
13 17 -
14 6 14 -
5 13 T +
16 _ 12 18 +
X 16 4 +
18 16 4 +
19 17 3 +
20 17 3 +
21 1 19 -
22 i6 -
23 18 -
24 i2 -
25 13 ki +
26 _ 16 4 4
27 17 3 +
28 17 3 1 +
29 15 5 +
34 18 2 +
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As is evident from Table 4.7, subject 7’s scores were distributed
egqually acrosg theﬁldw'ana.high proficien&y groups. This subject

was assigned to the low proficiency group, mo that there would be

a total of 12 low proficiency subjects, which would make egual.

distribution of low proficiency subjects across the intervention

and control groups, possible.

Table 4.7 also shows that some sub” icts (specifically subjects 4,
8, 15, 16, 24 2nd 25) were not clearly definable as low or high
proficiency subjects. Despite the facf that they were allocated
to the proficiency group where the majority of their scores were
located, they had a substantial number of scores in the other

proficiency group.

Thus, to ensure that the proficiency grouping was valid, the
scores attained by each proficiency group on the comprehension,
vocabulary and P.R.I.S.M. measures were compared statistically to

establish significant differences. The analysis of variance

_procedure (ANOVA) was used.

The L.A.R.5.P. measures were compared descriptively, for reasons
explaine@ in the data analysis section. Proficiency group means
on the comprzhension, vocabulary and P.R.I.S.M.-1L measures, as
well s the F values resulting from the ANOVA, %4nd the
probability levels at which the null hypothesis of equal means

was rejected, appear in Appendix 22(a).
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The probabhility levels are all well below 0,05 confirming that
the differences between proficiency groups were highly

‘significant on all measures. s

The differences betﬁeen.proficiency groupe on the minor and major
TTR’S were not statistically significant, confirming that these

neagures were of questionable validity as indices of proficiency.

The praficiency group means “n the L.A.R.S5.P. measures appear in

Appendix 22 (b).

The preficiency groups differed clearly from each other on most
L.A.R.5.P. measures, not only those used to define proficiency.
The more proficient group (+) used predominantly stage III clause
structures whiie the less proficient group (-) used ~redominantly l

staéé I structures.

With respect to stage V structures, the more profigient groug
used siénificanfly noye sﬁb—ord and post-nod clauses. They zlso
used more stage IIT phrase structuras (other). There were clear
differences between the proficiency groups in the use of the verb
phase, and word structures. Thus, although subjects had been
assigned to the proficiency group where the majority of their
scores were located, the proficiency groups were significantly

different on all measures and thus valid.
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3. PEASE 3 THE INTERVENTIUN PHASE

3.1. Allecation of Subjects to the :ﬁt’:ervanjtion and Control
Groups | |
To ensure that the intervention and control groups were of
eguivalent proficiency before the intervention was initiated,
four subjects from the lower proficiency group (-) and six
subjects from the higher proficiency group (+)} were allocated to
each group. In addition, a stated aim of the study was to
determine whether exposure *o English at home, and length of
attendance at an English pre-scuool had a significant effect on
prcficiency. Both these variables were found to be significant
determinants of proficiency (see Results section A) and therefore
subjects were allocated 0 ensure equal numbers of subjects from
each home and school exposare group in the intervention group (A)
and the control groups (B and C). There were 10 subjects in each

" group and the mean age of each group was approximately the same.

Table 4.8 shows the allocation of Subjects to Groups A, B and C.
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TABLE 4.8 ALLOCATION OF SUBJECTS TO INTERVENTION (A) AND CONTROL
GROUPS , B AND C

ﬁ_érnup Subject | Proficiency | School Home Mean H
Rumbar Group _ BExposure Expoaure Age

A

D00 3OOt s L N =
+++ U +++1 01

e
b |
L LA

WRNRHEERBRNER [MWNREMMMNRSERE RO LWN R
BB P b B A b ot b JRD b D B MBS A e 3 b DD e NS DD RO

-
[~
-]
Y AN

&
Key: S8chool Exposure
1

school attendance less than a year

2 = school attendance between 1 and 2 years

4
Home Expoguras
1 = Parents do not speak to the child in Englieh

school attendance more than 2 years

2 = Parents do speak to the child in English
Broficiency
- = low proficiency

+ = high proficiency
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2.2. Management of Group A

Group A was the intervention group. Subjects in this group

received language intervention as a group, from a qualified

speech~lancquage therapist for twelve weeks, three tinmes per week.

Fach session lasted forty five minutes. The intervention was

conducted in a group context for the following reasons:

1) the sﬁbjects were not language impaired, and the costs and
time involved in individual therapy were not warranted or
necessary

2) the group context lends itself favourably to socially

appropri-te interaction

There were no specific criteria for selection of the therapist
other than experience in language therapy, and infterest in the
appl:._ation of her knowledge and skills to ESL children. The
length of the intervention phase was based on the results of two
smaller pilot studies that provided language intervention to pre-
school ESL subjects over a six week period (Corke, 1983;
Poulitsis, 1988).

In both studies the English proficiency of ESIL subjects improved
considerably but without reaching levels of statistical
significance. The length of intervention was doublad in this
study to provide the opportunity for significant improvement in
the subjects’ English proficiency. The intervention approach
used to facilitate acquisition of English, was Ba'sed on the

integrated definition of language, and thecretical account of how

it is acquired, presented in Chapter 3.
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SPQGific' goals were set for each intervention session and
activities that were conducive to the subjects’ spontanecus use

of the target utterances were employed.

The therapist modified her own language %to empiasizZe target
forms, as well as to respond to the communicative nieds of the
children, using the wvarious techniques (input £eatures)

described in Chapter 3.

3.2.{(a) Bpecific éoals of Intervention

Specific goals related to content-form intaractions were
formulated for the whole group, baszed on the results of the pre-
intervention assessment. The language therapist formulated the

geals together with the researcher.

3.2.(a) (i) Specific Goals related to Contant

The Profile in Lexical Semantics {(Crystal, 1982) was used as the
basis for formulating goals to facilitate the acquisition of
vocabulary. A semantic sub~field was chosen as the topic or
theme ¥or a particular session, or in some cases, group of
sessions. Modifications were made to the sub-~fields according to
the suggestions made by Blank and Marquis (1987). These authors
argue that topics should be offered to children in relevant and
meaningful ways. Category based topics such as YCLOTHING",
"ANTMALS", and "FOOD", are not what conversations are normally
about., Blank and Margquis (1987) suggest an adaption of these

category-based topics.termed "oredicating the concept" (p6).
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This means that the topic iz not represented by a noun (e.g.
colours, numbers, food etc) bhut by a relevant predicate that
wodifies the noun e.g. "Clothes" was represented by the theme

Pgetting dressed in the morning®.

Blank and Marquis (1987) suggest the use of activity-based
intervention to create a context in which to talk about a topic,
and wmany intervention aessioné were in fact activity based e.q.
making something or playing a game = The therapist’s input was
always supported by real props or pictures, to ensure that
language and perception were closely matched, and thus context

bound.

3.2.({a)({ii) Specific Gozls related to Language Form

Since the intervention was group oriented, goals were not
gelected according to individual I..A.R.S.P. .profilea. The
specific goals pertainihg te language form were formulated on
the bhasis of the group means obtained on the pre-intervention

L.A.R.5.P, measures. The following structures were targeted:

1) Stage IV Clause Btructures

Since these structures represented only 6,69% of the total

numbar of clause structures used in the pre-intervention

samples, they were targeted in the intervention.

2) Stage V Sub-ordinate and Post-modifying Clauses
These structures were very poorly represented. Only 21,67% of
stage V structures were sub-ordinate clauses and even fewer

(3,09%) were post-medifying clauses.
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3) Verb Phﬁasa Componaents

Modal auxiliaries and verb phrases containing negatives were
targeted because of their low percentage occurrence. The verb
phrase compoaents, VV and Vpart were targeted because not all

children were using these structures.

4) Expansions 2

Expansion of all clause structure couponents were targeted to
increase the expansion ratios. To increase a2xpansion ratios the
phrase structures listed in 5) below were targeted (in addition

to the ver539hrase componants described above).

5) Stage IV, Vv and VI Phrass Structuras

These structures were poorliy represented in terms of average
percentage use. As three group A subjects were not using Stage
IV phrase structures and six subjects wire not using Stage VI

structures, these structures were also targeted.

6) _Korphological gtructures

Since the average use of the third person signular morpheme (38)
wag low, and since the past tense form -ed, as well as the
plural (~pl} were not used by all subjects, these word

structures were also targeted.
All the above structures were taught using pfocedures outlined

by Lewis and Penn (1989), in their book "Language Therapy: A

Programme to Teach English".
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No specific goals were formulated for dealing with syntactic
errors. It was anticipated, that some errors would occur less
frequently as proficiency in using all the above structures
increased, while others might occur more frequently as the

learner constructed the rulez of the new language.

Through the intervention, group A was eXposed not only te a form
of ingtructed input that was different to the natural exposure
in the pre-school, but alsc to an increased guantity of input,
To ensure that any improvement in group A’s proficiency was due
t« the specific goals, principles and techniques of language
intervention, and not just to an increased quantity of learner

directed input in English, control group B was included.

3.3. Management of Control Group B

A sfudent teacher interacted with Group B subjects at the same
time as Group A was receiving intervention. She was asked to
converse with the children, and was aware that the purpose was
to facilitate their acquisition of Eaglish. The differences in
the input provided by the language therapist and student teacher
for Group A and B, were guantified by analyzing three sessions
with each group, using a framework that was based on Fey’s

{1986) conceptualization of language intervention.

3.4. Quantification of Differances in input to Groups

A and B
The therapist and student teacher’s input was transcribed
verbatim from three video recordings of their interactioms with

groups A and B respectively.
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Their interaction W' ... each group was then analyzed in terms of
the goals they had forrulated, the context they had created, and

the actual features of their input.

3.4.{a) :8Bpecific Goals

The specific content and form goals of the therapist or student
teacher, were identified. The therapist formulated specific
goals with regard to content and form for each wéssion, whila
the teacher chose a particular conversational topic for each
session. She conversed with Grui:» B subjects about this topic
throughout the session, sometimes using a picture stimulus. Her
topics could naturally, also be represented as fields or sub-

fields on the P.R.I.S.M.-L.

Thé:essential difference between the two groups was that the
student teacher did not formulate specific goals with regard to

language form.

3.4. (D) Intervention Context

The following areas were examined:

i) Uza of the Informativeness Principle

The input provided by the therapist and student teachar was
characterized according to whether they exploited this
principle. Both created contexts in which this principle was
applied, but the therapist made more explicit use of it. She
used f-lse assertions, and wmaterials that increased

informativeness.
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For example, to facilitate the at:quiéition of the stage IV
phrase structure P adj, Adj N (L.A.R.S5.P.) the therapist used
big and small, red, blue and green circles, .squares and
triangles, To elicit the structure "a big blue triangle" she
- placed before the children small and big, blue and red, circles
and trianglés. She then asked one child to describe the shape
he/she was holding (out of view of the other children). The
child had to use the entire phrase "a big blue triangle", as
providing less information would mnot result in dorrect

identification of the shape, by the group.

jii) cCreating +the Motivation ¢to Communicate using Target
8tructures

The langﬁaqe therapist structured the intervention contexts in

Group A in such a way that the children were encourdged to use

target forms.

She often hid objects away from tha children so that they would
use vocabulary and syntactic forms in requests. (e.g. the
child would have to ask, "™ Where is the big blue circ e"?,
After he/she had been instructed to put a red star on a big blue
circle, that had been hidden away by the therapist). This
structuring of the context was not seen in the student teacher’s

input to Group B.

iii) Presentation of Target Forms in Multiple Contexts
This was done by both the language therapist and the student
teacher. In 'targeting golonr namea for e.g. the language

therapist referred to the yellow sun, green grass, etc.
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In developing a party theme, the student teacher referred to

different kinds of parties, e.y. stork party,

atc,

iv)

This principle was well adhered to by both the language

Cohaxiveness of S8timuli

therapist and the student teacher.

marked by both.

summarized in Table 4.9,

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE GOALS AND INTERVENTION

Topic shifts were well

The differences between groups A and B are

TABLE 4.9
CONTEXTS POR GROUPS A AND B -
i
Group A Group B
{Language {8tudent
Tharapist) - _Tea.cher_L
Goale Content: Topice | .g9. growing &.¢. Having a

’ flowars Party
shapes, size,
colouxr
Forms DAdj Adj N} Wox~
Structuras Pr D.AdjN} (St P
IV Phrase
structures) _
Context | Use of the Explicit through | Implicit
:1 infermativeness | Falme assartions,
principie raterials used
E Creating the Hiding objects Relied on
motivation to apontancous
communicate imitations
Presentation of | Yas Yas
the targeat
forme in
multipie
contexts
Cohesiveness of | Yes Yaa

the Stimuli
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3.4.(C) Input Featuras _

The features of the input used by both adults with group A and
B were coded by abunting the number of times each specific input
was adult initiated or occurred as a response to a child’'s
communication. These two categories were further sub-dividéd
into gquestions and other stimuli. Input features were discussed
in Chapter 3, and are used synonymous’y with "technigques". 1In

addition, the following 'E%iez.f'pist/teacher inputs eme’.ged:

- Repetitions of - child’s utterance (spontaneous or
response). The &Xawuc purpose of these repetitions is not
known, but may réprgsent the adult"as attenpt to keep the

conversation geing.

- Verbal Reinforcement or comments made by the adults to

‘reward the correctness of responses (e.g. good!; righti).

- . other This category was inciuded to incorporate those
téééheﬁ:’?thﬁrapist inputs that could not be accommodated in
other categorie. It consisted mainly of directives from
the adults to maintain order in the groups (e.g. sit still. .
bDon’t break the picture, etc).

The percentage occurrence of each type of adult communication was
then calculated by dividing the twtal number of occurrences of
each by the total number of adult communications. The mean over

the three sessions was calculated for each technique.
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Table 4.10 reflects the mean percentage occurrence of each {ype
of input used by the therapist with group & and the student
teacher with group B.

TABLE 4.10 MEAN PERCENTAGE OF BEACE TYPE OF INPUT FEATURE USED BY
THE LANGUAGE THERAPIST AND STUDENT TEACHER

_ g =%
Input Features Language | Student
Therapist | Teacher _
{Group A) (G_::oup B)
False Apsertions 6.7 0
Stimuli to Elicit the Target Form as a 23.46 ' 26.25
Response
| §timuli to Elicit the Target Foxm as a 9.5 27.5
Spontaneous Utterance
Focused Stimula;ion . 5.59 o
 Stimuli to Encourage Language 6ut:side 2.78% 2.5
Immediats Context
ﬂ Vertical Structuring 7.26 16,25
Expangiong 3.91 0
. Expatiations 5.03 3.75
E Forced Alternative 1.68 1.25
B Sentence Completion 1.68 0
g Facllitating Metalinguistic Development 4.47 0
Rapetitions of Child’'s Utterance 3.91 11.25
Varbal Reinforcement for Target Utterance 12.85 1.25
Production 1‘
Other ag. Directives to Maintain Order 3.35 6.25
Complaxity {(Percentage of Stimuli that were 4.47 12.64
Complex sengences)

Inputs that were not used by the student teacher with Group B,
but were used by the language therapist included: false
assertions, focused stimulation, expansions, sentence completion
and facilitators ior metalinguistic development.  These are
probably specific techniques ﬁsed by language therapists, and do
not occur as fregquently in normal conversations with children.

Both the therapist and the student teacher used similar
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frequencies of the following stimuli: eliciting a target form as
a response, stimuli to encourage language outside the immediate

context, expatliations, and the forced alternative.

It was interesting that stimuli encouraging the target form as é
spontaneous- utterance were used more frequently by the student
teacher (27.5%) than the language therapist (9.5%). It iz
possible that the mnore naturai type of discourse used by the
student teacher was the reason for this discrepancy. This
suggests that a certain amount of "naturalness" has to be
sacrificed in structured intervention with specific syntactic

targets (Fey, 19&6).

The student teacher also used more vertical structuring i.e.
probes to encourage children to elaborate on responses. It was
noted that she frequently asked a further guestion when a subject
had responded to a question. Thi: is clearly reflected in her
high@r parcentage of questions(53,75%) and repetitions of the
children’s raaponses_(See Table 4.11). The student teacher also
used more complex language than the ianguage therapist. (12.64%

of her utterances were complex sentences).

TABLE 4.11 MEAN PERCENTAGE OF QUESTIONS V8 OTHER STIMULI PRODUCED
BY TEE THERAPIST AND TEACHER

i
THERAPIST TEACHER
{GROUEP A) . {GRCUP B)
|_QUESTIONS 32.96 §3.75
OTHER 67.04 46.25
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s T sl e e

S : e — e
THERAPIE™ TEACHER
{GROUP A) (GROUE RB)
Adult Initiated Stimuli 46.37 47.5
Regponses to Child- ' 53.63 52.5
| initiated interaction :

The language therapist used fewer questions (32.96%) than othexr
stimuli (67.04%) and used less complex language than the student

teacher (only 4.47% of her utterances were complex).

Both thése findings can be related to the language therapist’s
training and incfeased sophistication in modifying her input to
young children. Her uge of verbal reinforcement when children
produce target uiterances is alsgo a function of her training,
since verbal reinfercement (e.g. "you said that nicely"™, "good",
"wall done") is not part of natural communication to youhg
children {(only 1,25% of the student teacher’s utterances were

reipforcements "right! “sure"i}.

Both the student teacher and the language therapist used a good
balance between af.it-initiated input and responses to child-
initiated input (Table 4.12) suggesting that they both allowed

the children to initiate conversation.

TABLE 4.12 MEAN PERCENTAGE OF ADULT INITIATED VE RESPONSES BY
THE LANGUAGE THERAFIST AND STUDENT TEACHER

summary: Twa pain differencez in the input provided by the
language thesapist for Group A and the student teacher for Group

B, were the following:
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1) The language therapist formulated very specific goals for
facilitating the acquisition of form and content, whereas
the student teacher concentrated on vary general content

goals.

2) The student teacher did not structure the non-linguistic

context as the language therapist did.

3} The language therapist used some techniques that were not
ugsed at all by the student teacher.

4) The student teacher used more questions and ayntactically

complex sentences in her input to Group B.

The input provided for Group A was therefore gqualitatively
different to that provided for Group B, but hoth groups received
guantitatively more input in English than they would have by
attending nursery school only. Control Groun C was “hus

included.

2.5. Management of Control Group C

Group C was included to ensure that any imprcvement in English
proficiency observed in Groups A and B was due to the input they
had received and would not have occurred as a result of their
regular artendance at the “ursery school. The input provided to
the ESL subjects by the teachers at the nursery school contained
the features of child-directed langiage, used by the therapist

and student teacher with groups A and B. However, group B

-

125



recaived rore input than group €. Group C comprised those
subjects who received no extra input.in English over and above
that provided by the nursery school teachers, in the regular
programme. - The school was managed on the same basis as most
regular pre-schools. Each day consisted of both structured and
unstructured activities, with free and uninhibited communication
between the teachers and children. The three teachers were all
monolingual English speaking females. Bach tezacher was
responsible for a particular age grbup. Informal observation
revealed no particular differences in the type of language input
provided by individual teachers. 2All teachers adapted their
input to the ESL ilearners, when communicating with them as

individuals.

4. PHABE 4 POST IKTERVENTION ASSESBMENT

The post intervention assessments were conducted within a week
“after the last session of the intervention phase. This was tao
prevent any further acquisition of.language that could obviously
not be attributed to the intervention. The assessment procedures
that were used in the pre-intervention phase to establish the
subjects’ English proficiency were repeated.

These included: |

4.1. the modified T.A.C.L.-R (Carrow, 1938)

4.2. the receptive and expressive vocaﬁulary tests

4,3. analysis of spohtaneocus language samples according to the
(a) P.R.I.S.M.-L (Crystal, 1982} and
(b) L.A.R.S.P. (Crystal et al, 198%)
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All measures were obtained in identical fashion to the pre~

intervention assessment phase.

D. DAT® ANALYBISE

The data derived from the comprehension, vocabulary and
P.R.I.S5.M.~-L measures was subjected to statiscical analysis using
the SA5 General Lin.ar Models Procedure (Cody and Smith, 1987).
The L.A.R.S.P. data was analysed by calculating group means for
all pre~ and post-intervention scores, as well as ths difference
between +“he pre~ and post-intervention means: Standard

deviations were calculated on the difference scores.

The L.A.R.S8.P. measures could not be analysed statistically

because the percentage occurrence of structures at each stage was
restricted by the percentage occurrence of structures at all

other stages. {e.g. if a subject’s percentage use of stage I |

structures wus 75%, the percentage occurrence of structures at
all other stages could not be more than 25%). L.A.R.S5.P. results

were analysed descriptively.

1. . ZAnalysis of the Pre-intervention Results
The following subject variables were investigated in relation to

pre-intervention results:

1.1. Bome RExposure to English
To determine whether subjects whose parents spoke to them in
English (Home exposure Group 2) differed significantly from

subjects whose parents did not, (Home exposure Group 1),  the
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comprehension, vocabulary and P.R.I.S8.M.~L scores attained by
subjects in each home exposure group were subjected to a one-way

analysis of varliance.

The L.A.R.S.P. results were analysed descriptively.It was
necessary to establish whether home exposure groups differed
significantly on the pre-intervention measures, so that subjects
could be allocated to the intervention and control groups

- accordingly.

1.2. Length of Attendance at an Eaglish Pre-sSchool

Schoal ax ,ure groups could not be compared statistically,
because thére were only three subjects in the third school
exposure group {those who had attended an English pre-school for
two years or longer). The analysis of variance procedure cannot
cope with unbalanced numbers across groups (Rosner, 1975). At
the same time, it was undesirable to re-group subjects, because
the subje¢ts in the +third school exposure group seened,
gubjectively, to have attained higher scores than the subjects in

the second school exposursa group.

In ad_dition , it was not possible to collapse the home and school
exposure groups, by assigning a single exposure rating, because
it was assumed that the exposure to English at home and at school
was qualitatively different. At home, subjects were exposed to
English spoken by bilinquals, while at school the English was
spoken by monolinguals. The school exposure group means were

- compared descriptively, to determine how school exposure affected

128

3



proficiency, so that subjects from each school éxposure group
could be assigned to the intervention and control groups

accordingly.

1.3. Age

The age variable was not analysed separately, because it
interacted to a large extent with school exposure and proficiency
grouping. All the subjects in the youngest age group (3,0 -
3,11; n=6}) were also in school exposure group 1 (i.e. those
subjects who had attended an English pre-school for less than a

year) and in the lower proficiency group.

- Only three subjects from each of the other two age groups (4,0 -

4,11; (n-14); and 5,0 - 5,11} (n=10)) were in school exposure
group 1. The remaining subjects (n=11) in the 4,0 - 4,11 year
old group were in school exposure group 2. The seven subjects
remaining in the 5,0 - 5,11 year old age group were equally
distributed across school exposure groups 2 and 3. Age group
means would therefore not differ significantly from school

exposure group means, and an analysis of the age variable would

- have been redundant.

2, Analysis of the Difference betwesn Pre~ and Post-
Intervention Scores

The difference betwaan each subject’s pre- and post-intervention

scores was calculated by subtracting the pre-intervention score

from the post-intervention score. The difference between the pre-

and post-intervention neans was calculated for the intervention

and control groups (A, B and C}.
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An analysis of variance was used to compare intervention groups.
If statistically significant differences emerged, Duncan‘s
Multiple Range Test (Cody and Smith, 1987) was used to determine

which groups differed significantly from each other.

B. HYPOTHESES

The foliowing hypotheses were formulated regarding the effects of

the intervention and control group treatments.

EYPOTHESIS 1
The difference between pre- and post-intervention scores would be

significantly larger for grdup.A than for groups B and C.

HYPOTHESIS 2
The difference between the pre- and post-intervention scores

wou-id" be significantly larger for group B than for group C.

130



CHAPTER 5

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter is div'ided into fwo sections. The results of the
analysis of the pre-intervention scores is presented in section
A, foilawed by the results of the comparison between groups A,B
and C on the differsnce between the pre- and post-intervention

gcoras, in section B. -

In each case, the results of the comprehension, vocabulary and
P.R.I1I.S.M.~-L measures are presented first, followed by the

results of the L.A.R.S.P. analysais,

A.  PRE~INTERVENTION RESULTS

" 1. Home Exposure to English

1.1i. Compreheansion, VBnabulary_and P.R-I.5.M. measuras

The mean scores attained by =ach home exposure group on each of

the above measures, are displayed in Table 5.1.
The F values resulting from the ANOVA (Analysis of wvariance) as

well as the probability levels (pr > F) at which the null

hypothesis of equal means was rejected, also appear on the table.
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TABLE 5.1. HOME EXZPOSURE CGROUP MEANS ON THE COMPREHENSION
Home  Home _ b P > F
Exposure | Exposure | Value
_ Group 1 Group 2

Comprehension (%) 55,55 72,28 111,84 | 0,0018

Receptive Vocabulary 52,98 66,00 5,4 0,0276

(%) _

Expressive Vocabulary 41,14 £, 6,07 | 0,0202 }

(%} '

Number of minor types | 20,0 36,33 15,35 | 90,0003

Number of major types 31,26 52,73 13,27 } 49,0011

Minor TR - f G,33 0,21 4,60 | Q,0408
(0125)* ' ]

Major TTR 0,67 0,53 6,05 | 0,0203

. ' (0,53)%

Number of Fields 13,8 19,06 8,43 | 0,0071

Number of Sub-fields 21,6 32,4 11,33 | 0,0022

Minor: Major token 1,35 1,77 9,64 | 0,0043

ratio . 1

[*TTR’8 in brackets represent corrected calculations, excluding
subjects 1,2,11,21 and 23 whose TTR's were inflated as a result

of limited expressive ability].

The differences between home exposure groups are statistically
significant at the 0.05 level, on all measures. Those subjects
whose parents spoke to them in English (Group 2) were thus more
proficient than those subjects who did not interact with their

parents in English (Group 1).

The exception to the above generalization concerns the results of

the minor and major TTR‘s.
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When the corrected scores are compared, the TTR’s do not seem to

be affected by home exposure to English.

Although home exposure yroup 2 used more major and minor types
than group 1, they also used more tokens, and their TTR’s were

therefore not significantly higher.

The minor:major token ratio’s show that both home exposure groups
used more minor than major tokens, but the ratio was higher for
home aexposure group 2. Cry=tal (1982) suggests that a ratio
between 1,2Iand 1,5 reflects a normal balance between major and
minor tokens. Home exposure group 2 had a higher than normal
ratio, suggesting that they used mors minor than major tokéns,
rendering their language semantically Pempty" (Crystal, 1982).
This confirms subjective impressions of some of the language

samples, obtained from Group 2 subjects.

The fact that the mninor:major token =ratio increases witk
increased exposure to English at home suggests that, although
subjects become more proficient, they do not necessarily use an
optimal balance between content and function words, which may

reflect difficulty with the acguisition of expressive vocabulary.

1.2. L.A.R.B.P. Measuras

The mean scores attained by each home exposure group on each set
of L.A.R.S.P.measures are displayed in Appendix 23. Home
exposure groups differed markedly on several, but not all

L,A.R.S.P. measures.
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l1.2.¢a) Clause gStructure

With regard to the clause structure component of English syntax,
children whose parents interact with them in English, use more
complex sentences, as well as a wider range of clause structure

types than children whose parents do not speak English to them.

Home exposure group 2 used fewer stage II c¢lause structures and
nore stage IIT, IV and V structures than home exposure group 1.
They also used more of each type of stage V structure, and

congiderably more sub~ordinate clauses.

1.2.(b} Phrase Structures (other)
There were no major differences between home exposure groups in
the use of phrase structures at the various stages of the

L.A.R.S.F., although group 2 used more phrase structure types.

1.2.(2) Verkh Phrases

The use of the various verb phrase components was similar for the
two home exposure groups. The verb phrase components VV, Vpart,
auxm, and negV were not used frequently, while other auxiliaries
{(auxo) and copulas were used oftan. Group Zz used fewer copulas
than Group 1 but more auxiliaries. This may be explained by the
fact that Group 2 subjects, as a result of their increased
proficiency, were expanding the verb phrase more by incorporating
auxiliaries. The copula can be used without expanding the verb
phrase since it is, itself, a verb., Group 2 also used more modal
auxiliavies (6,14%) than Group 1 {(0,25%), as well as more verb

phrase types.
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1.2.1{4) Expansion Xatio

The expansion ratio increased with e ‘osure to English at howe,
since Group 2'# ratio (1,06)gwhs higher than Group 1/s ratio
(0,62). Increased exposure to.English thus leads o inpreased
expansicn of clause structures, and thus further devalopment of

the syntactic systemw

l.2.{@) R®ord structure
Home expogsure to English did not seem to affect the use of

particular word structures. Betk home exposure groups used

. similar percentages of each word structure. Home exposure Group

2 did_however, use more Qontraction of the auxil?ary, which was
probably due to their-iﬁéreased use of the auxiliary. They also
used more third person singular agreement (2s). The use of both
these word structures reflects increased proficiency in English.

The most frequently occurring word structure in the samples of

" both home exposure groups was the . =asent progressive word ending

"-ing", but Group 2 used this structure less freguently than
Group 1, possibly because they used more word structure types, on

average, than Group 1.

The fact that there dvea not seem to be significant development
in the use of morphological endings with increased exposure to
English at home, way confirm the premise that the acquisition of
morphology in a second language appears r=latively late in the
developmental sequence (Ellis, 1985), since it is one of the most

language-specific features.
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'1.2.(f) Errors

Home exposure group 2 made considerably fewer errors than home
eXposure group 1 on determiners and prepositions.

Concord, pronoun, and auxiliary errors océurred with
approximately the same frequency in both groups, although
percentage occurrence of these errors was low, in comparison to
errors on dJeterminers and prepositions. The reduction in
determiner and preposition errcrs, is important, because it
suggests that, despite the fact that the English s oken in the
homes of the subjects may have contained errors, it dié not

prevent the children from developing correct forms.

The fact that the mean perceniage occurrence of the other error
categories is the same for both home exposure grours, suggests
that these categories may be particularly resistant to change, or
may occur Irequently in the input provided by the parents at
home. The pronoun system of English, is for exampla;
particularly difficult for speakers of the indigenoug languages.
The contrasts expressed by pronouns in English are not cxpressed
by separate lexemes in these languages, where pronowminal
contrasts are expressed as part of the morphological structure of

words {(Suzman, 1992).

1.2.1(9) Summary Data

Home exposure to English results in advanced proficiency, as seen
in the production of longer sentences, more sentences per turn,
more spontaraous utterances than responses, and more normal than

abnornal responses,.
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1.3. Summary of Home Exposure Group Couparison
Generally, the home exposure groups differed on most measures of
proficiency, confirming that childven who are exposed to English

at home are more proficient than children who are not.

Those neasures reflecting nc real differences between the home
exposure groups, particularly the phrase and word structures on
the L.A.R.S,P., suggest the poasibility that sampling limitations
prevented the use éf some of these structures, in that the
sampling context did not allow sufficient opportunities for the

structures to be used.

It is not remarkable that exposure to English at home should
result in increased proficienéy, since one would expect that a
greater guantity of natural input would lead to an increase in

the rate of SLA.

However, despite the fact that noné of the parents were native
speakers of English, their natural, context embedded, child-
directed talk had a positive effect on their children’s
acquisition of Eﬁglish; It is also poszible that by speaking to
their children in English, tha parents convey a positive attitude
to the language, and thus increase the children’s motivation to

learn it (Gardner and Lambert, 1959).

The significant differences between the home exposure groups
necagsitatad the inclusion of egqual numbers of subjects from each

home exposure group in the interventicn and contrel groups.
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2. Length of Attendance at an Bnglizh Pre-fichool

It is hypothesized that the length of attendance at an English-
medium pre-school will be positively related to an increase in
proficiency. The three school exposure groups were therefore
compared to each other on all measures. For reasons discussed in

the methodology, a descriptive approach was adopted.
2.1. Comprehansion, Vocabulary, and P.R.I.S.¥.~L Measures
The mean scores attained by each schoel exposure group on aach of

the above measures are displayed in Table 5.2.

TABLE 5.2. S8CHOOL EXPOSURE GROUP MEANS ON COMPREHENBION.

VOCABULARY AND P.R.I.S.M., MEASURES
— A—
School Exposure | School Exposure | School
Groug 1 Grovn 2 Exposure
(n=12) (nmlg) Group 3
. : {n=3
?g?prahension 56,68 ' 66,83 78,27
Receptive 51,42 . 83,1l 73,68
Vocab (%) : ] .
Expressive 38,01 54,31 70,61
Vﬁgb{m ! ’ !
Number of 22,42 31,40 35,00
Minor Types
Number of 22,92 4¢,53 55,67
Ma-jor Types
Minor TTR 0,32 0,23 - 0,21
. *(0,21%
Major TTR 0,62 0,59 0,57
*(G,51) _ !
Number of 13,5 17,66 22,00
Fields — _
Number of 21,17 30,00 35,33
| Sub-fields -
Minor/ﬂagcr 1,29 1,73 1,74
| Token Ratio -
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[*Corrected TTR’¢ excluding Subjects 1,2, 12, 21 and 23, whose

TTR’s were inflated due to limited output].

As hypothesized, there are consistent and substantial increases
in most scores, reflecting increased proficiency across the three
school exposure groups. The major and minor TTR’s are once again
more or 1éss ﬁha same across groups, although there is a small

increase in the major TTR between Group 1 and 2.

The minor:major token ratio is virtually the same for Groups 2

and 3, having increased substantially from Group 1 to 2.

On some measures, specifically, the number of minor types, and
the number of semantic sub-~fields, the differences between Groups
2 and 3 are not as large as the differences between Groups 1 and
2, suggesting that less development occurred once the length of

attendance at schocl exceeded a year.

2 026 L-R-R-B.?- Hﬂﬂa‘lﬂ.‘es
School exposure group means on the L.A.R.S.P. measures are

displayed in Appendix 24.

Most L.A.R.S.P. measures confirm that syntactic proficiency in
English improves as the length of attendance at an English pre-

school increases.

This general trend was reflected in the lenhgth and complexity of

clause structures, the expansion ratio, mean sentence length,
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mean numnber of sentences per turn, the spontanecus:response
ratio, and the normal:abnormal response ratioc. There was also an
increase in the number of clause, phrase (verb and other), and
word structure typez used, across the three schocl exposure

groups.

School exposure group 3 made fewer determiner and preposition
errors than groups 1 and 2, suggesting that these error
categories begin to resolve after two years of schooling in
English. |

Pronoun and auxiliary errors orn the other hand, occurred more
frequently in groups 2 and 3 possibly because thgsé two groups
produced more auxiliaries and pronouns, increasing the number of

opportunities for errors to be made.

School exposure groups did not differ markedly in the use of the
"different verb phrase components. Auxiliaries (auxo) and copulag
were again used most often by all groups. Since tihis trend was
also observed in the hone exposure group comparison, it is
| possible thét the use of the other verb phrase types was

restricted by the nature of the sampling context.

There were however, a number of L.A.R.S5.P. measures that revealed
a difference between home and school exposure to English. With
respect to stage V clause structures, the three schk 0l exposure
groups used predominantly co-ordinate clauses, and very few post-
modifying clauses. There was very little difference between the

threr groups in the use of. sub-ordinate clauses, and Group 3,
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used less of this type of Stage V structure than Group 2. This-
suggests that the exposure to English through school attendance

did not result in the acquisition of sub-ordinate clauses.

In contrast, the home exposure groups did differ substantially in
the use of sub-~ordinate clauses, The same applied to the use of
modal auxiliaries (auxm). While there was almost no difference
between school exposure groups in the use of this wverb phrase
.component, hone exposure group 2 used more modal auxiliaries than

home exposure group 1.

It is possible that the simplified input provided by the
teachers, did not facilitate the acquisition of these structures.
The fact that simplified registers have been found to contain
more co-ordination than sub-ordination (see Table 2.1., chapter
2), would support this conclusion. The parents, on the other
hand, engaged in more one to one conversation with their
children, and may have used sub-ordinate oclauses and modal
auxiliaries when they felt that their children would understand

themn.

There were also structures on which school exposure groups
differed, while home exposure groups did not. These included:
phrase structures (other)} vhere school exposure groups 2 and 3
used more stage IV structuras and group 3 used mors stage VI
structures; the verb phrase components VvV and Vpart, where school
exposure group 2 used more of these structures than group 1; and

the word structures -ed, en, 3s, gen, and f‘aux, where there were
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consistent increases across the three school exposure groups.

This may also be dﬁe to differences in input. It is possible
that ths phrase and word structure components of a language are
best learned through native speakar input, since these aspects
are more specific to particular languages, and may not occur as

frequently in the interlanguage of L2 speakers,

The fact that the home and school exposure variables were
examined cross—-sectionally using different groups of subjects
rather than 1ongi£udina11y using the same subjects, mayfbe seen
as a limitation in the interpretation of these results.
However, it does seem that the natural exposure ‘o English
provided by the parents at home, and by peers and teachers at
school, resulted in a substantial amount of SLA by the pre-
schoolers in this study. h

One consistent finding in both home and school exposure
comparisons, is that there was an increase in the number. of
clause, phrase and word structure types used as exposure to

English increased. This confirms that proficiency is related %o

. W

the range of language structures used, as much as it is related

to the complexity of structures used (Ellis, 1985).
The fact that school exposure groups differed in proficiency

necessitated the inclusion of equal numbers of subjects from each

school exposure group in the intervention and control groups.
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3. Compariscn between Comprehansion and Production of English
In the preceding analyses of the home and school exposure
variables, a fairly consistent pattern emerges, with respect to

comprehengion and production of English.

The Jlowest mean score attained by all groups was on the
expressive vocabulary measure with the comprehension and
receptive vocabulary scores being much higher and comparable to

aach other.

The “comprehension precedes p_foduction" condition (Spolsky, 1989)
thus seems to applyyin second language acquisition, as it does in

L1 acqguisition.

The eguivalence of the receptive vocabulary and the comprehension
test sco sz was to be expected, since both tests meésured a

similar language domain (i.e. understanding of_Engliah)."\

In the more proficient groups (i.e. hone exposure group 2 and
schooi exposure group 3), the differences between the recepti@e
and expressive vocabulary test scores were not as pronounced as
in the less proficient groups (h&me exposure group 1 and school
exposure group 1).  This suggests that the difference hetween
comprehension and production skills becomes less marked as

proficiency increases.

143



B. THE EFFECTS OF INTERVENTION
COMPARISCN BETWEEN INTERVENTION AND CONTROL GROUPS
1. Comprehension and vocabulary Test Results
The mean pre- and post-intervention scores attained by Groups A,
B and C as well as the differences between the pre- and post-

intervention means, appear in Table 5.3.

TABLE 5.3. MEAN PRE- AND POST-INTERVERTION COMPREHENSION AND

VOCABULARY BSCORES AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE
T

Group | Group | Group
A B C

Comprehension (%) Pre 64,54 { 63,89 | 63,33
' Post | 81,96 | 73,03 | 69,24

piff 17,43 | 9,24 | 5,91

Receptive Pre |57,76 | 64,87 | 55,85
Vocabulary (%) Post | 68,29 | 68,15 | 60,32
Diff | 10,53 3,28 4,47
Expressive (%) Pre 45,00 | 55,54 § 47,73
Vogcabulary Post | 66,71 | 59,08 | 47,73
pDitf {214,71 | 3,54 0

The results of the statistical tests for significant differences
between groups on each measure are presented briefly below, and

discussed further in section 3.

1.3. Comprehaension Scores
The differences between the pre~ and post-intervention group
means on the comprehension test {(i.e. the Modified T.A.C.L.-R

(Carrow, 1988) are depicted graphically in Figure 5.1.
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The analysis of Variance {(ANOVA) revealed signific_:ant differences
hetween groups (F = 7.03, pr > F = 0,0035) and Duncan’s Mcltiple
Range Test located the significant differences between Groups A
and B, and A and C. The difference between Groups B and C was

not significant.
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Pigure 5.1.  Differences between Pre- and Poat-Intervsntion

Group Means on the Comprshension Tsat.

1.2. Receptive Vocabulary
The differences between the pre- and peost-intervention group
means on the receptive vocazbulary test are depicted graphically

in Figure 5.2.
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Figure s.z; Differences betwean Pre- and Poat-Intarvention

Group Means on the Raceptive Vocabulary Test
The ANOVA revealed significant differences between groups (F =
3,36; pr > F = 0,0499) Duncan’s Multiple Range Test located the
significant difference bhetwaen Groups A and B. The differences
between grbups A and €, and B and C were not statistically

significant.

i1.3. Expressive Vocabulary
The differences between the pre~ and post-intervention group
means on the expressive vocabulary test are depicted graphically

in Figure 5.3.
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Figure 5.3. Difforences betwesn Pra- and Post-Intarvention
- Group Means on the Expresaive Vocabulary Test.

The ANOVA revealed significant differences (F = 8,29; pr > F =
0,0016) and Duncan’s Multiples Range Test located the significant
differences between Groups A and B, and A and C. The difference

between Groups B and C was not significant.
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2. P.R.T.8.M.-L Results

- *he nean pre- and post~intervention sceres as well as the

différences between the means for each group are contained in

Ta.ble 5 ':.'.-4 -

TABLE 5.4.

MEAN PRE~

SCORES AND THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE MEANS

DT T~ R

r—— s
Group | Group | Group
| L a B c
Total Number of 'Pre | 26,00 |27,2 |31,20
Minor typec Post | 37,30 29,7 27,2
Diff {11,30 2,40 | -4,0
Total number of | Pre 38,400 | 39,6 | 48,00
Major types Post } 55,3100 45,1 | 39,90
Diff | 186,70 |5,50 | -8,10
Pre 0,37 0,28 0,22
Minor TTR _ Post | 0,38 0,27 ¢,34
Diff 0,06 {-0,01 ;0,12 _ J
Pre | 0,58 0,59 | 0,63 §
' Major TTR Post | 0,73 0,63 0,63
_ Liff | 0,14 0,64 |o0,00
- Pre 15,20 i6,3 i7,8
Fields Post | 21,20 17,9 14,8
Diff 6,00 1,6 -3,0
Pre 26,30 26,20 | 28,5 1
Sub-£lelds Post | 36,70 | 30,60 | 25,5
Diff | 10,4 4,4 | ~3,00
Minor/Major Pre 1,61 1,43 1,58
Token Ratio Post | 1,43 1,62 | 1,47
niff | -0,18 (0,13 [ -0,11

ﬂﬂ et

The results of the statistical tests for significant differences

between the pre- and post-intervention group means on each

P.R.I.8.M. measure are presanted below.



ﬂ.

2.1. Total Number of Minor Types
The differences between the pre- and post-intervention means for

each group are depicted graphically in Figure 5.4.
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Pigure 5.4. Differences between Pre- and Post-Intervention
Group Means for Numbar of Minor Types,

The ANOVA revealed significant differencas (F = 6,67; pr > F =
". 9,0044) and Duncan’s Multiple Range Test located the significant
differences between Groups A and B, and Groups A and C. The
difference between Groups B and C was not statistically

significant.

2.2. Total Number of Major Types
The differences betwean the pre-~ and post-intervention group
means on the number of major types are depicted graphically in

Figare 5.5.
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Figure 5.5. Differences Retween Pre~ and Poat-Intervantion
Group Means on Total Numbar of Major Types.

The ANOVA yielded significant resul*s (F = 8,01; Pr > F = 0,0019)
and Duncan’s Multiple Range fTest located the significant
differences between Groups A and C, and Groups B and C. The
difference between Groups A and B. was not statistically

significant.

2.3. Minor Type-Token-~-Ratio

The differences between the pre and post intervention group means
on the minor type-token-ratio are depicted graphically in Figure
5.6.
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Figure 5.8. Differences betwean Pre- and Poat-Intervention
" Group Means on the Minor and Major Type-Token-

Ratios.
The ANOVA yielded non-gignificant results between the three

groups (F = 2,93; Pr > F = 0,0704).

2.4, Major Typa-mo;-n-nntio

The differences between the pre- and post-intervention group
means on the pajor TTR measure are depicted graphically in Figure
5.6. The ANOVA yielded non-significant results ketwesn the three

groups (F = 1,14; Pr > F = (,3234).

2.5. Number of Bemantic Fieids
The differences between tne mean number of semantic fields used
in the pre- and post-intervention samples by each group are

displayed graphically in Figure 5.7.
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Figure 5.7. Differences batwaeen the Pra- and Pest-Invention

Group Means on the Number of Heusantic Pleids and
The ANOVA yielded highly significant results (F = 11,58; Pr > =
0,0002) and Duncan’s Multiple Range Test located the significant

cdifferences between Groups A and B, A and C, and B and C.

2.6, Number of Sub~Zields

The differences hketween the pre- and post—~intervention group
neans, on the number of sub-fields used in the sapples are
di .played graphically, in Figure 5.7. The BANOVA yielded
signifiéant rasults (F = 6,91; Pr > F = 0,0038) and Duncan’s
Multiple Range Test located the significant difference between
Groups A and C. The dlffererces batween Groups A and B, and B

and C were not statistically significant.
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2.7. Minor:Major Token-Ratio
The differences between the pre- and post-intervention group
means on the minor:major token ratio measure are depicted

graphically in Figure 5.8.
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Pigure 5.8, Differences between Pre- and Post-Intervantion

Group Means on thes Minor:Major Token Ratio.
The ANOVA yielded non-significant differences between the three

groups on this measure (F = 0,98; Pr > F = (,3881).

3. Summary and Discussion

The bar graphs in Figures 5.1 to 5.8 show clearly that group A,
who received language intervention from the speech-language
therapist, improved more than the other two groups on all

measures.

Group B, who had additional inﬁut in English from the teacher,
improved more than Group C subjects who received no additional
input in English, However, not all the results were

statistically significant.
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Table 5.5 summarizes the results of the statistical tests for
significant differences between groups A, B and C on the
comparison between the pre- and post-intervention means, for the

comprehension, vocabulary and P.R.I.$.M.-L measare,

TABLLE 5.5. SUMMARY OF THE BTATISTICAL ANALYSIH OF RESULTS
o
Measure _ Comparison Between Groups

A and B A and C| B and C

Comprehension - * * -
Receptive Vocabulary * - -

i Expressive Vocabulary . * * -

ﬂMinor Types * * -

Euaior TYypes - : * *
Minpr TIR —._ - -
Major TTR - - -
Fields * £ *
Sub~fields ' - * -
Hinbr/Hajor token—fatio - - - i

EEY:

* Statistically significant results

- Non~significant results

The differences between groups on the changed minor and major
type-token~ratio’s and the wminor:major token-ratio were not
statistically significant., The intervention with Group A was
therefore not effective in improving these measures, and the
additional input given to Group B also had no effect on the type-

token-ratio’s and the minor:imajor %‘oken-ratio.
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However, the minor and major TTR’s were not found to be reliable
indices of proficiency in the analysis of the pre-intervention
scores. The minor TTR, in particular, seemed to be limited by
the sampling context. The graphs in Figure 5.6 show that Group
€ made the moet progress with respect to the minor TTR, wut this
only occurred because they used fewer minor types in the post-

intervention samples (See Figure 5.4).

The differences between the pre~ and post-intervention means on
the minor TTR measure were negligible in all groups. It sesmed
that the same sampling constraints were operating in the post-

intervention sampling context.

Although Group A’s majer TYR increased more than the other two
groups (see Figure 5.6) the improvement was hnot statistically
significant. However, the mean major TIR for Group A in the
' post-intervention assessment was 0,73, which exceeded the major
TTR of 0,69 attained by an age matched group of L1 subiects in
the same sampling context (Morris, 1992). The mean post-
intervention major TTR for both Group B and € was 0,63, which was
still below the L1 group’s mean. Thus, despite the.lack of
gtatistical significance, Group A made considerably more gains

than Groups B and C with respect to the major TTR.

The absence of statistically significant results on the

minor:major token ratio were of little consequence, =since the
means for Groups A, B and C were close to the optimal range of
1,2 to 1,5 (Crystal, 1982) in both the pre- and post-intervention

analyses. The mean ratio’s could therefore not be expected to
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change significantly.

3.1. Comparison batween Groups A and B

The comparison between Groups A and B was undertaken to establish
whether the improved proficiency observed in Group A was due to
the intervention provided by the language therapist, and would
not have occurred as a result of an increased guantity of input
only. If the minor and major TTR’s and the minor:major token
ratio are disregarded, the summary of resulté“in Table 5.5 shows
that Groups A and B differed sig;gfj.antly on five out of the

seven remaining measures.

This confirms, for the most part, that the language intervention
was more effective in facilitating the acguisition of English

than an incresased guantity of teacher input,

The fact that statistically significant results were not found,
on the number of major types and the number of sub-fields,
suggests that Group B acquired a similar number of new vocabulary
items and word categories, from their interaction with the
teacher. This may have occurred because Groups A and B received
similar input with respect to language content,; aince both the
language therapist and the teacher used the fields and sub-fields
on the P.R.I.S.M.-L as themes during their sessions with the
groups. However, Group A improved significantly more than Group
B on the receptive and expressive vocabulary measures. Since
these tests covered a wider range of fields and major lexical

types than the language sampling context, it could be arqued that
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Group A still acquired more vocubulary thanfGroup B.

Group A also acqguired significantly more semantic fields than
Group B, suggesting that they improved more than Group B with
respect to the number of broader tepics they could converse

about, within the sampling context.

3.2. comﬁm:ison betwee . Groups A and C

Table 5.5 sghows that if the minor and major TTR’s and the
minor:major token-ratio measures are excluded ¢ | Group A improved
more than Croup C on six out of the ramaining seven measures.
Thellanguage intervention provided by the language-therapist was
therefore more effective in facilitating lanquage acquisition
thén the input provided through peer and teacher interaction in
the regular pre-school programme. The only measure on which
Group A d4id not improve significantly more than Group C was the
receptive vocabulary test. It would seem that the pre?school
environment provides sufficient opportunities for the development
of vocabulary comprehension, and that additional input is not
required. This concluﬁion is supported further by the finding
that Groups B and C also did not differ significantly in the
extent to which they improved on the receptive vocabulary sccre,

in fact Group C did slightly better than group B.

However, the additional input prbvided by language intervantion
allows for more rapid acguisition of expressive vocabulary
skills. This may be due to the fact that the context created

during intervention encourages the children to practise using
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newly acgquired vocabulary. This supports the output ':ﬁrpothesis
proposed by Swain (1985), which states that second  language
learners need ag much practise in using the new language as they

need comprehensible input, for successful acquisition to occur.

Group A improved sighificantly more than Group C on the modified
T.A.C.L.-R {Carro:’, 1988}, implyi.ngt_ that the additional input
. provided by language intervention is morsz beneficial in
facilitating the acquisition of syntactic comprehension. ‘Group
A’sg significant improvement on the comprehension measure confirms
Fey’s (1986) basic premise, that the focused stimulation of
particular language forms, which is used as a technigue in
language intervention, enhances the development of linguistic

comprehension.

Group A also acquired significantly more minor lexeme types than
Groups B and C, suggesting that the benefits of intervention, may

be extended to expressive syntax.

3.3. Comparison batween Groups B and C

Groups B and C differed significantly on only two measures.
Group B improved significantly wore than Group C on the number of
major types and semantic fields on the P.R.1.S.M.~-L analysis. On
all other measures, Group B did not improve aignific.antly more
than Group C, suggesting that the advantages of providing only
additional input in English, are limited.
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However, Group B improved on the majority of measures, and théir
progress was encourayging, suggesting that if teachers are
provided wit:hll ‘direction on how to fécilitate' language
acquisition, they could achieve good results with pre-school

children who are acquiring a second language.

_Gr_ouﬁ C, on the other hand, used fewer major and minor types,
£islds and sub-fields in the post-intervention samples than in
those obtained before intervention. Their mean sexpressive
vocabulary score did not change at all. Thus it would seem, that
over a twelve week period, there was no developinent of expressive
vocabulary skills in a group of ESL children attending an English
pre-schoal. The relatively slow rate of second language
acquisition by young children, described by authors such as
Krashen (1982) is thus substantiated by the results attained by

Group C.

Fn additioﬁ to the improvement in vocabulai~v comprehension, Group
¢ also improved on the modified T.A.C.L.-R {Carrow, 1988),
confirming, that the advantage of the natural input provided by
the pre-schoel environment is related to comprehension, rather
than production of a second language, when measured over a 12

week peried.
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4. Reaults of the L.A.R.8.P. mlys‘es

Pre—~ and post-intervention group means on all the L.Z.R.S.P.
ﬁeasures, the differences between the means, and the standard
deviations cal’cuiated on the difference \‘I':.ores, are recox_:déd in

Appendix 25.

Table 5.6. is a summary of the differences betwesn the pre- and
poﬁ-intervantimi group means on all the L.A.R.S5.P. nmeasures, .

that were tafgeted in intervention.

Although the L.A.R.S.P. analysis yielded a great deal of
interesting data, the presentation and discussion of results will
be iimited to the outcome of inter__-vantion with respect to

targeted structures only.

Grocup A showed mnmore improvément than II.‘;-_'aups B and C on a
‘subgtantial number of .the structures targeted during the
intervention phase, confirming +that the intervention was
efféctive ih facilitating the acquisition of many, but not all
syntactic structures. Such acquisition would not have occurred
as a result of increased input in English, or regular nursery

school attendance.

The L.A.R.S.P. measures on which group A improved more than
groups B and C are marked with an asterisk (%) on Table 5.6. The
targeted structures on which group A did not improve more than

groups B andfor C are marked with a minus sign {-).

160



) = ) e i? :__':. . 'n.t':v‘___

A

. & )
TABhE 5.8, . DIFFERP” . BETWEEN PRE~ AKD POSY-INTERVENTION
: GROUP | T ON L.AR.5.P., STRUCTURES TARGETSD IN
. INTERV .2 LON
rL LARSP MEASURES GROUF A GROUP B GROUR C
Clazuse Structuwe: Stage IV - 4,9 4,7 1 2,1
Stage V: Sub-=nrd * 26,2 13,4 1,8
Posat-mod - 1,3 6,3 - 0,3
Phrase structure
Other: Stage 1V " 7.4 3,0 2,2
Stage Vv - 6,2 0,3 0,4
Stage VI * 2,6 0,3 9,6
Verb Phrages: v * 1G¢,1 1,1 2,1
Vpart - 1,3 9,1 2,1
Auxm * 5,8 -1,3 -1,0 3
Neg V L - - 0.4 -1,7
Complex VP * 3,4 2,0 4,9
| Word Structures:  ing * -12,9 -4,2 12,4
: Pl * 12 I3 5 -7 r 7 -2 r ]
"'Bd - 4 rl 1 5 Fs 7 -3 rs 4
;ﬂ - -G ¥ 3 2 ’ 1 [ ¥ 7
“ Expangion Ratio * 0,7 0,3 1)
Mean Sentsnce Length bd 1,4 | 0,3 0,5
Mean no. of sentences per turn * 1,3 c,3 0,04
Spontenaous: Responss ratio ¥ 0,8 g,3 =-0,1
Normal:Abnormal Rea’];r)onse ratio * 1,6 0,2 =-1:2

The differences betwe-~u the pre- and post-intervention group
means on the L.A.R.S.P. measures are présented graphically, in
Figures 5.9 to 5,15, to illustrate group A’s advantage over the

control groups.
These bar graphs also highlight general trends in the acquisition
of English by groups B and C, over the twelve week intervention

phase.

Each figu.s refers to a set of L.A.R.S.P. measures, representing

the different levels of syntactic analysis.
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4.1, Comparison bhatween Gronps on Targeted Btrusturaes

4.1.(a) ' Clause Structure _

The .bar graphs in. Figure 5.9 below, illustrate the differences
between the pra-~ and post-intervention claﬁae structure means for

the intervention and control groups.

PERCENTAGE

=15

STAGE | STAGE I STAGE Il STAGE iV STAGEY

Figu.s 5.9. Diffsrsnces Dbhatwssn Pre- and Post-Intervention
Group Heans for Clause Structures at Each
L.A.R.8.P. Btage..
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All three of the groups increased their use of stage IV
structures, with no marhed differences between groups. Despite
the fact that stage IV structures were targeted in the
intervention with group A, they did not increase their use of

these structures more than groups B and C.

The relatively small increase on pe':r:centaga use of stage IV
structures that Group A achieved (4,93%), cannot be attributed

uneguivocally to the intervention.

However, group A increased their use of stage V structures
substantiallr more than groups B and C, who produced slightly
fewer stage V structures. It also seems that group A’s increased
use of stage V structures can be attributed to the intervention,
since they used fewer co-ordinate ciauses (—18,46%) and more sub-—.
ordinate :clauses, (26,17%) which were the structures targeted
during the intervention (See Figure 5.10). Group A differs
markedly from groups B and ¢ on the changed use of co-ordinate
and sub-ordinate clausgs. The groups do not differ greatly in
their chaﬁ\ged use of post-mad-ificﬁtion, suggesting that the
intervention aimed at facilitating the acguisition of this

centence type was not effective, within the 12 week periogd.
The bar graphs in Figure 5,10 illustrate the difference between

tha pre- and post-intervention means attained by each group on

each type of Stage V structure.
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Figure 5.10. Differences Dbaotwesn Pre~ and Post-Intervention
Group Means on Stage V Clause Structuras Types.
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4.1.{b) Phrass Structura (other)
Tha'differences between the pre- and post-intervention group
means on the phrase structure (other) measures at each L.A.R.S5.P.

stage are illustrated in Figure 5.11.

i85 -

'Eiemwpc'

PERCENTAGE

w5

STAGE N graag il STAGE IV STAGE v STAGEW:

Figure 5.11. Differances betwesn Pre- and Poat-Intervention
Group Means on Phrase Structure (other) Measures
at Each L.A.R.S5.P. 8tags.

Tt would seem that group A used more staga IV and VI structures

as a result of the intervention, since the differences between

groups are substantial at these two stages. Groups B and C used

fewear stage IV structures, while group C used fewer stage VI

st:uctures.
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- The intervention was not effective in facilitating the

acquisition of post-modifying phrases (stage V), singe the
differences between groups are not marked.

If this result is considered together with the fact that the
intervention also had little effect on the acquisition of post-
mnodifying clauges it is possible that post-modification is a

particularly difficult structure for pre-school ESL learners.

Suzman (1992) postulates that the difficulty with post-
modification is due tg the fact that prepositions and relative
pronouns are used to introduce these phrases or clauéés, and
because English ﬁrepositions and pronouns express a variety of
contrasts that are not found in_ African languages, post-

modification is not used by speakers of these languages.

The differences between groups on the changed use of stage VI
structures were not large, but group A appeared to benefit to
some extent from the intervention aimed at teaching these
structures, because they increased their use of stage VI phrase
structures by 2,63%. Groups B and C showed very small changes in
their use of stage VI structures (0,3 and 0,6 percent

respectively).

4.1.(;!. VYerb Phrases

The bar graphs in Figure 5.12 represent the differences between

‘the pre- and post-intervention group means for each verb phrase

component.

The intervention geal with respect to the verb phrase, was to
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reduce tha ovey-use of the "is...ing" (auxo) construction by
increasing the use of all other verb phrase types, except the
copul_a, which was well .represented, in the pre-intervention

samples.

15 4
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Figure 5.12 Diffsrences bhetweon Pre- and Post- Intarvention
Group Means on Verb Phrase Components

It would appear from Figure 5.12 that with the exception of the
Vpart st.rﬁcture, the intervention was effective in facilitating
the acquisition of all the targeted verp phrase components (W,

Auxm, NegV and Complex VP).
Group A used fewer copulas, and other auxiliaries, and increased
their use of the other verb phrase structures substantially more

than groups 5§ and C.
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Despite the language therapist’s attempt to increasé the uge. of
the Vpart structure, group A did not show significant:qains over
the other two groups in the use of this structure. Group B, used
more of this structure after the interventién phase, than group
A and C. Howsver, the standard deviation on the changed use of
the VYpart structure, is much higher Ffor group B than for the
other two groups, suggesting that the difference was effected by
one or two subjects who used consi” hly more verb + particle
structures. This lack of uniformity in the standard deviations
across groups, suggests that the differences between groups may

not be significant.

4.1.(d) Expansion Ratioe

The expansion ratio represents the pro, . .tion of stage II and III

clause structures that were expanded.

Group A séemed to have benefitted from the intervention with
respect to expanding the elements of clause structure, in that
their expansion ratio indfeasad by 0,65, which was more than the
increase achieved by group B (0,33). Group C’s expansion ratio

showed very little change (-0,03).
Table 5.7 shows the number of subjects in each group, who

increased their expansion ratio from the pre- to the post-

intervention assessment.

1s8



TABLE 5.7 NUMBER OF SUBJECTS IN EACH GROUP WHO INCREASED THEIR
EXPANSION RATIO

Group Number of Subjects
A 9
B 6
C 5

The majority of Group A subjects increased their ratio while
fewer group B and C subjects had higher post-intaervention
ratio’s.

Thig confirms group A’s édvantage with regard to the expansion

ratio.

4.1.(a) Word Structure
.The differences between the pre- and post-intervention group
means on the word structures that were specifically targeted in

intervention are represented graphically in Figure 5.13.

4.1.(a) (i) -ing

The present progressive verb ending “vingﬁ, constituted the
largest percentage (39,44%) of the total number of word
structures in the pre-intervention samples. In comparison to an
age-matched Jroup of monolingual subjects whose language was
sampled in exactly the same contexts as the subjects of this
study, (Preston, 1992), the "ing" word ending was over—used by
12,88%. The intervention with group A, aimed to facilitate the
acquisition of verb phrase structures other than the "is.....ing"
congtruction, seemed to have been successful, since group A’s use
of this structure decreased considerably mere than that of groups

B and C.
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Figura 5.13. Differsnces lbetween Pre- and Post-Intervention
Group Means on Targeted Word Structures.

4.1.{a) (1ii) Plurals

It is clear from Figure 5.13 that the intervention was effective
in facilitating group A’s use of plurals. Group A used 12,5%
more plurals while groups B and C used fewer plurals in the post-

intervention language samples.

4.1.({®) (:l.:l’.i._,! Past Tenso Mozpheme ~ed

Group A’s increased use of the past tense verb marker -ed cannot
be attributed to the intervention only, since the difference
between group A and B on the increased use of this structura was

very small.

4.1.(@) (iv) Third Person 8ingular Agreement Morpheme (3s)

Although this morpheme was spacifically targeted in intervention,
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group A used it less after intervention than before. This may be
due to group A’s use of more verb phrase types, which prevented
them from é'imulﬁaneously applving the rule regarding third person

singular agreement.

4.1.(f) L.A.R.8.P, Summary Msasures
The intervention with group A had a marked effect on their mean
sentence length, mean number of sentences per turn, spontanecus:

response ratio, and normal:abnormal response ratio.

This is clearly evident from the bar graphs in Figure 5.14,
depicting the differences between the pre~ and post-intervention

group means on each of these measures.

Group 2 improved more than the other tﬁo groups on all the
SUmmaAry mneasures. The mean sentence length (MSL) Was. very
similar across groups in the pre—inte&vention samples, and all
groups increased their MSL, but because group A used more stage
Vv structures in the post-intervention samples, their MSL
increased more than that of groups B and C. The mean number of
sentences per turn, as well as the ratic of spontaneous
utterances to responses, are measures of the ability to converse

spontaneocusly, by taking an active role in the interaction.
Both group A and B improved on these measures, suggesting that

they may have been more confident in communicating in Erglish, as

a result of their increased exposure to English.
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Figure 5.14. Differencas between Pre- and Post-Intervantion
' Group Heans on L.A.R.8.P. Summary Measuraes,

4.1.(g) Nurber of Clause, Pharase and Word Structure Types

Table 5.8 shows the diffexence. between the pre~ and post-
intervention group means with respect to the number of different
clause, phrase (verb and other) and word structure types

represented in the language samples.

172



o
2

TABLE 5.8 DIHERENCES BETWEEN PRE~ AND POST-INTERVENTICN GROUP
- MEANS ON THE NUMEER OF STRUCTURE TYPES

Group A ' Group B _ Sroup C
Structure Type Nunber of Types Number of Types Namber of Types
Clause & z ' -1
Phrase {other) 4 1 0
Verb 3 [+) 1

8 Word . _ 1 0 B 0
The number of children in each group using more of each structure

type is reflected in Table 5.9.

TABLE 5.9. NUMBER OF BUBJECTB UBING MORE BTRUCTURE TYP'EE
g_structure Type Kumber __of i subjects
E Group A B Gﬁ'ﬁg : I Group ¢

Clause : 10
Phraca {other) ' 10
Verh 1¢
Word

mora,d
wWwouw

It appears, frum Tables 5.8 and 5.9, that the intervention was
effective in facilitating the acquisition of more clause. phrase
(other;'and verb structure types by all group A suhject;. While
there were some subjects in groups B and C, who ﬁsed more
structure types, group A increased their use of the number of
clause and phrase structure types more than groups B and C.
There were alsoc more group A subjects who used a wider'ranga of
word structure types, although group A used only one additional

word structure type after intervention.

4.1.(h) Syntax Errors
The difference between the pre-~ and post-intervention group means
on the different types of errors, are recorded in Table 25.7

(Apprendix 25}, and are displayed graphically in Figure 5.1i5.
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PERCENTAGE

-15.1 Concord Ermors Determinars Prepoaitions Pronours Avyifiories - l

Piguyre 5.15. Differoncas betwasen Pre- and Poat-Intervantion
Group Means on dyatax Errors.

Errors were not specifically targeted in intervantiori, and group
A did not produce fewer errors than groups B and ¢, after
intervention, althcugh there were fewar children in group A

making determiner and pronoun errors (see Table 5.10).

e
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TABILE 5.10 NUMEBER OF CHILDREN MAKING EACH TYPE OF ERROR
BEFORE AND AFTER INTERVENTION '

-
Erroxr Type | Group | Number of NMunber of Differ-
Children Children ence
Making Errors Making Errors
pre- - { post-
intervention intervention
Conco..d A 7 4 -3
8 6 7 +1
c 9 6 -3
Determiner i A 9 6 -3 3
B 4 7 +3
€ 5 7 +2
Preposi- A 7 6 -1
tion B 7 ] ~1
o 5 8 +3
EPronouns A 8 3 1 -5
: B 6 4 -2
C 6 S =1
| Ausili- A 6 6 0
aries B 4 4 0
C 7 5 -2

Group A made more prepositiﬁn and aﬁxiliary errors after
intervention than befors, and they increased their error
production substantially more than groups B and C, who reducedi
the numbér of preposition errors, that they made, This may be
attributed to group A’s increased use of prepositions and modal

auxiliaries, particularly.

The findings with respect to error production, sugoast that
increased proficiency in a second language does not necessarily
lead to a reduction in the number of errors made. The need for
careful consideration of the variables associated with error
production, such as the opportunities for making errors, is thus

obvious.
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4.2. General Trends in Groups a, B and ¢
For the most part, group A improved on the ghtructures targeted in
intervention, which increased the complexity of the r expressive
syntax, and expanded their use of the differsnt clause, phrase

and word structure types in English.

Group A did not improve more than group B on some targeted
structures, specifically Stage IV Clauses, post-modification,
Vpart, and the past tense morpheme =-2d. The fact that groups A
and B showed similar gains in the use of ‘stage IV clause
structuras and the use of the past tense morpheme "ed"™, and that
both gxoups impz.;oved more than group C on these structures
suggests that group B acguired a few more complex structures as
@ result of the additional inp.t they received. This is further
substantiated by the fact that group B increased their use of
post-modifying clauses more than groups A and C. 1Tt is possible
that the input group B received facilitated their acguisition of

these structures, but this is difficult to prove.

Generaliy, groups B and C¢ did not acguire more complex
structures, but used more of the same structures that they used
in the pra-intervention samples.

211l groups used fewer stage I structures, possibly due to
familjarity with the sampling context in the post~intervention
assessment, but while group A then used more stage V structures,

groups B and C increased their use of stage III structures.
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Group C did not change their use of stage V structures, and qrouﬁ
B used more co-ordinate clauses, which does not reflect increased
proficiency. Group B increase their use of stage IIT phrase
structures (other) while group C increased their use of stage II

phrase structures (other).

Group € increased their use of auxiliaries, and the verb ending
"ing® confirming that their acquisition .of English was
characterized by the use of more of the same structures appearing
in their pre-intervention samples. This is aiso seen in their
limited increase in the number of verb and word structure types

represented in the samples,

Greup C showed a reduction in the normal:abnormal response ratio,
which suggests that their acquisition of English through the
natural exposure at school, wag characterised by increased
difficulty in expressing themselves, Group B, in contrast, did
not deterinraﬁe markedly on this measure, suggesting that their
increased exposure to English enabled them to maintain control

over their expressive abilities.

A final difference betwsen groups concerns the standard
deviations c¢alculated on the differences between pre- and post-
intervention measures.

Groups B and C showed much larger variation around the mean than
Group A on some mneasures, eg. the decreased use of stage I
structures, and the changed use of sub~ordinate clauses, which

may suggest that group A subjects were less variable in their
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acquisition of structures than groups B and c.f=_Tha larger
standard deviatinné seen for group B and 6 indicate that factors
other than the input provided to these two groups, were operating
in their acquisitian. These variables may be individual learner

characteristics.

The hypothesis proposed in Chapter Two, that language
intervention would facilitate acquisition, regardless of learner
variables thus seems to have been validated by the results seen

in group A.

5. Summary of Ragultis

The results of this study, show that, where pre-school secong
“language learners are concerned, language intervention, provided
by a speech-language theraﬁist, iz more effective in facilitating
the acguisition of Englizh than an increased gquantity of child-

directed input or attendance at an English medium pre-school.

When evaluated over a twelve week period, the comprehension and
expression of English vocabulary and syntax improved more in

group A subjects than in group B or C subjects.
In addition, increased input in English, through regular contact

with an English-spcaking adult, is more effective than nursery

school attendance in facilitating acquisition. R
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This was confirmed by group B/s improvement on several measures,
where grovp C’s proficiency did not improve. Both the hypotheses

stated in Chapter four, can therefore be aécepted.

k)
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CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSION

The results of this study confirm that sprech-language therapists
have an important role in the area of second language
.acquisition, particularly in relation to pre-school chlildren. In
addii.on, it is possible that the focused inpuh provided by
speech-language therapists, with respect to specific content/form
interactions in a language, will also be effective in
facilitating acquisi'i:iqn by second language learners in the
junior primary school {grades one and two, and standard one).
Children in this phase of the education process,' are only just
acguiring the linguistic and cognitive skills that will enable
them to use language for academic purposes in the higher classes.
‘They are not able to learn language in a conscious, formal way,
and would benefit from the natural interactive approach used by
speech-language therapists. However, this does not imply that
the children should be the only ones to adapt to the language
demands of the school.

The South African education system should in future, enable
schools to adapt to the changing linguistic and cultural profiles
of their student bodies. There cre many children whe would
benefit from bilingual education in the early grades, with
increasing support in the language of the school. Teachers

should therefore, ideally, be able to teach basic concepts and
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skills in the children’s home languages.

The uiguisition of the second language can be facilitated at the
same time, until the children have sufficient competencs to use

it as the languagsz of le~ving.

A concerted effort should be made to develep the imdigenous
languages of South Africa so that they méy be used as
instructional media. Children need to devélop academic skills in
their home languzjes as well as in English, so as to derive the
benefits of biliﬂgualism and cognitive davelopment. One way of
promoting the devélopment,of African languages, is to ensure that
more people become proficient in these languageé; hPre- and
'junior primary school are the ideal settings for facilitating the
acquisition of languages. Speech-language the:apists; who spealt
the indigenous languages could teach speakers of English andfor
Afrikaans, to communicate with their Zulu, Sotho, or Xhosa -
speaking peers - depending on the specific language spoken in any

particular region of South Africa.

If African languages are taught by native speakers, there may be
higher levels of proficiency in these languages amongst white
South Africans. The type of intervention described in the
present study, could easily be adapted and applied to the

teaching of African languages.

A logical extension of this study, would be to develop

appropriate training programmes for teachers, and to research
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their effectiveness.

The results on some of the proficienc? measures, suggests that
the group of subjecté who teceived additional input in English
from the student teacher, acquired more English than the group
who were cmnly exposed to the nursery schoel environment. This
suggests -that if teachers are supported in their attempts at
 developing children’s language abilities, they could be as
effective as language therapists. Training courses for teachers

should include information on the following topics:

1) the natwre of language and jimportance of integrating the

content, form and use dimensions of language in intervention

2) the process of language acguisition, and the importance of

purpeseful, context-smbedded interaction with children

3) factors affecting second language acquisition in children

and the effects of bilingualism on cognition

4) directions on formulating specific intervention goals with
respect to language content and form, based on accurate
assessment of levels of language functionineg  and

Gevelopnental sequences

5) activities that may be used to facilitate specific lexical

and syntactic forms
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6) specific facilitatik,-bnput features and ways of responding
to children’s communicative attempts e.g. expansions
7) elicitation techniques for providing children with

opportunities to practise language forms,

The exact manner in which teachers structure their daily
programmes to provide second language learners with maximum
opportunities for acquisition, could also be discussed, and would
depend un the school context. In gchools where second languaqé
learners are in the majiority, teacher iirected activities could
be centred around language acguisition throughout the wvarious
daily routines. In schools where teachers need to work with
first and second language learners together, it may be beneficial
to separate groups whén activitie=z are teacher directed, but to
encouragé;peer group interaction when activities are less teacher
directed and more child-centred. However, it is not necessary
for teachars.to be cover-conscious of structuring the school,
" since the natural, child-directed +talk in everyday routine
events, remains the mnost valuah;e gsource of interaction and

language learning for young children.

The results obtained by the group of subjects, who received no
additicnal input in English, confirmed that children devalop
language at their own pace, regardless of whether they receive
intervention or not. These subjects made considerable progress
with respect to the comprehension of language, over the twelve
week period. .eft in the nursery school, they would continue to

acquire English, and one might argue that there is no need to
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intervene in the language acquisition process, at this level.

This is a debatable issue, since 1anguage.intervention is not
harmful in any way, and the results of this study suggest that it
can in fact accelerate the acguisition process, to assist
children who need to cope better with instruction in the school
language. Furthermore, if the second language is acguired to
promote the development of bilingualism, the outcome could be
very positive for the chiid. - The importance of continuved
acquisition of the home language cannot be over—-emphasized, and
"should be stressed by teachers and therapists in ‘their
consultation with parents, A further extension of this study
could be to evaluate the effects of intervention in the second
language, on the status of the home language. It would be
interesting to determine whethe., the fact that language
intervention activates the natural language acguisition
processes, also leads to better functioning in the home language.
It has been found that childrer who know two languages are more
aware of language {meta-linguistic) than children who know only
one (Ben Zeev, 1977; Ianco-Worrall, 1972). If this is the case,
then bkilingualism, acquired in optimal circumstances, such as
those created by intervention contexts, should result in advanced

functioning in the home language.

This research study was conducted at an integrated pre-~school,
where the teachers were all English-spsaking. The effectiveness

of 1an§ﬁage intervention was demonstrated by comparing +the

*
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acquisition of English preoficiency as a result :.f intervention,
with that resulting from an increased quantity of input and the
input provided by teachers and peeré:in the nursery school.

There are, however, many pre-schools in South Africa that are
attended by only black children, anéd where the teachers are all
second language speakers of English. Af previously mentioned,
the parent commﬁnitiea of many of these schools are adamant that
the children should learn English at schocl. For these children,:
intervention with the teachers is the only resource “in the
acguisition of English. This particular pre-scheol context
provides fertile ground for further research, and should yield
interesting comparative results regarding the effects of
intervenﬁion without the support of native speaker input from
teachers and peers. Teacher trainirng in these schools is of
paramount importance. Many of these teachers are unsure about
"how to develop the children’s English languags skills, The
teaching of second languages in the black (D.E.T)} schools has
been notoriously uni-dimensional, without regard for the
appropriate use of language in social contexts. The majority of
black teachers were educated through this system and tend to
teach in the .aame way as they were taught. Personal experienrs
has shown that it is mot uncommon for teachers to "teach" pre-
school children English, through the use of imitation drills of
specific structures, without regard for meaning or appropriate

1use.

The research design employed in this study was possibly one of
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the less sophisticated designs for evaluating treatment effects.
The subjects’ proficiency was not re-assesged after a period of
withdrawal from intervention, to establish whether the effects of
the intervention and control group treatments were maintained.

This may be seen as a limitation of the study, due to time and

financial constraints.

In addition, ethical considerat.ons regarding the withholdig of
intervention from the control groups, compelled the researcher to
ensure that all the seccmd_-. '.‘-rgguage learners at the nursery
schéol received intervention ‘r..4ediately after the end of the

post-assessment p'hase .

It was also felt that by controlling for the variables that could
possibly affect the outcome of intervention, Inamely, the
subjects’ egxposure to English at home, and their length of |
attendance at an English pre-school, and by assessing the effects
of intervertion in relation to the effects of two other treatment

conditions, reliéble, generalizable results were obtained.

This study represents an attempt to open an area of research not
previously exploited by the profession of speech-language
pathology. It is hoped that the results of this study will
encourage speech-language therapists to explore the area of
sacond language acgquisition further, through research, but also
through making their expertise available in the educational

sphere, to the adwantage of all the communities of South Africa.
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.It is also hoped that empioving bodies will recognize the
wvaluable contribution that speech-language therapists have to
offer, in the area of second language acguisition and that

appropriate employment opportunities will be created.
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APPENDIX 1

PARENT QUESTIONNAIRE

Identifying Information

Child’s First Hame

Surname:

Date of Birth:

Age: Years _Months

Home Address:

Home

Telephone Kumber:

Early History

1. Is this chiid the natural offspring of the parents?

If not, please give details

{Mother’s Work)

(Father’s Work)

2. Birth order of this child

3. Conditions during pregnancy
a) Length of pregnancy to nearest week _

length = 40 weeks)
b) Mother’s age at birth of this child

(normal
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c) Mother’s health during pregnancy
4d) Any surgicsl or medical treatment (including drugs)
during pregnancy? (Please give details).
e) . Any blood incompatibility between parents?
Treatment?
Birth
a) Length of labour?
h) Strong labour?
c) Was labour induced?
d) Type of delivery. Normal Forceps
.Suction . Caesarian
e) Presentation:Breech ___Placenta Praevia
Vertex (normal)
) Birth weight
g) Did the child suffer any birth injuries
. (Please give details)
h} Conditid._.‘. of ckila soon after birth (eg jaundice,

infecticns, weight loss, convulsions)
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i)

Was the child treated for these conditions?

Please speciry (eg. oxygen administered; blood transfusion;

incubation; other)

Feading
a) Were there any early difficulties with sucking,

swallowing, milk through the nose, ete?.

b) Any food aliergles?

c) Any later feecding difficuities?

(Please specify)

Milestones
a) Was the child a quiet baby?

b) Age at which the child first made vocal sounds:

. . "

gaid first words:

said first sentences:

gat:

crawled:

walked:

c) Age at which child was toilet trained:
d) Which hand does the child use for writing, feeding
etc? '

Has this ever changed?
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8.

Medical Ristory

a) Has the child ever suffered any serious illness?
Please state at which age the child suffered from each
illness

b) Has the child ever been seriously injured? (Please
glve details)

c) Did any of the illnesses affect the child’s speech or
hearing?'

d) Was medication prescribed for these illnesses?
(Please give details)

a) Has the child had ear problems? {(Please specify)

£) Has the child’s hearing and vision been tested? _
Were there any problems? o

Schooling

a) Please 1list the nursery schools your child has

attended.
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b)

10.

Does the chiid have any difficulties at school?

General
a) Does the child have any behaviour problens (eg.
aggression; nightmares; bed-wetting; fears; finger

sucking) (please give details)

b) How does the child get on with family members?

friends?
Family
a) Father’s name:
Age:
Gccupation:

Education level:

b} Mother’s name:

Age:

Occupation:

Education level:

c) Brothers (ages and education level)

q) Sisters (ages and education level)
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1l.

1z2.

13,

14.

e) other persons living in the home

Has the child ever had a speech, language or hearing
problem? (Please givé details)

Has the problem changed since it’s onset? (please describe)

Has the chi}d been treated for the problem? (Please give

details)h-f

Does anyone in the family have a speech, language or

hearing difficulty? (Please give details)
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APPENDIX 2

2.1,

LANG ACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIR

Please list the languages spoken in the home

"What (language/s) do parents speak to each other?

Whrat language/s do parents speak £o the child?

What language/s do the children use when communicating with

each other?

What language/s do others living in the home, speak___

Which language does the child speak when communicating
with:

brothers and sistzrs

mother:

father:

others living in the home:

friends:

What T.V. and/or radio programmes are watched in each

language?
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In what language are stories:

a) read to the chilg?

b} told to the child?_

What language is used in church?

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

- and how things work?

Which language, would you say, does the child fu: “hion best

in?

Does the child speak this language as well as other
chiidren of the same age?

If not, what seens to be the problem?

Can the child understand everything you say to him/her?

If the child tells you scmething, does he/she provide

enough information for you to understand what is said?

Does the child tell you about things he has done, wants to

do, or has seen done, outside the immediate situation?___ _

Does the child ask guestions about names of things, places

Are the child’s sentences mostly correct?
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17. Does he/she leave words out of sentences?

18. <Can he/she join sentences together?

19, Can he/she talk about yesterday, today, tomorrow, or later?

20. Does the child know the names of most things in the

envirornment?_

Please 'complete the attached checklist regarding the
child’s use of his/her home language only {the left hand

column).

Thank you for your co-operation.
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APPENDIX 2 (CONTINOED}

2.3, BILYNGUAL ORAL LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT
{B,0.L.D.)

INFORMATION ON THE CHILD'E UBE OF JHE DOMINANT LANGUAGE AND

ENGLISH

Please tick the appropriate column 37 the child uses the

communicative behaviour in that particular language.

on‘t tick if you are unsur

u . Communication Bahaviour Parent ' Teacher
Dominant {| Engliah
Language

1 | The child comments on personal actlions while
thege are happening, eg. "I‘m riding fast".

2 The child comments on the actions of others,
eg. "He broke the pencil”,

3 The child is able to give an accurate
description of hie personal experience , eg. "I
saw the animals at the zoo".

4 The child describes a sequence of events in the
order in which they occurred. eg. I went to
gchool. Then we went to the doctor. We went
to the chemist to get medicine.

5 rhe child allows the person he ig communicating
with to speak and is able to listen without
interrupting...

6 | The child follows directions eg. Tell your
brother to come home and then go and wash your
nands.

7 Tha chlld starts conversatiors with adults and
other children.

8 The child takes turns during conversation. eg.
Parentz saye: There was an accident on the main
road. Child says: What happsned?

9 The child iz able to talk about a topic of
discussion over several sentences during a
conversation.

10 | The child answers (responde} appropriataely te
gimple cquestions. eg. Parent: Who puts out
fires? Child: Flromen.
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The child uses language to get the attention of

others. eg. Mommy, can I ask you something?

The child asks questions to obtain information
about people, actions and events. ag. Who cama
to ouzr house last night, Mommy?

The child uases language to tell others what to

da. eg. Daniel, please pass me the water.
“The c¢hild asks for glarification when he

dcesn’t understand what others have said. eg. I

don‘kt know what that is?

The child can inform others of his personal
needs, i.e. can tell what he wants. eg. I want
to go to the toilet. T want the ball.

The child can expreass feelings euch ae joy,
fear and anger, using languags. eg. "I‘m
croas with you".

|l

The child desceribes plana for events that will
take placs in the future. eg. "I'm going to
build a houss"™.

18 { The child expresses perscnal opinions and can
| provide a logical reason for his qpinion. &g.
*I don’t like dogs, they bite".
19 | The ¢hild describes the solution to a problem.
1 8g. "Put a plaster on”.
20 | The thild expresses imagination. eg. "I‘m
_ flving like #n aercplane”. _
21 | The child knows the nsmes of most common
objects and events. @g. dog, table, party.
2Z | The child greets people appropriately when he
[ comes or goes. eg. Hi! Byel
— - —
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IX 3

TEACHER JNTERVIEW

Physical Development

Could you comment on the child’s gross motor skills, such
as climbing, running, hopping?

Does the child have adequaté fine motor co-ordination for
drawing, cutting etc?

Have you notjced anything unusual about the child’s
feeding? '

Cognitive Development

1.

2.

3.
4,

5.

Does the child play imaginatively?

Can the child concentrate on an activity for the required
period of time?

Does the child foilow instructions?
Does the child carry out tasks guickly and efficiently?

Can the child formulate his/her ideas in a logical manner?

Sccial Development

1.

z.

Does the child relate well to peers?
Would you say that the child had adequate self help skills?

Is the child well-adjusted emotionally, or are there
serious behaviour problems?

Do you think the child is exposed to language and literacy
activities at home?
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APPENDIX 4
TEST OF AUDITORY COMPREHENSION 'OF LANGUAGE-REVISEL (TACL-R)
carro '

. Instructions tdé subjects

‘We are going to look at some pictures. Please point to the

picture that shows you what I am sayirig
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ENDIX S

MODIFIED TEST OF AUDITORY COMPREHENSION OF LANGUAGE-REVISED
(Carrow, 19838}

Original Item | Stimulus Correct Child’'s Score
Number Regponse | Response
14 Big _ 2
is Fast 1
16 Little 123
17 Soft 1
18 Tall 2
1s Show me the two that 3
are the same
20 These two are 1
diffarent
21 Two 1
22 Sone 3
23 Many 3
24 The middle car 2
25 Morea 3
26 Four 3
27 2 few 1
31 Bating 3
32 | Jump 3
33 Running 1
as Going 3
36 Hitting 2
37 Catching 1
38 Glving 1
3% Up 2
42 _ ‘That 2
43 Thesa 2
44 on the table 1
45 Under the table 3
45 In the box 2
47 At the side of the i
cAar
| 48 Between the cars 2
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Frd

H749

In front of the car .1
|| 50 Farmer 1
H 51 Palnter 3
" 52 Hitter 2 ]
H 53 Fishermarn k|
54 _Smaller 2
55 Taller 1
E& Fatteat 2
“ 5% They 2
“ 60 He 1
II 61 She 3
ﬂ 62 Mother gave the ball 3
o hear
63 His puppy is black 1
and white
65 We're eating apples 2
H 66 Chairs 1
67 Balla 3
&8 Coats 1
69 Table 2
72 The girl is sewing 2
73 The girl is jumping 2
74 The man painted the 3
house R
75 The licn has eaten 3
78 The boy pushes the 1
glrl _
79 The car bumps the 2
train )
81 | fhe boy is chased by 1
the dog
82 Who is by the table? 3
83 When do you sle=sp? 2
84 what do we eat? 3
85 The girl is drawing |2
86 It's not black 2
87 The girl isn’t 1
[ running
89 Gol 1
80 Don't cro#sl
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S8leepn

H 92 Has ice craam
“ 93  Find the car that is
on the street
u 854 Find the cat with no
ayes
“ 06 A large blue ball
“ 97 A small red car
E 28 The girl is not
awinming
" Total:~ 69
I %
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APPENDIX 6

EXICAL, SUB~FIELDS AND MAJOR LEXEMES REPRES D THE
VOCABULARY TESTSE

Plate No | Lexical Sub-fields Major Lexemes

1 Family Baby/Lady/Girl/Boy

2 Occupations Milkman/Teacher /Farmar/Pogtman

3 Group/Contacts Soldier/Group/Neighbour /Friends

4 Main Body Parts Hack/Shoulder /Neck/Tumny  Stomach/Pront)
] Limbs Leg/Hend /Arm/Foot

8 Face _ Nose /Eye/Mouth/Bar

7 Body {outside)  Hair/Reavd/Nall/Moustache

8 Character Thin/Heavtifu) /Strong/Ugly

9 Health Occupations | Nurse/Doctor/Dentigt/Surgeon

10 Implements Toothbrush/Plaster/Needia/Scap
11 Clothing/Outer Hat /Coat /Gloves/Scart

12 Clothing/Footwear Boota/Socks/Shoes/Slipper

13 ¢lothing/Gaeneral Tie/Trousers{Pants) /Shirt/Jerssy
14(a) Clothing/Parts Bow/Button/Pocket/Zip

14({b) dlothing/ﬁumen Bikini(?anties]}Skirtfnreﬂsfcown
15 Clothing/tCaring Washingjknittinglgewing/Irnning
16 Accegsories Necklace /Bracelet /Earrings/Handbag
17 Showa Telavision/Circus/Clown/Ballerina
.18 Music/Instruments Trumpet /Guitar /Drum/Planc

i9 Art/Implements Crayon/Chalk/Brush/Paint

20 Vehicle/Parts WhaalfBrakeaIWinﬂsﬁreen/Pedalﬂ

23 Vahicle/action/Lo=- | Robot/Accident/Street{Road)/Rail

cation

22 Yehicle/Rir Parachute/Helicopter /Plane/Jet

23 | vehicle/Peopla Hoat /Train/Driver/Sailor

24 Animals/Water Crab/Frog/Seal /Whale

25 | Animals/Wild Lion/Buck/Elephant /Monkey

26 Birds Qstrich/Chicken/Parrot /owl

27 Insects Grasghopper /Spider /Butterfly/Bee
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Traea/Action

Blossom/Grow/Chop/BPlant

28

2% Light /Control Candle/Fire/Lamp/Bulb

30 Colour ¥Yellow/Blue/Green/Red

31 Moving Running/Walking/Pushing/Opening
32 Feeling Sad/Cross/Cry/Rappy

33 .Racreationjhction Swing/Skate/Hide/Kick

34 Recreation/Thingse Teddy Bear/Puzzle/Kite/Doll

3s Occasions Decorating/Birthday Party/Presents/Sick
36 ContainersfAction Open/Cloge /Empty/FPull

37 Location Bovmetairs/Upstairz/Middla/Side
as ‘'ransport Bicycle/Car/Bua/Tractox

39 RApimalsg/Farm Pig/Cow/Horae/Sheep

40 Animals/Small Dog/Mouae/Kitten/Rabbit

41 Animals/Reptilas Worm/Crocodile/Tortoine /Snake
42 Birds/Water Penguin/Swan/Heron/Duck

a3 Water/Control Sea/Swimming Pool/River/Dam

44 Fruit Banana/Pear/Apple/Orange

45 Vegetables Cabbage/Carxot /Potato/Eeans

46 Trees/Parcs Bqd[BarkfRoot/Branch

47 Food/Type Scup/Cake/Jam/Bread

48 Food/Dairy Chesse/Egge/Ice~crean/Butter
'49 Nrinks Baer/Juice/Tea/Mllk
| 60 Yocod/Action Drinking/Cooking/Feeding/Eating
il #ood/Location Shop/Butcher/Fridge/Oven

52 Utensila Bot/Knjife/Kettle/Plate

53 Ilavouring Vinegar/Sauce/Salt/Sugar

54 Moving/Statis Calling/standing/Sleeping/Sitting
55 Making/General Making/Building/Helping/Holding
56 - Language/Irplements | Telephone/Papar /Pen/Typewsiter
57 Htecreation/Sports Swimming/Crickat/Soccer/Tennin
58 Bulilding/Typese House/Flat /Hut/Pent

59 Building/Parte boor /Window/Roof /Hall

(4] 2:;1ding/Outside/Ro Gate/Garage/Kitchen/Bat. soom
61 Furniture/General Cupboard/Table/Chair/Curtains
H2 Bathroom - Toilet//Tap/Bath/Shower

63 Tools Rail /Saw/Hammer /Ladder
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64 Toole/Farm/Garden Spade/Axe/Rake/Mover
65 Containers/Type Box/Schoolbag{Bag) /Bottle/Basket
- 66 Size Tall/Short{Smzll) /Long/Thin
g &7 Shaps circle/Squara/Line/Dot
68 Pariod/bay Younglold/ﬂidnight/Hprning_
&89 Lacation UgltairifOutsidafInsidefbownstairs
70 Statm Same/Different/Twins/Equal
71 | Educational /Parts Playground/Classroom/Blackboard /Dask
72 Space/Entities Sun/Mcon/star/Rocket
73 Land chnt;in/Jungle}Snnd{Ice
74 Climate Raining/Sunny/Cloudy/Snowing
75 Weapons /Type sun/Stone/stick/String
APPERDIX 7

tem 38 of Vocabularvy Tes

t
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APPENDIX 8

RECEPTIVE VOCABULARY TEST
CHILD'S NAME:Y DATE OF BIRTH: __
TEST DATE: AGE:
TESTER:
E Plats No | Stimulus Correct Child’a
Response Responsge
1 Show me boy 4
2 Show me postman 4
3 Show me neighbour 3
4 Show me neck 2
5 Show me oot 4
6 Show me eay 4
7 ghow me beard 2
8 show me strong 3 .
9 Show me doctor 2
10 | Show me needle 3
11 Show me coat 2
12 Show me slipperx 4
13 Show me trousers 2
14{a} Show me bow 1
14 (b} Show me pkizt 4
15 Show me knitting 2
16 Show me necklace 1
17 Show me circus 2
is Show me guitar 2
19 Show me crayon 1
20 Show me windscreen 3
21 Show me robot 2
22 Show ma helicopter 2
23 Show me boat 1
24 Show me whale 4
25 Show me buck 2
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Show me parrot 3
ﬂ 27 Show me butterfly 3
q 28 Show me geed 3
29 Show me lamp 3
30 Show me red 4
31 , Show me he walka 2.
32 Show me croas 2
33 Show me hiding 3
- 34 ghow me doll 4
a8 Show me sick 3
36 Show me open loxr 3
37 8how me who’s in the 3
middla
as Show me tractor 4
3% Show me sheep 4
40 Show me rabbit 2
41 Show me worm 1
42 Show me goose 2
43 Show me dam 4
44 Show me pear 2
45 Show me beans 4
46 Show me pip 1
47 Show me soup 1
48 Show me butter 4
49 Show me baer 1
50 Show me who's feeding k]
51 Show me ovan 4
52 Bhow me pot 1
53 Show me salt - 2
54 Show me who's calling 1
55 Show mo who's making 1
56 Show me paper 2
57 Show me cricket 4
58 Show me hut 2
59 Show me roof . 3
&0 | Show me kitchen 3
61 Show me curtain 4
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'y Show me batkh 4
i &2 Show me gsaw 2
64 Show me rake 3
85 Show me box i
66 Show me short 2 or 3
67 Show me line 3
§ 68 Show me night 3
69 Show me insidas 3
70 show.ma different 2. I
71 Show me desk 4
72 Show me moon 2
73 Show me mountain 1:
74 Show me sunny 3
75 Show me etick 3

Childé*s Score:

Total:

Parcentayes:
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APPENDIX 9
EXPRESSIVE VOCABULARY TEST

CRILD’S : DATE OF BIRTH:
TEST DATE: AGE:
IESTER: - —
[
I, Plate No | stimulus Sentence Correct Responsa Child’s
' Response
1 This is a girl 2 (lady, woman) '
This is a .
2 This is a milkman 3 (farmer)
This ig a
E 3 This is a group 4 (friends, children)

These are two

4 This ie your back 4 {tummy, stomach,

This is your front}
5 This is your arm 2 (hand)
This is your
6 Thieg is your mouth 1 {nosas)
Thie is you
7 This is your hair 3 (nail)
This iE your,
8 This man is strong 1 (thin)
: This man is
- This is a 4 (dentist)
hairdresser
This is a -
ﬁ 10 Thie is soap 1 {toothbrush)
This is a
'I i1 This is a scarf 3 (gloves)
) Thesga are
H 12 This is a shoa 1 {boot}
This is a _
13 Thie is a tie 3 {shixt)
This is a
14{a) This is a pocket 2 (button)
This is a
14 (b} This is a dress 1 (pyjamsas)
" These area )
15 He ia washing 4 (ironing)
' She is — _
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16

This is a bracelet
These ars

{earings)

17

This is a ballerina

This is s |

{clown}

ia

This is a trumpet
This is a

{piano)

19

You paint on the
chart with a
paintbrush.

You write on the
board with

{challk}

20

‘This ig a bicycle
This is a

{wheel)

21

The train goes on
the rail
The car goaes on the_

3

(road, street)

22

This is an.airoplane
This is a

{parachute)

This man is a sailor |

This man is &

{driver)

This is a frog
This is a

{czrab)

This is an slephant
This is a

{moﬁkay}

3
4]

R T A
%)
o

This bird is an owl
This bird is an

{oatrich)

This is
This is

beaea

{spider)

- 28

Thig is

ttree}

29

a
a
This is a flower
a
=

Thig is
light
This is a

candle

{fira)

30

This colour is blue'
This colour is

{green)

al

This man is pushing
This man is

(running)

32

This face is sad
This face is

(happy)

33

This boy is kicking
This boy is

(gkating)

34

This is a puzzle
This a

(kite)
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Here they a:a
decorating a
christmas tree

Here they are having
a

{birthday party)

a6

37

This bottle is full
This bottle is

This girlis is
downstairs
This girl is

{empty, closed)

{upstairs)

33

{ This is

car
This is

{bus)

39

This is
Thie is

cow

{horse)

40

Thig is

dog-
This is ;

{mocupe)

This ig a tortoise

Thig is

{crocodile)

42

This ig a fish

Thie is

pr lop |pp |pe b

{penguin)

43

This ia the river
This is the

{saa)

44

This is a banana
This is an

(a2pple)

45

This is a cabbage
Thig is a

{carrot}

46

This ig a tree
This iB a

{bush)

47

This ig a slice of
bread
This is some

{3am}

This is cheese
These ars

{eggs)

49

This is milk
Thie is

{tea)

&0

This woman is
drinking
This man is

{cooking)

We buy food from the
shop

We huy meat from the |

(&)

{butcher, butchery}

Wa cut meat with a
knife
We boil water in the

(kettle)
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53

We drink juice aftex
eating

We put this on our
food

3 {tomato saucs)

54

| Thie girl is sitting

This girl is

3 (mleeping)

55

These men are
pulling him
This man is

2 {bujlding)

56

| We type with a

typewriter
We write with a

3 (pen})

57

This boy is playing
soccer
This girl is playing |

3 {tennis)

Some people live in
A house

Some people liva in
a .

3 (tent)

59

Wa open the door
We opan the

2 {window)

60

This is a garage
This iz a

1 {gata})

81

We Blt on the chair
We put our clothes
on the

1 (cupboard, wardrobe)

&2

We slcep in a bed
We get water from a _

3 (tap)

&3

| we climb the ladder

We hit the nail with
a

3 {hammer)

64

We cut grass with a
Iawvmmower
We chop wood with an

| 2 (axe}

65

We put food in a
basket

We go to school with
our

2 {suitcase, schoolbag,
bag)

86

This man is tall
This man is very

f—y

2 (small, little, short)

87

This is a square
This ia a

1 {circle}

68

This girl is young
Thig lady is

2 (old)

69

This cat is at the
bottom
This cat is

1 {(on top)
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ﬁ 70 thege two Are 1 (same)
different
These two are the
71 This ig a classroom 1 {park, playground) i
Thig is a _ '
72 This is ths sun 3 ({star}
Thig iz a .
73 This is the mountain | 2 {jungle, woods)
This ig the
74 Here it is raining 4 (snowing)
Here it inp
75 This is & qun 4 (etring)
This i. a .

CHITLD'S SCORE:

TOTAL:

PERCENTAGE:
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APPENDIZ 10

INSTRUCTIONS TO BUBJECT? FOR VOCABULARY ?ESTS
Raceptive

We are going to look at zome pictures.

I am going to say a word, and I want you to point to the picture

that tells you about_the word.
Expressive

Let’s logk at the plctures. I will show you one, and ask you to

finish what I gay about it,
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APPENDIX 13
TEACHERS’ RATING SCALE OF VOCABULARY PRCFICIENCY

Please rate the children in your group on the rating scale below

by placing an X on the relevant point on the scale.

Rey

0 - 1 The child understands and uses only a few English words.

1 =2 The child understands and uses the English words used
regularly at school.

2 -.3 The child understands ahd uses English words related to

experiences outside the school environment.
3 ~ 4 The child has a wide vocabulary and understands most of
what is said to him/her,

4 ~ 5 The child’s voecabulary is like that of a native speaker
of English. |

Child’s Name Rating of Vocabulary sSkills

1. 1 2 3 4

1 5
£ L 2 3 4 -
3. 1 2 3 4 " :]
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Subject Receptive Test Expressive Test Teacher’s Ratinys
Number Scorei Scores
T1i T2 Tl_ T2
1 52 56 52 S4 55
2 _66 66 &0 62 60
3 62 62 58 58 80
4 i 52 58 52 58 55
5 60 68 58 58 60
) 66 - 66 60 60 60
7 70 72 g5. 67 77 .
8 69 72 65 68 23 ]
8 72 72 &6 6% 70
10 75 75 70 72 77
il 71 78 77 77 yi
12 78 78 72 74 | 75
13 94 24 92 92 100 -
14 78 80 78 78 80
| 15 76 80 78 78 85
16 79 a4 78 78 =]
17 49 50 48 48 50
18 50 53 49 49 50
19 76 i 70 70 75
20 34 84 80 83 85
21 89 89 86 86 85
22 86 86 78 82 85
23 85 as 78 78 - 1 &5
24 55_ ‘85 ¥ 54 55
25 88 28 86 24 85
i 26 53 57 50 54 57
27 86 86 79 82 | 85
28 65 66 62 62 60
29 87 89 20 &80 85
30 89 89 &6 86 as
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APPENDIX 13

TEACHEER GUIDELINEE FOR ELICITING THE LANGUAGE SAMPLE
1. Listen to the child and focus on what he/she has said.’

Be patient. Don’t overpower the child. Don’t ask too many
guestions. Allow the child time to speak. Don’t be afraid

of pauses.
Follow the child’s lead. Maintain the topic of conversation
with vyour responses, and add new information where

appropriate.

Show the child that what he/she has to say is important and

give your undivided attention.

Don’t ask questions that the child knows you know the anawexr

to.
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APPENDIX 14

THE LANGUAGE SBAMPLE -~ TEACHER'S IES!BUCT;QHE

1. Ask the child to tell you about something that he has

personal experience of: example!
a) “Tall ne about getting dressed in the morning®”.
) Tell me what happens when you go to a bkirthday party.
c) Tell me what happens when you go to the doctor.
d) :Tell me about your visit to the zoo.

2. aAsk the child to tell you what is happening in the sequenge
story.

3. Ask the child to describe the pictures (choose 3)
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APPENDIX 15

LIST OF CLAUSE STRUCTURE TYPES ON THE L.A.R.S8.P.

- PROFILE :
Stage 1 *y"  (Command) g~ (Quest) | "v* {5 Types}
{Major) "N o
Qther
Stage IX VX ox &V AX {10 Pypes)
50 vo
SC yC
Neg X Other
Stage III | vx¥ QXY sVC VCA {13 Types}
Let X¥ Vs (X} sv0 VOA
do XY 8VA vodoli
Neg XY Other
Stage IV +5 Qvs SVOA ARRY 1 {12 Types}
XY+ QXY+ 5VCa other
vs (X+) Svodoi
tag SVOC )
Stage ¥ Co—ord (Command) | Co-ord Co-ard 1 | 1+ {14 Types)
Other {Command) {Quagtion) Subordal | Al+
Other Subord C .
(Quastion} Subord &
Subord ©
Compara-
tive
PFostmod
Clause 1 | i+
L Stage VI Pagsive (4 Typas)
Complement
How
What
Stage ViII | A Connectivity it {6 Typas)
Commaent Clauss |1 there ]
Emphatic¢ ORDER * | other
e ] —




APPENDIX 16 LIST OF PHRASE BTRUCTURE (OTHER) PTYPHS ON THE
o _Il-h.R_-‘B-?- PROFILE

Stage IXI DR (6 Types)}
: ' ' AdiN _ . :
NN Int X
PrN | other

Stage III E DRAAIN : {6 Types
AdiAdiR
Pr DN
PronP
Prono gther

Stage IV : NP Pr NP . ' - {6 Types)
i Pr DAQJN :

3 ro

Stage Vv Postmod 5hraae {1 Type}

Stage VI 4 Initiator _ {2 Typas)
|, NE Co—ord .

[
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APPERDIX

17 THE PRE INTERVENTION PERCENTAGE SCORES ACHIEVED
BY EACH SUBJECT ON THE COMPREHENSION AND
VOCABULARY MEASUERES AND THE ASSIGNED

STANDARD DEVIATION SCORES (8X)

Subject | Compre- Recep- Yocabu- Expras- | Vocabu-
Hunbazr hension tive lary sive lary
{Naming}
% Score Sx Score % Score 8x Score % Score Sx Score
1 40.%0 -2 40.79 | -2 1l.84 -2
2 48.48 -3 40.79 -2 18.74 -2
3 46.96 -2 50.00 ~1 18.42 -2
4 71.21 +1 55.26 =1 46,08 ~3
5 _ 55.09 +1 52.63 -1 56.58 +1
& §9.69 +1 65.79 +1 60.52 +1
7 75.78 +1 71.05 +1 63.18 +1
B 69.69 +1 63.16 +1 60.83 +1
9 80.30 +2 73,68l +1 57.89 +1
10 83.30 +2 64.47 +i £5.26 +1
11 - 37.87 -2 31.58 =2 28.94 -2
12 43.94 =2 42.11 -2 27.63 -2
13 48.48 -1 44.70 -1 36.84 -1
14 5¢.09 o 75.00 +), 57.89 +1
15 63.63 -1 65.10 +1 47,36 ~1
Borracr—ns- —"
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APPENDIX 17 (CONTIRUED)

THRE FRE INTERVERTION PERCENTAGE SCOREE ACEIEVED BY EACH BUBJECT
ON THE COMPREHENSION AWD VOCABULARY MEASUHES AND THEE ASSICNED
STANDARD DEVIATION SCORES (2X)

16 74.24 +1 54.00 -1 66.00 +1
T 80,30 +2 | 8s.52 +2 &5.70 +1
I 38 77.27 +1 85.53 +2 72.37 | +2

19 81.81 +2 81.58 +2 . 76.31 +2

20 72.24 +1 81.58 +2 76.31 +2

21 46.96 -2 44,74 -1 35.53 -1

22 45,45 -2 38.16 -2 28,95 ~2

23 40,90 -2 40.79 -2 40.79 -1

24 62.12 -1 52.63 -1 40.79 -1

25 50.00 -1 30.26 -2 21.05 -2

26 59,09 ~1 61.84 +1 27.31 -2

27 7¢.24 +1 67.10 +1  72.37 +2

28 84.84 _+2 | 74.28 +1 59.21 +1

29 | 86.36 | +2 75.00 {_+1 | 76.32 +2

30 83.30 +2 73.69 +1 75,00 +2

Mean % 63.92 59.45 : 49.43
Standard 15.81 16.48 19.96
Devia-
tion
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PRE«INTERVEKTION SCORES OBTAINED BY EACH SUBJECT

APPERDIX 18
OF THE PRISM-L MEASURES AND THE ASSIGNED STANDAED
DEVIATION SCORE (8x)
Subject | Total Minor TTR | Totsl Major TTR ] Number Number
Number Kunber number of aof Sub-
of minor of major Pields fields
Typeas types
a Sx Bx Ex Sx Sx Sx
ﬂ- 1 -2 {0,785 -2 | 0,82 -2 -2
2 g |{-2 {o,8 -2 11,0 -2 -2
3 19 {-1 | 0,24 25 | -1 { 0,45 16 |-1] 23 | -1
4 29 {+1 {0,121 a2z }+1 ] 0,30 12 |[~1] 22 | -1
5 m |+1 {0,20 44 | +1 10,57 19 [ +1 | 27 |+
6 29 | +1 §g,20 47 {+1 | 0,51 21 |+1) 33 |11
7 28 {-1 {0,19 52 | +1 | o,62 19 |+1| 34 |41
] 22 | -1 [ 0,13 39 | -1 {0,51 13 | -1 | 28 [ +1
s 34 |+1 0,24 55 | +1 | 0,61 13 f+1 1 37 | +2
_10 52 +2 C,2% 83 | +1 0,44 22 | +1 42 +2
i1 16 | -1 | 0,23 26° | -2 Jo,45 15 |-1]1 18 | ~1
ﬂ 12 6 (-2 |o,3 12 |2 |o,s2 4 |-2] 6 -2
13 18 | -1 | 0,38 29 | -1 {0,867 16 -1 | 20 { -1
14 27 | -1 | 0,33 30 |-1 ]o,75 11 | -1 | 20 [ -1
H 15 28 | -1 | 0,21 34 | -1 | 0,45 17 [+1 | 28 | +1
- . . - = e = .=
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APPENDIX is8

PRE-INTERVENTION SCORES OBTAINED BY EACH SUBJECT

{CONTINUED)

ON THE PRISM-L MEASURES AWD TEHE ASSIﬁ 3 STANDARD

DEVIKTIDH SCORE (8x)

I3

225

£ 16 | 32 +1]o,27 47 |+ Jo,5 17 s1 28 41 |
ﬂ' 17 | 28 |-1]0,23 56 | +1 | 0,55 19 +1 |38 |1 ||
! 18 | 45 §+2 10,30 49 +1 | 0,65 23 +2 1 34 +1 j
fas] 31 [« 527 so | «1 |o,67 20 +1 ]2 |+
E__z_o a5 | +2 10,26 69 | +2 {o,61 21 +1 |38 142
21} 1 lz]1e 4 |-2 f10 § -2 |s -2
22 | 24 | -1{0,25 3 | -1 [0,64 15 -1 j22 |-1
23 | 16 | ~-11]0,40 32_|~t {0,73 15 -1 124 |-1
26 | 24 }-1}86,20 a2 |+ |o,61_ 36 |-1}23 -1
25 | 30 {+1[o0,10 43 |+ 10,3 21 41 [31 [+
26 | 30 J+1l0,23 s1 |+ |o,54 18 +1 |29 {41
27 | 39 |+1]o,22 65 | +2 §0,52 24 +2 {38 |+2"
28 } 60 |+3}90,21 s0 {+2 | 0,58 18 +1 |41 342
29 | 34 |+1]o0,28 57 }+1 lo,8s | a0 +1 |3 i+
30 45 J+2}0,16 70 (+2 |o,58¢a | |2s +2 | 37 +1
x| 28.1 a,24 42 0,56 16,4 27
Lg;_;;_ 13.5 | lo,07 19,2 0,12 | 5,57  10.5
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Lf8 PROFICIENCY GROUP ON THE :
oN, VOCRBULARY AND PRISM~L MEABURES

il
1]

EACH 8P7"
CoMP

APPENDIX 19

Fields

¥]

Suly-
Fielda

Minor
Tyies

Hajor -
Typea

Vocab
BE

Yocab
" .

Conp

Subiegt

10

11
- 12

13
14
15

16

17
ig8
19
20
21
22
23
24
258

26
27

28

29
30
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APPENDIZ 20 GROUP MEANS ON L.A:R.8.P. MEASCRES (PRE-
INTERVENTION)

CLAUSE BTRUCTURES

Stage | 4 Usage | Mean Number of Clause Structure Types
I | 30,61
I 19,46
11T 29,88 13
IV . 6,69
v 14,82

STAGE V CLAUSE BTRUCTURES

“ Co-ordinate Clauses 55,62%
iﬁyb-ardinate Clauses | 21,67%

Post Modification 3,09%
3 I
PHRASE STRUCTURES (OTHER)

Stage II 35.15% Mean Number of types
Stage I1I | 49.88%

Stage IV ] 10.06% 8
Stage V 0.12%
§ Stage VI 1.47% -
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APPENDIX 20  (CONTINUED)
VERB PHRASE

8 V¥V (Verb + Verb)

Mean MNumber of VP nges

9,28%
V part (Verb + Particle) | 10,39%
Cop (Copula) 26.08%
Aux m (modal auxiliary) 3,20%
Aux o (other auxiliary) | 39,57%
Neg v (Negative + Verk) 4,51%
Complex VP 0%

4%

EXPANSION RATIO

0.93

WORD BTRUCTURES

228

ing 39?44%
Pl 16.31%
-ad 9.13%
-en 0.12%
3s 7.38%
gen 1,90%
n't 2.91%
cop 5.57%
faux 13.55%
est/er/ly 1.76%
Nunber °f#£§§e5 5.0




APPENDIX 20 (CONTINUED)

ERRORS

= .

- Concord 3.66%
Daterminer .15.39%
Preposition 21.2%

Pronoun 7.46%
Auxiliary 8.66%

SUMMARY MEABURES

ﬁ_ﬁ Mean Séntencé Length 4.52

" Mean Number of Sentences/turn 1.23

i Spontaneous: Response Ratiu 0.'?4

Lﬁgmal :Abnormal Response Ratie

St
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APPENDIX 21

r\.\

EACH SUBJECT’S PROFICIENCY GROUPING ON EACH
L:A.R.8.7. MEABURE

&

Subjacts

8t IV
Clauas

| subord

Post
mad

St VI
Phrase
Cother)

Exp
Ratio

Clauge
Types

Phrase
Types

P

Word
Types

-

+ I+ |+

+ |+

+ {1+ |+ |+

+ |+ |+ |+ |+

4

+ j+ |+ j& 1+

0 . [~ fh | o W [

+

[
[=]

+ I+ |+

+ |+

+ {+ |+

[
=

1=
M

|l
o

[N
L]

g
n

+ [+

¥
o

=
%

+ [+ |+ [+

[
[++]

[N
¥

B
=]

+ |+

+ |+ 1+ 1+

+ {+ |+ |+

A3
i

83
»

+

o)
ta

N
s

+

[~
tn

¢

+ {+

[N
o

0 |
ct

+ |+ 1+

29

ao

+ |+ [+ I+ 1+ |+

+ 1+ |+ |+

+ L+ {+ b B fr |+ |+ 1+

+ i+ f+ |+ 1+
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APPENDIX 21 - (CONTINUED)

Subjects MSL Mean No Spen:Resp Normal:abnbrmal

. Santencea/ Turn | Ratio - Response Ratia
1 —- - - -
2 - - - -
3 - - - - +
4 + - oy ki
5 + - = e
] " + + + -
7 + = - -~
- 8 + - _+ -
9 . + + - .
10 + - + +
11 - + - -
12 - - - -
13 - - - -
14 - - -
15 + + -+ -
16 - + - +
17 + - - .
18 - + - +
19 - + - o+
20 + + - -
21 - + - -
22 - - - +
23 - - - -
249 + - - -
25 4+ - + -
26 + + +
27 + + - ¥
28 + + ... -
29 - + - +
3 30 + I - ;ﬁ -
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APPENDIX 22(a) PROFICIENCY GROUP MEANS ON COMPREHENSION
VOCARULARY AND P.R.YX.8.M.-L MEASURES (PRE~

. INTERVENTION)
e
Low { High F pr > F
Proficiency | Proficiency Value
_ Group {(-) Group (+) _
Comprehension 49,41 75,01 60,31 | 00,0001
i Receptive 45,14 70,47 42,04 | 0,0001
Vocabulary _
{ Expressive 31,88 62,83 43,96 | 0,0001
Vocabulary _
Nunber of 17,46 36,35 27,19 § 00,0001
Minor Types _
Number of 25,53 54,58 38,40 | 0,0001
Major Types
 Minor TTR 0,32 *0,26 0,22 2,84 |0,1032
Major TTR 0,63 *0,44 0,57 0,85 ]0,3636
Fields 12,15 19,70 24,55 | 0,0001
Sub-fields 17,84 34,00 48,33 | g,0001
Minor:Major 1,36 1,71 5,76 | 0,0232
Token Ratio
1 ®Qorrected
| TTR’s
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APPENDIX 22(b) PROFICIENCY GROUP MEANS ON L.A.R.8.F. MEASURES

CLAUSE STRUCTURE

% of Clause Structures at: | Low High Proficiency
' Proficiency Group (+)
éroup (-)
Stage I 58,62 16,59
Stage I1 20,15 19,12
Stage IIT R 16,91
Stage IV 0,25 9,90
Stage V ] | 3,65 19,78
Number of Clauvse Structure 9 i5
Types _
% of stage V Structures
that were
Co-ord 3 64,32
§ Sub—-ord i, 31,6
Pogtmod 0 4,64
—— -
PHRABE STRUCTURES (OTEER)
——— ‘ = T—
% of Structures at: | Low | High
Proficiency | Proficiency
Group (-} Group (+)
Stage II - 41,21 32,11
stage IIX 38,23 55,69
Stage IV 9,85 10,11
Stage V 1] 4,18
Stage VI 0,61 1,97
Yumber of Phrase 5 ] |
Structure Types - i
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APPENDIX 22(b) (CONTINUED)
PROFICIENCY GROUP MEANS ON L.A.R.S.P. MEABURES
VERB PHRASE |

% of VErb Phrases | Low High
j that were: Proficiency | Proficiency

Group (-} Group (+)

vV 7,11 10,36

Vpart 3,09 14,04

Cop 45,29 _ 16,48

Auxm ' 0 4,80

Auxo ' 22,87 47,92

Neg V 1,64 5,94
Complex VP _ o (]
Number of Tgpas 2 5

EZPANEION RATIO

Low Proriciency | High Proficiendy
Group (=) Group (+)

Expansion 0,58 ' 0,97
{f Ratiao -
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APPENDIX 22(b) (CONTINUED)

PROFICIENCY GROUP MEANS ON L.A.R.S.P. MEASURES

WORD STRUCTURES

H % of Word Str&ctﬁres Low Proficiency | High Proficiency
that were: Group Group
E ~ =ing 49,06 34,62
| -pi 12,33 18,30
E -ad 7,33 10,04
-an 0 0,37
E 3s 4,66 47,18
E gen 1,76 1,97
n‘t 1,56 3,59
fcop 6,96 4,87
faux 6,34 17,15
est/er/ly 0 0,17
No. of word 3 6
sgtructures used
ERRORS
e =
Errors of: Low Proficiency | High Proficiency
Group {~) Group (+)
Concord 2,71 4,13
ii Deterniners 24,86 10,66 i
Prepositians 21,43 19,01
Pronouns 3,67 9,38
| Auxiliaries 4,81 10,69
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APPENDIX 22(b) (CONTINUED)
PROFICIENCY GROUP MEAKS ON L.A.R.S.P. MEASURES

SUMMARY MEASURES

E Low Proficiency | High Proficiency
Group (-) Group (+)
MSL . 2,59 N 5,67
Mean No of S’s per Turn 0,67 1,55
Spon: Resp Ratio 0,13 1,05
Normal:Abnormal Resp 4,26 . 10,16
Ratio - -
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APPENDIX 23

HOME EXFPOSURE GROUP MEANSE ON PRE-INTERVENTION L.A.R.8.P. MEASURES

TAEBLE 23.1.

CLAUSE STRUCTURES

% _
ﬁ Clause Structures at:

Home Exposure

 Home Exposure

Group 1 Group 2
lstage I 44,77 11,44
Stage II 19,71 19,21
Stage III 20,04 39,71
_Stage IV 3,29 10,08
Stage: V R 10,51 19,12
Number of clause structure 11 15
 Eypes i _
% of Stage V structures that were:
Co-ord 47,01 64,25
Sub=ord 12,84 3G,51
Postmod 0,86 4,99
TABLE 23.2 PHRASE 3TRUCTURES {OTHER}
e
% Structures at sStage: Home Exposure | Home Exposure
Group 1 Group 2
I 38,11 32,18
i JIX 44,54 55,22
v 5,45 10,67
V {Post mod) ¢] 0,24
VI 1,24 _ 1,70
Number of Phrase 6 31
Structure T;ges
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TABLE 23.3. VERE PHRASE

L

ﬂ% of Verb Phrases Containing Home Exposure | Home Exposure i

Group 1 Group 2

i v 7,6 10,96

Vpart 11,87 8,91

_Cop 34,66 17,5

Auxm 0,25 6,14

Auxo 28,83 50,71

NegV 3,19 5,83
QEgglex vp 0 4]
. Number of VP nges 3 5

TAELE 23.4. EXPANSION RATIO

[ Home Exposure

Home Exposure

Group 1 Group 2
) 0,62 1,06
TABLE 23.5 WORD ETRUCTURE
£ of Word Structures that Home ExXposure | Home Exposure
wer , Group 1 Group 2
' ~ing 45,17 33,70
-pl 15,40 '17,22
-ed 9,17 9,10
~-an 0,17 a,08
3s 5,59 9,18
gen 1,84 1,97
n‘t 3,69 2,14
fcop 4,63 6,49
faux 7,64 19,44
] est/er/ly o 0,53
Number of Word Structure 4 6
=E;¥es
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TABLE 23.6 ERRORS

_ ' | Home Exposure Home Exposura
_ Group 1 Sroup 2
| concord Errors . 2.97% 3,29%
Deternirer Frrors 22,77% 7,46%
Preposition Errors | 28,24% 13,46%
Pronoun Errors 8,11% 6,81%
Auxiliaries Errors. 8,19% 9,13%
e,
TABLE 23.7 SUMMARY MEASURES
Home Exposure Home'Exposure
h Group 1 Group 2
Mean Sentance Length 3,16 5,49
Mean Number of Sentences per 0,84 1,63
Turn _
| Spontaneous: Response Ratic 0,21 3,28
Normal: Abnormal Response 3,98 9,80
Ratio '
C—p;
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MEANS ON

APPENDIX 24 SCHOOL: EXPOBURE GROUP PRE=-INTERVENTION
L.A.R.BE.P. MEASURES
TABLE | 24.1. CLAUSE STRUCTURE
Percentage of clause School ‘School School
structures at: Exposure Exposure Exposure
. : Group 1 Group Z Group 3
Stage I 51,31 17,46 i3,5%
g Stage II 16,58 21,73 19,68
Stiage ITX 22,04 36,54 27,9
! Stage IV 4,74 6,3) 16,39
| Stage V 8,99 17,96 22,43
Kumber of Clause Structure 11 13 16
Types
il Tercentage of Stage V Structure | Types
Co~ord 36,58 64,98 84,84
Sub-ord 19,9 25,13 ' 15,04
Post-mod 2,756 :,B8 G,55 i
TABLE 24.2.  PHRASE STRUCIURE (OTIER)
T — .
Percentage of School School School
Phrase Structures | Exposure Exposure Exposure
{other) at: Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
Stage II 40,21 33,99 20,64
Stage III 41,61 53,64 64,12
Stage IV 6,82 i0,549 10,99
i| Stage V 0 0,11 0
Stage VI 0,68 1,54 4,25
Number of Phrase 7 9 10
Structure (other)
Types
-
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TABLE 24-3.

VERS PHRASE

{
Percentuge of School School School
Verb Phraces Exposure Exposure Exposut 2
Cantaining .Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
w 5,78 12,16 8,85
Vpari 4,83 15,33 7,97
Copula 38,35 36,04 27,10
Modal auxiliary 3,631 2,90 3,04
Other auxiliary 30,81 48,02 46,49
NegV 3,48 5,18 5,26
Complex VP 0 0 v)
Number of Verlb 3 4 5

g rurase Types

TABLE 24.4 'EXPANSION RATIO

School Exposure Schoal Exposure | School
Group 1 Group 2 Exposure
 Group 3
Expansion 0,68 0,23 1,02
Ratio

TABLE 24.5. WORD STRUCTURE

|| Percentage of Word School ' Schaol School
Structures that were Exposure  EXxposure Exposure

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
~-ing 41,87 37,99 3e,86
pl 33,24 19,34 13,49
-ad 6,93 10,27 12,32
~aI 0 0 1,23
38 6,25 7,93 9,26

| gen 1,48 2,08 2,70

In’t 1,33 4,38 1,89
fcop 8,33 3,41 5,27
faux 11,75 14.30 16,97
est/er/ly 0,12 0,13 0
- Number of Word 4 6 7
Structure Types
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TABLE 24.6. ERRORE
=
Mean Error | School School School
Scores Ons Exposure Exposure Exposure
_ : Group 1 Group 2 Group 3
Concord 2,90 4,23 3,88
Determiner 16,89 16,03_ 6,29
Prepositions 21,54 22,66 12,59
Pronovns 1,38 11,78 10,21
Auxiliaries 4,14 11,03 14,88
TABLE 24.7. S8UMMARY MEABUREB_.
School School School
Exposure | Exposure | Exposure
Group 1 | Group 2 | Group 3
Mean Sentence Lenath 3,94 5,11 . 5,9
Mean Number of Sentences per 1,08 1,35 1,39
Turn
Spontaneocus: Response Ratio 6,54 0,83 1,14
¥ Normal:Abnormal Responses 8,38 9,35 15,3
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APPENDIX 25. PRE= AND POST-INTERVENTION GROUP MEANS ON 1L.A.R.S.P.
MEASURES

TABLE 25.1. CLAUSE STRUCTURE

Stage Groups | Pre Post | Diff - | standard
' Devia-
tions
I A 27,39 17,97 - 9,417 6,07
B 33,73 27,21 - 6,521 27,66
C 30,70 18,22 ~12,475 16,67
II . A 20,40 17,46 - 2,94 6,28
B 20,53 17,35 - 3,17 9,40
C 17,46 20,73 3,27 13,32
IIT A 32,75 31,66 - 31,09 i4,67
B 26,12 33,77 7,66 17,48
c 30,77 36,26 5,49 17,47
IV A 7,94 12,87 4,93 : 6,78
B 5,01 9,78 4,78 14,05
c 7,12 9,27 2,15 9,08
v A 11,3 19,68 8,38 11,64
B 14,61 12,49 - 2,12 9,60
_ c 18,54 | 15,54 - 3,0 5,4
Number of a 12,6 16,5 3,9 (4)
Clause B 11,6 13,2 1,6 (2)
Structure c 13,3 12,4 -1,2(~1)
Types
———

TABLE 25.2. STAGE V STRUCTURES

— ——— = -
Struc- Group  Pre- Post- Differ- Standard
ture Interven | Interven | ence Devia-
tion tion tion
co- A 49,99 31,53 -18,46 | 26,95
ordinate B 53,84 61,05 + 7,21 36,36
Clause C 62,99 60,78 - 2,22 34,78
Sub- A 16,24 42,41 +26,17 21,61
ordinate B 25,53 12,05 -13,48 33,65
Clause C 23,23 25,03 + 1,80 37,20
Post- A 4,76 6,05 + 1,29 8,47
nodify- B 0,62 6,89 + 6,27 9,67
ing C 3,88 4,18 + 6,29 9,33
Clauses
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TABLE 25.3.

PHRASE STRUCTURE (QOTHER)

e e . s

. Stage  Group | Pra- Post- Differ- Standard
' Interven~ { Interven~ | ences Devia-
tion ricn tion
II A 34,05 37,35 +3,294 17,08
' B 41,88 38,48 ~3,4 25,27
_ c 29,4 38,39 +8,90 10,76
III A 57,7 43,99 -13,77 28,01
B 42,72 49,12 + 6,399 20,87
c 49,14 48,19 - 0,95 27,81
v A 7,47 14,95 + 7,48 12,60
B i3, 19 10,10 - 3,09 1¢,94
C 9,5 11,74 - 2,25 10,61
v A 0 0,21 + 0,21 0,66
' b 0,35 0,10 - 0,25 0,87
c 0 0,41 + 0,41 5,28
VI A 0,7 3,33 + 2,63 6,34
B 1,83 2,18 + 0,347 2,81
c 1,86 1,26 - 0,605 2,44
Number A 7,5 11,5 4
0f Types B 8,7 9,7 1
_ c 8,6 9,4 0
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TABLE 25.4. VERE PHABE
Verb Group | Pre~ Post- piffer- Standarad
i1 Phrase Interven | Interven ences Devia~
Component tion tion - tion
vV A 8,236 18,369 10,13 9,52
B 7,188 8,305 1,12 5,80
c_ 112,415 14,52 2,11 19,53
Vpart A 9,195 10,48 1,29 13,98
B 12,95 22,09 9,14 36,11
c | 9,033 11,11 2,07 11,57
Cop A 19,871 14,702 |- 5,17 25,99
B 37,848 26,423 -11,43 30,12
¢ | 20,522 12,806 - 7,72 25,92
ﬂ_ Auxm A | 2,029 7,85 + 5,82 6,25
B 4,696 3,357 - 1,34 10,9
C 2,877 1,853 - 1,02 7,28
Buxo A 45,932 40,109 - 5,82 32,66
B 33,629 36,601 + 2,97 19,48
¢ 39,15 55,455 +16,3 21,28
NegV A | 4,733 7,591 + 2,886 5,38
B 2,786 3,219 + 0,433 5,99
_ C 6,001 4,261 - 1,74 6,67
' Complex VP A 0 3,375 8,38 7,06
B 0 2,026 2,03 4,19
¢ 0 4,96 4,96 7,9
Number of A . 7 3
VP Types B 4 4 0
c 4 5 1

245




:r\\‘\

R\

TABLE 25.5. ¥ORD STRUCTURES
Word Group [ Pre- Post~ Differ- Standard
Stiructure | Interven~ | Interven— | ence Devia~
tion tion tion
ing . A . 43,383 30,453 ~12,925 ig,03
B 42,866 38,6992 -4 ,167 20,63
C 32,0861 44,457 +12,39 34,95
pl A 9,208 21,695 +12,49 23,74
: B 22,183 14,501 -7 ,682 17,18
C 17,544 15,4062 -2,482 10,46
-ad A 10,49 i4,562 +4,072 20,28
B 7,031 22,755 +5,724 14,91
C 9,891 6,458 -3,433 14,83 -
-7 A ¢ 0,9 +0,93 1,83
: : E Q,25€ C 0,256 0,81
i G 0,114 O -0,3114 0,36
3s A 11,67 5,304 =-€,366 9,81
B 2,478 4,66 +2,182 6,12
o 8,016 8,744 +0,728 12,93
gen Z 2,204 1,23 -0,974 4,21
B 0,256 2,275 2,019 6,17
o 3,241 2,388 -0,853 5,21
J n‘t A 2,46 &,657 +3,19 5,03
! B 2,957 1,256 -1,701 5,55
c 1,319 5,863 +2,544 9,91
’cop A 6,718 4,909 -1,809 4,02
B 6,132 i4,578 +8,446 i5,45
C 3,835 2,257 -1,578 5,90
faux A 13,077 i5,067 +1,99 13,17
i B i5,588 10,933 -4 ,652 10,69
c © 11,58 14,557 2,577 13,01
-est/-er/ A 0,792 0,189 -0,603 1,57
ly B 0 0,513 +0,813 0,83
C 0 0,217 0,217 0,69
Humber cf A &6 7 +1
Word E 5 5 ]
structure C 5 5 1)
Types
Used

246




- TABLE 25.8.

n

SUMMARY DATAR

Measure Group | Pre~ Post- Ciffer~ | Standard
Interven— | Interven- | ence Davia-
tion tion tion
Mean a 4,83 8,26 1,43 1,52
Sentence B 4,23 4,48 0,25 2,61
Length ~ 4,82 5,69 0,873 1,18
Mean A 1,12 2,38 1,25 1,49
Number of B 1,23 1,54 0,32 0,69
Sentences o o 1,36 1,39 0,04 a,32
per turn '
Ratio of A 0,851 1,725 0,874 2,03
Sponta~ B 0,514 0,843 0,329 0,68
neocus C 0,867 0,755 -0,108 0,99
Utterances :
to
Responses :
Normal £o A 4,859 6,46 1,601 6,35
Abnormal B 9,491 9,336 ~0,155 10,24
Response C 6,423 &,24 -1,183 5,75
Ratio
TABLE 25.7. ERROR SCORES
Error .. Group { Pre-  Post- Differ- 8tandard
Type Interven~ | Interven- { ence Devia-
tion tion tion
Coicord a 3,645 4,375 +0,73 7,83
B 3,085 3,418 +0,33 4,18
c 4,243 4,777 +0,534 5,843
Deter- A 16,754 8,251 -8,503 34,60
niner B 12,023 6,967 -5,056 20,59
Errors C 17,415 10,04 -7,375 18,90
Pre— A 12,575 18,55 +3,97% 32,42
position B 32,44: 19,535 | -12,90. 41,96
Errors C 18,58, 17,879 -=0,707 14,79
Pronoun A 6,772 3,963 -2,81 5,41
Errors B 5,227 3,428 -1,80 6,46
_ c 10,38 4,356 -G ,024 13,90
Auxili- A 7,642 22,609 14,967 27,17
ary B 5,186 15,0%4 9,908 32,48
Errors c 13,156 15,125 1,969 26,52
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