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A-large number'of studies, notably those by ErVin (l96l) Entwisle .

(1966), and Palermh & Jenkin§ (1960), have indicated that children s
free assoCiations ;o s1ngle-w0rd stlmuli show an 1ncreas1ng tendency EZr L ‘
the response to match the grammatical category of the stimulus. 4 child ‘)) | k
t[:of age five, given the . stimulus "pretty" may respond "flower," which‘is
termed a‘syntagmatic,response in that pretty flower forms a sentence—
< « s

like pattern. A chl 1d of evght or nine given the same stimulus is likely

to respond "ugly" or "beautiful d which would be termed paradigmatic

responses in that the respornse matches the grammatical paradigm of thé

s L]
£}

stimulus. The typical age of the shlft ﬂrom syntagmat a to paradigmatic

zestonses varies somewhat with the grammatical form --nouns, for example *
’ are matched relatively early, adverhh«relatively late.

of such studies is that during the elementary years children show &n

-

Themcentral thrust

'y

increasing tendency to indicate in the1r responses an 1mp1101t awareness

4 . :
. -t .
- A -
o N

of grammatical form. ' - ©o - . .

”

Although studies using relat1vely controlled experimental forms such - <

BER Y

as fnee-assoCiatlons, freé recall, proactiye inhgbition, etc., have
enriched our knowledge. of certain aspects ¢f verbal behavior, there are

some who ask that has that to do with lanéuage?" By language, they mean i
. the ongoiﬂg; com;lexly _dctormined structural!arrangementvof sentence

elements, Which ;eldom consisfs of words in‘isolation. e s%ddy<of
Ehildren's expressiwe‘uSe,oflSyntai hardly becones,interesting untilithey
begin .to put twoyor thnéevwords together. The observational studies of. )
children’s acquisigionpoﬁ'syntax, however, have certain disadvantages --

e
-

the rich cgntext'in which children's utterances are embedded is quite
. - N . - . ! ’

difticenlt to control or even to Specify, and the probability of a given

A




- wds - - . . ’ e M . . ;. )
Wesgse is perhapfcondit’i_oned by many factors other than availability -
&, . . v
PN M . . Ve :
- ~-0f a g1v$n syntactlc conceptz . ;- L o © s
n,r A \',‘ \\ . .
N ‘I‘he prlnclpal object of-the present study was to detemlne whether it

o

*

'\ LA

-

lo feaslble to study development of 1mp11c1t awareness of syntact:.c patterns
-

by employlng an enrlched;verslon of trhe free assoc1atlon fomat. ;Slnce the

i

’ ,Juxtaposp.trfon oi‘ two words forms a syntactlc pattern, by employlng pairs '_ %
L] } ’
Lof words rather than single words as stlm\nll , we can tap awareness of

.w Fl ,._ LY . 1 . . . ) - ) .
N syntactic’Pa.tterns rather than the grammatical c‘lasses of individual words.-

, <4 .
For ex#mple, if in response to- "happy baby" the child says "sad mother,"

he has matched”the aHJect:Lve - nourt syﬂtactic‘pattern It is thus possible

{(to exam:Lne developmental trends.in’ the @;denCy to match the syntactlc
f

pattex-ns of two-word stimuli a.nd to determlne whether ce1‘ta1n syntactlc
patterns are more easily matched than .others. S ¢

It 1s posslble , however, that the child is respond:Lng prlmarlly to

semantic 'features such as mood-person» for "happy baby, rather than to
- . , ‘ . ' . 5

. . y . .
—--—gyntaetie- features.— -A number ef studies have shown that. children's

responses to syntactic férm m'ay be étrongly affect'ed‘ at least during

early stages of acqulsltlon of a glven form’, by semantlc factors. Hutson
. [}
ﬂ

(l97l+ 1975), ﬁor example, hag demonstrated that J_mprobable pass:.ve

‘ ‘sentences such as "The mother was -washed by the baby -are ‘more d1ff1Cult

N

for chi*’d'ren to comprehend tha.n are probable pass1ve sentences such as" .

. ,"The baby was washed by the mother,” even though the syntac:blc form is

»
the same. In the contextu>f the present study it was possible to vary:
' : ; ‘ Yo
»sementic content, whi',le_keeping syntactic form constant, by presenting

both meaningi‘ully related word pairs such as "happy baby" and meaninglessly
i - ‘ ) : . ‘ .

|
‘¢ .
. g R “ {

. LK 1T T S




” related pairs such a.s "happy rock " It is not, the meaningﬁllness of 'bhe

Tt :md1v1dual words but the mea.ningfulness of the relations_h_lp of the words .
SO | . SRR
Ny that is being varied Although it is possible for individuals to a.dd '

Y ©

.‘- specifica.tions or 1dlosyncrat1c assoCié,tions to make almost anything. e )
[N , ®

meaningful phrases such as "happy réck," "break sam'i, " and "fork cries”

- ‘

are certa.inly utrange*r than fthe corresponding mea.ningful phréses "happy

3 * , 1 .
baby," "break sand " and "fork cuts." N .

- ' In this- stuay, then, the princ?pal varla‘ales rof interest were grade, .Y
. . .. r .
- syntactic pattern, and meaningfulness of:. the semantlc relationship It*

"~ * - -

= 4. -was expected that means for cozg'ect matches ,of syntactic pattern Would
pe ol crease by grade, and that means would be higher for meanlngf\llly related -
. . ) v - . ' . . . I - ) : . ! N
‘. * pairs.than for meaninglessly related pairs. Although it was expected that ‘;

»
FY

~the various syntaetic pat{erns would be of differential difficulty, and
LY v
. that sema.ntic rel'b.tionship would have 1ts greatest :meact during the early

phases of development of awareness of a given, syntactic pattern, it was not
& A Y
possible to spec1fy in advaence the order to d1fficulty.

[

&

.‘\ \ .

. S ' * METHOD

.- . '.Subjects:~
. -‘ . . . "‘ e " R ’
Thir‘l?y—two subj'ects were individually tested in each of four grades

. 1

r e
.

.o ( (kindergarten, seCOnd f0urth and si\:th) With equa,l nu%bez’s ‘of males and

Lo * females at eachgrade. Sub Jjects were randomly drawn from four parochial

. ta
. -, .

_ schools serv—ing predwninantly 1ower-middle class, families in two medi;m-* '
~ .sized Northeastern cities.” .(, o = .

o

.

Materigls:

A pool of items was formed for. each of four syntactic patterns,-- noun- -

' °  moun, npun-verb, adjective-noun, verb-noun After “initial tryout, four
. . R - Lo : .

+

'.}_') 00 )6 |
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meanlngfully related and corrhe‘spond:‘mg unrelated pgirs were selected for . -

"X

(cach syntacn,lc pa‘%tem. One’of the meaningfully related ad,jeetive-noun
' * . : LY

pq}rs , for example , was "happy baby, " and the corresponding unrelated pair

R T |

. . . " . . "

3 oI
ST "happy rock.' (See Table ,.,) ‘ . ‘ S

., ) '. e ) . . . y
A X PR . - - - RN )

Syntactlc ps.tterns were ra.ndoml,yr a.sslgﬂed .o posz.tlon w:d:hm the 'flrst

.8 : <

ang Becond half” of each ‘SecthQ of Tist &, and 1nd1v1dual items were then -

_‘Q i 4 + -
i o .

. ra.ndomly asslgned to each of these slots Wlthln each half’ of a sectlon . .

-, L)

of the\ilst, _1tems were ra.ndomly dsslgne-d to be presented :m List A as N *

me;.nlngf‘u\} og mea.na,n%less )pasﬁrs. L:Ls’c B was ,f.‘ormed from the mea.nlngless . . 5.
v:ers:L’ons B tl;e ’mea.nm;ful' 1§c\ems end \the:ameanmg:ful ve.rs:Lons of the v

; = me\;":\%ngless items uSeo in .L‘ist A ‘ Lo ;‘; e - . B =
Procedures: - ‘ ' L L " . E e g’

v - 1
1 i

. 'Within each grade and sex, su‘bjects, were i‘andomly aé’si'gne& to, inddv}du,al :

. tesh.ng on L:Lst A or L:c.s{t B, and tlo order of prese;tatlon.. 'Singie woz;ds . - , ! ‘
' were alWays glver'1 flrs't but half the sﬁbjects received the set of eight . ‘f“_ i‘ ',
°- mea.nlngful paf's\before meanlngleSs, and half the’ sub,]ects<heard‘ the , - . i.. -"'
| -m?e:mngless Pairs befofg, the mea.nlngf‘ul._. R ”: , * . y
Instfw.ictior;s: ‘ - T ' ot oy,

..

For s:mgle-word ,1tems, "I'll say one word ,and you say one word, any
4 e

*
+ word it makes you think or." For pairs, "I'll say;twb 3words this t:.me,

and you Say two other words, any two you think of " If a s\bgect gave
d l ' - .v

*more than or less~than the mnumber the .words.requested or repeated the Lo

L ’ v .
"

.

ésti'mulus word's; he was .remindgd the first two ‘times this occurred, but

P— N . N

dfter that his answers were simply ac?epted.«l ’ LV ' .' ' .
. - - v ’ : .
" . Beoring: ) “ s . L )"
t o Responses to the slngle—word stn.mull wex"eqscored 1n terms of match.@:n o .
+  the grarmnatical'. c1a§s of stimQ:us and _resp.onse, generally”'following ~ o
. . ) ’ ’ ‘ . . . z;w




. © . .
l. . J , . i ~ $ L v ’-‘,. e *
| [y o " . - . : . " . . . .
’ -~ o% . 5, ”
:r < ‘ . ' ' ) \‘ ‘ ‘o
N . : 4\ B ‘ )
! . & 3 ' -~ ‘
¢ -* ‘Q . : . toe
L & c ch '
B \ : ) Y o T i, i
i~ Emn s (1961) scoring proceduz‘es\ . s
\ ) s L
-, o "} * 4
. > L Responsesacto palZ‘S were scored in two Wa.ys In ‘order to a.nalyze w4

" Lgyntactic mat'i:h, on an 1nd1v1dual word level, pa.:Lrs of words were scored

[N Y g
~

1Lifl word matched, or 2 i:(‘ both words matched t'he syntact:v.c categorles

¥ : . , a .

of tlge vs_@timulug pa:,r, even if not 1n the same order, If neither word_
5 .

\ ' ’ . ot
.

matched, or if thh.stinru'lu's words were repeated, the response was scored

,'l- ) . '", . /”

“ O;,':ff 11 hew word was combined with 1 repeatea word (e.g., "candles burn

in® response to "J.lghts burn") , the non-repeated: portion of the response

-
o~ . ‘ . ot
—

- was accepted ‘and scored in terms of its syntactic match L "

oo The second scormg SJstem ra ed match of ‘the overall syntactlc

.

. ‘Egtte - ma;ch on both word-blasses , in correct order. Matches were \

.
1

. scorecf 2, mi...matches 0, for a total poss:Lble score of* 16 on each type.

. g “

For verb-noun pairs such as ea,t brmd,‘"a,n answer such as "drink soup"

would-be scored 2, but "good bread™ would be scored O becéause /.Lt follows T

\
o } B

a.noth,er ‘pattern (ad,]ective-noun) s although ‘such a ‘response would be scored * . .

v a ~
. *
as partlally correct under the other scorlng system ' ’
i . - | o ’ ‘ o *
Design:‘ , ‘ . , : ’ ° L. - '

"
-~

) | - For ana.lysn.s of pattern-matcnes, the des:Lgn was a bx2xhx 2 v

{
factorlal (Gra,de X L:Lst X Sy'nta.ct:Lc Ty'pe X Semantlc Relatlonshlp), withs © 4.

- e

re eated measuz ‘es o swzta.x and .semantlc. Tukey's a test was & l:Led to
P a S\ PP

signlflca.nt effects. @ e e o~ ‘}
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} L " fps 5) Amilysis bf responses ‘to sing,‘Le words and -of word-match oft re8ponses - .
i L to pairs is not presented ‘in this report but is avamlable if specifically re- ", a -'b
" : S
i . . - Muemted. There were no efrec'ts on pattern match for sex or orde,r. : v
| e e . L . . . -
e 2. (p. 8) Another way "of describing this in%erahtion (wh{zch is of marginal .

) = mgmf:!cance) is to state that witﬁn ;;o‘h syntactic pattern, means for meamng— .

- kS

fully re1a‘ted and meaninglessly re'lated 'pairs were not smiﬁcantly differetn'b. -

|
B With:m hhe\responses to méan:.nglessly related 1?12‘8, the order of dlffieulty for
o : ¢ . \ | R
} v -syntactic pattern was the -same as in the main effect for syntax (n-n} a-n )
]

.,
b

W ven, ) n-v) "Withirbhe responges to meaningf‘ully related pairs the order of' e

a-n and v-n was i-eversed but thes means were not sigmilcantly dif‘féy eni',‘
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. ‘. LA . o '-A..'. o * TABI-E l ° L] '
f . - - Items Used in Free. Associates Task -
j. . ) ‘ ’ R . - .‘ . N .
R Single ’ L MR
. +  Words - " Mesningful Pairs Meaningless Pairs
: . ; , . N X ’ r/"': . ‘— . g ) " ,3
| dreds - - - -+  ‘List A List A
\ . ) . : b_‘-' . . . )
| ‘. in NN car . truck NN hat: broom
y ' : . o : s e - ' ’ - o,
! . : ,a‘ . g\v * fork cuts * 2 "y NV - frogs =~ read . _ v
\ ) ’ d .- e .
’} . ,‘.’ ' . ® . -
o : AN pretty lady /" AN . happy rock ..i .
- VN, est. . bread " VN drive  shirt ~ .
S NN dog cat : _m cheir ~ horse . < ) :
"AN large , bottle AN zotten*” fee . L.
R . N u‘ . ', . . . - , . ) ° N ¥ . . q
VN break . bat ;_ \WYY,. drop: floor . - ‘
NV lights | burn ¢ . NV..&ow  claps ... . .
. . : - ) 5 ) 7 ) *

- ) - '[\, Lo
e IList B o

VW drive  .car .

;o AN heppy:

NV  dfrogs | 3&12 ,
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