- * 'DGCOMENT BESUBE

- L. .

.’BD 176 213 = i LYy T cs 004 953.
aurhoa o McCabe, Patrick P. "
TITLE Case Reéjationships in the Creative Oral Language of
Preoperational and Concrete Operational First«
| . Graders. . .
EUB DATE. TL77) :
- NOTE | 21p.; Research prepared at Hofstra Universzty
, EDRS PRICE : HF01/PCD1 Plus Postage.- ‘
! DESCRIPTORS *Case (Grammar); Child Develofpment; !thld Language,'

*Cognitive. Develogment; *Developlengg} Stages; 4
Discourse Analysis; Grade 1; *Langudge Development;
*Language Patterns; Language Research; language
Usage; Primary Education Stary Teil;ng

. IDENTIFIERS | *0ral Language \ _ S

{

_ABSTRACT

The creative oral 1angnage elicited from 45
preoperational and 40 concreté operatdional first gnade students was
analyzed tq study the relationship between cognitive developnent and
.the.types of case relationships profuced. Each .child's language 'was
analyzed fcr eight noun/verb relationships, including state, process,
action, experience, location, ‘directicn, durgticn, and instrumentals.
The findings indicated that the type of language a child produces is
limited Dy the child's cognitive capacity. The precperaticmal - -
youngsters™ produced more static language because they were
functioning with static and immobile thought. Thé ccngrete
‘operational subjects, on the other hand, were mcre used to operatlng
with dynamic thought processes, so their language reflected a more
dynamic nature, such as the increased production of extranuclear
sentence elements Yike locatives, gblatiVes, duraticns, and

«1nstrulentale. *(RL)
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.INTRODUCTION .

" ED176213

In this inveatigation. the act pof reading was seen
as a psychclinguistic process.where a reader interacts w1th
.'printed material in order to recreate the meaning which an
‘author intended. 1In this framework. the reader is, not seen
as a passive recipient of written language. but 1s seen as

someone who is constantly striv1ng to make sense of the

material through thenuseﬂpf various .cues suppiied—by‘anl
author. . Those cues may be of a conceptual (where'similar
"axperiences are shared). syntactic, or graphfc nature Theré-
fcre when ‘a reader is presented with familiar cues, communlca-
tion is facilitated; it is 1nhibited when, unfamiliar cuea

L

are used on the part cf the author

. THEORETICAL PRAMEWORK |
' Tnis investigation drew upon three areas of research i\
for its rationale. The theory of case relationships as ar-
ticulated-by Chafe (19?0).-Fii1more (1968), and'AnAerson

(1971) was the first area. These thecrists_euggested certain

.
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. intraclausal roles‘which pouss £111 in relatidn to verbs
as one way to begin to describe: the semantic structure of
language. Fillmore {1968) descrlbed such case relationshlps
as "... universal, probably innate concepts which identify
certain types of judgments that human beings are capable
of making about events that are going_on around them."
These roles are: (1) action-agent, (2) state-patient, (3) :
process-patient/ (U4) experiential-experiencer, (5) locative,
(6) ablative/allative.'(?) duration, and (8) instrumental.
'Empirical evidence for the case notions indieateﬁ above came
from studies conducted by Shafto (1973), Kintsch and Keesan
' (1973), Fairweather (1975), and Suci and Hamacher (1977). |
5 These_investigatbrs'exﬁlained the data from their stud;es in
terms ef the notions 6T case relationshi%ss They suggested
Gthat_gpzikaminafioh of these roles offered a more satisfacto:y'
explsnatios of their data than an examinstion'of the stiruc-
. ture of the language presented to the subJects in terms of
the posltions of the various sentence elements such as sub-
ject and object.
The secqnd area of research came from the field of lan-l
: guage acquisition. Researchers such as SlnclaLr (19?1)._
Slobin (1973)s Menyuk (1977), Bloom (19?0). and Bowerman

.n
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/< . . .
(1973) sﬁggested that the acquisition of language is based '
ﬁpon a cognitive readiness. They f;lt that youngsterg tend
to acquife the verbal representation of a concept after
they have demonstrated non-verbal representation of thét
concept. The work of Parisi and Antinucci (1973), Browh.
(1973), Grimm (1975), and Kahn (1975) supported the theory
of language acquisition based upon cognition.
The third area from which this investigation comes was
drawn from the Piagetiﬁn model df intellectual development
fFlavell. 1963). In this modelf youhgsters go through a

sequence of developmental thought processes. The two

"stages focussedq upon in this investigation were the preopera-

tional and.thé concrete operational stages. These two de&elop-

mental levels can be differentiated in terms of static and
dynamic t;ought processes.’ Conckefe operationai youngsters
can conserve (hold in mind one attribute in the face of per-
ceptual transformati&h of a éeqqnd attridbute); youngsters who
,are at a.ﬁreoperationai s{aé?'of developméht cannot yet.demon-

strate this ability. Empirical evidence. for this model comes

from the work of Elkind (1961, 1964), Goodnow (1962), and Good-

¢ ) ,
‘now and Bethon_(1966).
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METHODS
Purpose | '
I. The purpose of this investigation was to detgrmiﬁé the
reiationship between cognitive Jpveloﬁﬁent and the types
of case:-relationships produced in the'ereatfbe'oral-language
of preoperational and concrete operational first graders.
Hypotheses | _
‘The following hépothgaes were tested: ' '
| (1) Preoperatioh 1 (P) subjects will pro&uce sig-
.nificantly gzre s%ate-patient relatiodships.than'
concrete opdlrational (C) subjects at ,'_the 05 level
.of probabili&y. |
(2) C subjects will produce significafitly more process-
patient relationships than P subjects at the ,05
level of probability. ‘
(j) P subjecté will produce significantly more action;
_-: agent-relationships than C subjects at_the .05
| level of probability.
() c subjacta will produce significantly more eXper-
ientialJdexperiencer relafionships than P subjects
‘at ‘the .05 level of probability.
(5)° P subjects wii} produce significantly more locative

type construd®ions than C subjects at the .05 level
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of probability.

(6) C subjects will pfdduce significantly more .
v o ‘ ‘ablative/allafive constructions than P subjects
at the 105 level éf probability: | i
~(?5 C subjecﬁs will produce gignificantly more
duration ;onstructions than P subjects at the .05
y level of pro?abiiityi ,
~(8) ¢ subjects will produce significantly more in-
strumentai constructions than P subjects at the
.05 level of probability.
Subjects i
Forty-fivé preoﬁerational and.fort§ concrete operational
first graders served as the subjects in this'investigation.
These subjects were drawn from two elementary schools iq the

YN School district located (i

This was a predominantly white, middle ‘class a:e&{/fD

Instruments | - ' ‘~
Two sets of instruments were'émployed for'thF purposes

of this investigation. The first set was directed toward

fhe determination of level of operational thbught. while

the second set was directed toward language elicitation.




v '0 i ~ thou . In individual sesslons. 5

the entlre first grade population of one school was glven
thrge tasgs of cognitive developmgnt suggested bynPiaget

Enq his followers as indicat&%s‘of-operational'thoqght.'One |
‘task assessed ability to conserve the concept of nqmser.

A séboﬁd_task assessed the ability‘to.coﬁserve,the concept

of weight. The third fask assessed the ability'to classify
.on the basis of two attributes of,an object at the same tlme)
Subjects who performed gatisfactorily on all three tasks were -
considered to be concrete opération&&: Subjects who did not
pérfcrm satisfactorily on all thrae tasks were cqnsidered to
'be preoparational in development.

" This pracedure yielded thirty-five concrete operational
and forty prgoperatlghal subjects in one school. Since this
fell short of the desired forf§ in eaéh gfoup..additionél sub-
',jects were selected on a rénddmfﬁasis from a secord school in
the same school district ﬁith similar éopulatiqn. This school
had also éerved as the 'school where the pilot investigations
yere'conducted,but all piiot subj!cts'we?e gxciuded froﬁ the
screening procedura In was nece sary to screen nineteen

subjects in order to obtain the n cessary flve additional

' concrete operational subjects
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| 'énggggé~eli§i§atioh The three plctures with the
highest language ellcitation value aceording to the Mahzo-
'Legenza Picture Potency formula.(Manzo and Legenza, 19?5)
-among the pool of those submitted by first grade teachers '
were used 1n thls phase of the study. The subaects were
presentedﬂwith these pictures in sequent1a1 order and were
- asked 1n groups of three. to "make up a pretend atory” 
"for each. “Thig was dona in a smaller room away from thq
subjects:-classropm. As they resﬁonded to;e;ch pictupe.
the subjectslweré encouraged'to be come vegbal through the
use: of pnobing questions on the part of the investiéétor. o

Each -of p@e three subjects was then given crayons

and papér‘and was instrhcteq to dfaw a picture about what-
ever they wanted. They were also iﬁstfucted to be prépared
to tell the investigator a pretend story based, on their |
pxcture._ The subjects were told they weféinot to copy from
each other or from a story which they already knew. The s
aubjects were instructed to create a "brand new" pretend’
story at thls point. _

- Ag each sﬁbject finished, he or she told the investigator
- their story wh;ch was tﬁpe-recofded in ful%‘view éf,the sub-
jects, This 1énguage was then transcribed and §egmgnted into

N ]
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" 1 f;units described bf Hunq'(1965).aa én indépendent"glause '
with all Fuborﬂinate-clahses-attached‘to it.{ Ih{s language
wés’tﬁen analyzed according to the folléﬁing notion; of
' case relétionships:_ | | .
Y o < (1) §§gte-p§§iént. Where a noun (patieht)'is in
' ‘a éértain st%}e or copd}yioh indicated\by fhe
“ verb. Examples are: "The leaf is dry" and .
X ~ "The floor is wet." ' | -
' (2) Process-patient. Where-the noun /(patient) under-
' goés a change of state or condition indicatédd .
by the verb. Examples ére: JThé snow melted"
and "The wood dried.s " g : EE *

(3) Action-agent. Where a noun (an agent) performs

tﬁé action indicated by the verb. Examples are:
"Harriet sang” and "Johpn ran." |

(4) \Expegiential-experiéncer. Where the noun (the

experiencer) is mentally disposed in some way
_*~indicated by the verb. Experiental verbs may
be states or process as indicated in"the follow-

o
ing examples:

a. Experientials as states

N
"Tom wanted a drink" or "Tom knew the
answer."

»
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g ~F.» """ v, Experientials as processes

: L :—eEQI—————-———-g-E——qg———- |

‘“Tpm'héard the owl" and "Tom felt %be
- _ needle." & = 3.‘;' f' I.,
..,2 t5l.-Loggt1ve-lop§tion; Where a location is in-
| dicated. An example is "The knife is in fﬁe\
© box. g e e ;
' (6) Ablative/allative. “Where direction towards

or coming from is indicated. Example%/é}ex

|

-‘“The man is 1eaving'the house" and -"The man

is coﬁing o the house."

(?3 'Duiajign.- Where a length of time is indicated.

For example, "The man jogged for an hour."
"(8) Ingtrumental. . Where ar ad junct to the:agent is

indicated. ‘An example is "The man hit the ball
! ' g ,
with the bat."

-

-STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

J - '
Eight t-tests were employed to analyze the results.

RESPLTS | ‘ .

The results indicated that although two of the'hypothqges
were supportéd and six were not, five of the findings were in

the direction predicted by the hypotheses. More specifically,

Y
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P subjécts produced signfficantly more state-pa-

“tient relationships than c subjects. as predicted.

(2) c subjeqts produced ﬁﬁgnificanxly more process-
" patient relationships than P aubjects. as predicted.
(3)

()

7
¥ subjects did not produce significantly more

action-agent relationships than C subjects. as predicted.

The mean number of action—agen{ reldilonshipa was, in fact,

greater for-the: C subjects than it was for the P subjects.

(4) C subjects did not produce significantly more

experiential-experiencer relationships than P subjects, as ~
predicted3

P subjects produced a greater'number of such
constructions, .although not to a significant degree, con-
‘trary to the direction predicted.

(5) P subjects did not produce significantly more

locative constructions than C aybjects. as predicted C
subjects did, in fact, produce a greater number of such re-

lationshipy. contrary to expectations.

(6) C subjects did not prddﬁce significantiy more
ablative and allative constructions than P subjedts, as
ﬁradicted. C subjects did, howeQ;r. produce more of these
constructions, consistent

nzijh‘ﬁredictions. - | d
“(7) € subjects did not produce,significantly more

duration cgpstructiona than P subjects, as predicted. C
supjects did, however, produce more duration constructions

. o
L]
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than P ?ubjects. consistent with predictions, although the
fotal.emount of duration constructions proddced was not
very ggbat. ]

(8) C subjects did not-prodace signif%cantly more
instrumentql constructions thgt P subjects, as predicted.
C subjectsAﬁid. however, produce more of these constructions
consistent with expectations.

Table one (below) demonstrates the results of the find-
ings of this investigatioﬂ.

S S D R S WE S WS R RS G R T e S W SR W S S WS WS WS S
el A

Table 1 to be inserted about here
e ————— e gl e e
N

DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

The results of this investigatipn Qere interpreted a§
being consistent with Piaget's modeimpf developmenth(Flévell.
1963) and with-Lyon#' description of static and dynamic fea-
tures of language (Lyons, 1974) on a linguistic level:’ Althaugh
six of the hypotheses wére unsupported, they were interpreted
ih terms of statip and dynamic aépecfs of language. When
e;amined in tﬁése terms, "they appeared to be explained withg

in 3 consistent framework. As predicted, there was a signif-

12
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a Table .4
_ﬂ.‘.zh . i . '
- _ _R?sults of'Hypptheais Testing
—) - i
tupdthesis _ Case . Mean No. Computed . Hypothesis
Number Relationship per t-unit, - "t" Determination
fooe ¥ %
o ' d P C E
.1 . State-patient | .6809 4473 2.7967" Accepté? ‘
. . i . ’ . ' *. . .
) 2 : Process- 5593 7030 -1.7083 Accepted
T patient _ , :
S 1 Actfon-agent | .6469 .7053 -.7113 Accepted
b  Experiential- ' ! : _
C experiencer 1311 .0808 1.2724 Not Accépted
;.,“5' } ]ﬁocative S 1111 1423 -.8334 Not Accepted @
R ¢ _ _ . ; ‘
y . . Ablative/ . a i} , i
_ g allative. .1811 - +1998 ST s LI " Not Accepted
AR S . Duration .0000 .0063 -1:5094 Not Accepted
. 8 Iéstrumental .0000 .0020 a}.0615, " Not Accepted

‘at the .05 level of probability is 1.671.)

. ('If'_he critical value of "t" on 83 degrees of freedom with a one tailed test of

significance

L4
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icant difference in the language of the preoperational
and the concrete operational subJects [, ° when -
statqrpatient and process-patient relatlonshlps were
examined. The more developmentally advanced subjects
used more of the dynamic process-ﬁatlent relatlonshlps
~than did the preoperational subjects who were less develop-
mentally advanced, accordlng to Piaget's model .
« The igvestigator suggested that the type of language
ppoduced was limltee by the cognitive capacity of the a4
ianéu;ge preducer. In other yords. based on the data from
» ) . this investigation, it appeered that'the concrete operatiohal
|/ subjects were able to use.language which reflected their

cognitive capacities ig-terms of dynamic aspects. A precess-

-

= ' . \ :
patiént bdnstruction.-since it indicates ange is more dynamlc
N than a state -patient relationship which ' does not indicate
change, but indicates a present state. More action-agents

were'prodﬁced by the concrete dperational subjects since

these constructions are dynamic §n the _same sense that the

"_ process-patient constructions were dynamic.
% The experiential category was considered to be one aspect
e Qf ‘the static-dynamic category and therefore subsumed by |
either 3} these two classifications.
i - The findings also indicated that the concrete operatlonal
subjects were more likely to produce extranuclear“ (;yons._ie?h)
L y ~ : . ‘( 5 ¢ ’


https://were.produced.by
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sentence elementé. such/as locatives, ablatives. durations,
-'and ‘instrumentals. This was explai.ed.in3tefms of concaten-

atiné sentence elements. The inve igatqn suggested that |

ere more able and more A
Likely.‘therafnre. to add "extranuglear elements" to fne ' '
;nuclea;" elements of the sentence (“Extrnnuclear" elements .

are not essential to the meaning gnd serve to loca;e the }‘ 4

the concrete operationé; subjects

sentence in terms of space and ‘ti e.lfor example. "Nuclear"

a
4

elements. on the Other'hand. are obligatofy and essenfihl

to the meanlng of the sentence; the subJect and object are

L < L

L

K obligatory.) I s 'H ' ‘
| - The language produced by all the subjects in thls inves-
'tigation was felt to be a function of‘subaects “cognitive
pradisp051t10n " This means that the language whlch Wwas e .',l
L porduced under the circumstances of the study. was a direct
Jrqflectlon of the type of thought the gubjecta_were accustomed .
.tq'operating with. Pnepperationa% youngsters produced nnre
static ianguagﬂﬂbecause; as Piaget described it, they are
functioning with static and 1mmob11e thought (Flavell, 1963)
.“Concrete” operational subjects. on the other hand, are more ;'
used to operating with dynamlc thought processes and, there-
'fore. their language reflected a more dynamic nature--process-

patient constructions, for example.
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~ " IMPLICATIONS - v

* ." The rasulta'gf this study have §mpiiégfions for
.; early bh;ldhood education. If it is assumed that readers.
| are constantlylsearching fpr‘familiér;ques_#ith.whiph‘to_' .
reconst 'gp ah.aﬁthor's-mﬁaning and are not merely paésive L
reci?ia:Es oflwords on the page, then: case rplat}ogsﬁips
. might Qg one cuing system whiph can have an effect on thg.

! degree of cum;dnication betweéﬁ'and quthof anﬁ.g reader of ° i
a ﬁeasaga} Material preseﬁted‘gg ybungstersfat tbe preopera-
tional Leval vhigh 4s dynamic'inéﬁﬁthre'shbdld follow «
aﬁpropriate readiness activities. | i N Y

Iq'onder to be sure that preopefatiﬁnal ygungsférs
comprehend the concaﬂi of change, diraét'experiepcg'wi;h '
the concept should be arranged . In-a story about a character
who “got lost," a process type construction, pictures might,

F ; _
; o ol . ,
-y Pprecede or accompany the story in which each of the successive

stages of "becoming lost ” Meré depictegl Since the preopera- .
. tional sﬁbjects-in:this investigatioﬁ_apﬁeared to be less
&}hcile with process-patient constructions‘than,%he concrete’
operational subjects, they might.have difficulty comprehend- "o
1ng,such'constructipns when pfesented to them. Ablative and
allative constructions, for example, might-be read aloud
correctly by a preoperational youngster, but not reallj un-
derstood by them due-fo‘tﬁ;ir level of cognitive development. .

J
W

17



~ found in this invest&gation will be produced.
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4

Since, in this investigation. language appeared to

be mapped onto cognition, as Bowerman (19?3). for ‘one .«

‘Euggeated dynamic type language; that is language which

hints at (1) "movemcnt.“ as in the ablative constructions.

or (2) "change. as in the. process-patient cspstructlons.

should not be presented to preopo;ational youngsters with-
out.the-necqssary prerequisite cognitive'breparation on

a non-verbal level. Bcfore‘rea%gng about the process by
which an ice» cube melts, direct experience with this con-
cept shouldlbo arranged, especially with 5feopecational

-

youngsters. g .
/ . ' 0 1
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
» i v . ! i r .
One further investigation might examine the stability

of'the'”cognitive predisposition” concept ﬁoted”eariier.

- Language produced in other sottings.,ggch as in a playground

) y ) ; ;
or cafeteria setting might provide eviocnce to support or

~

. . . . iy ' i
to question the consistency with which the type of langpago

A second investigation might examine, the effect on

comprehension acores-of preoperational and concrete opefaticnal

' subjects**han‘prgsented‘witn‘oassagas written in both static
and dynamic-language. - |

]
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