
ACQUISITION OF WORD MEANING BY CHILDREN
WITH AND WITHOUT LEARNING DISABILITY

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Harris, William Mateer

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 20:58:55

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/282725

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/282725


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This was produced from a copy of a document sent to us for microfilming. While the 
most advanced technological means to photograph and reproduce this document 
have been used, the quality is heavily dependent upon the quality of the material 
submitted. 

The following explanation of techniques is provided to help you understand 
markings or notations which may appear on this reproduction. 

1.The sign or "target" for pages apparently lacking from the document 
photographed is "Missing Page(s)". If it was possible to obtain the missing 
page(s) or section, they are spliced into the film along with adjacent pages. 
This may have necessitated cutting through an image and duplicating 
adjacent pages to assure you of complete continuity. 

2. When an image on the film is obliterated with a round black mark it is an 
indication that the film inspector noticed either blurred copy because of 
movement during exposure, or duplicate copy. Unless we meant to delete: 
copyrighted materials that should not have been filmed, you will find a 
good image of the page in the adjacent frame. 

3. When a map, drawing or chart, etc., is part of the material being photo
graphed the photographer has followed a definite method in "sectioning" 
the material. It is customary to begin filming at the upper left hand corner 
of a large sheet and to continue from left to right in equal sections with 
small overlaps. If necessary, sectioning is continued again—beginning 
below the first row and continuing on until complete. 

4. For any illustrations that cannot be reproduced satisfactorily by 
xerography, photographic prints can be purchased at additional cost and 
tipped into your xerographic copy. Requests can be made to our 
Dissertations Customer Services Department. 

5. Some pages in any document may have indistinct print. In all cases we 
have filmed the best available copy. 

University 
Microfilms 

International 
300 N. ZEEB ROAD, ANN ARBOR. Ml 48106 
18 BEDFORD ROW, LONDON WC1R 4EJ, ENGLAND 



8102235 

HARRIS, WILLIAM MATEER 

ACQUISITION OF WORD MEANING BY CHILDREN WITH AND 
WITHOUT LEARNING DISABILITY 

The University of Arizona PH.D. 1980 

University 
Microfilms 

International 300 N. Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor, MI 48106 

Copyright 1980 

by 

Harris, William Mateer 

All Rights Reserved 



ACQUISITION OF WORD MEANING BY CHILDREN WITH 

AND WITHOUT LEARNING DISABILITY 

by 

William Mateer Harris 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF SPECIAL EDUCATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN EDUCATION 
WITH A MAJOR IN SPECIAL EDUCATION 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

1 9  8  0  

Copyright 1980 William Mateer Harris 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

As members of the Pinal Examination Committee, we certify that we have read 

the dissertation prepared by WILLIAM MATEER HARRIS 

entitled ACQUISITION OF WORD MEANING BY CHILDREN WITH 

AND WITHOUT LEARNING DISABILITY 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement 

for the Degree of DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN EDUCATION 

/> 

Cl'T)Ci 

Date 

/_ 
d"' J 

Date 

Date 
9/ -> m> 

< 2 /  
Date 

j-Q. 

'''JufeiAiO 5 19 %o 
Date ^ ' 

lal approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the 
candi^a^F's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the Graduate 
College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

Dissertation 
1*4% /?2d 
ate / Date 



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial 
fulfillment of requirements for an advanced degree at The 
University of Arizona and is deposited in the University 
Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of 
the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allow
able without special permission, provided that accurate 
acknowledgment of source is made. Requests for permission 
for extended quotation from or reproduction of this manu
script in whole or in part may be granted by the copyright 
holder. 

SIGNED: 



This dissertation is dedicated 

to my Mother and Father whose 

faith, love, and commitment 

made it possible. 

iii 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to thank Dr. Samuel A. Kirk whose faith 

never lags, whose commitment is sure, and whose mind never 

allows his students to stray from the accurate. My indebted

ness to him as a man, teacher and friend is great. 

Dr. Candy Bos and Dr. William Healy spent untold 

hours with me and with my drafts of this dissertation. I 

learned much about writing from them. I express my grati

tude and deep respect for their constructively critical 

work on this project. They are great teachers. 

My family made the allowances and the sacrifices 

that only they could understand and allow. My love to 

Billy, 3, Christopher, and Scott. 

My deepest thanks to Marge Lanzaro who consistently 

and without complaint took care of two families for a very 

long time. 

My thanks and respect to Gail Karris, for all the 

years before, and for supporting me during the final days 

of writing. 

No effort is possible without the support of those 

with whom you work. My thanks to Cotton Johnson and my 

other friends and colleagues in the Department of Teacher 

Education at California State University, Sacramento, just 

for being who they are. They believe. 

iv 



V 

I wish to thank Jo Anne Breese who typed the first 

draft under trying circumstances and who has helped in a 

thousand other ways. 

My gratitude goes to Joan Farmer who never noticed 

the hours, and whose typing and additional skill on the 

final drafts contributed greatly to the timely completion 

of this dissertation. 

Finally, to Dr. Ronald Smith—where are you Ron— 

who many years ago gave me the benefit of his deep insights 

and his incredible humanity, I express my respect. 

My thanks to Jeanne McCarthy for jumping in at the 

last minute. 

Thank you, Sandy. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES viii 

ABSTRACT xi 

1. BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 1 

Review of Literature 5 
Theory of Kass 5 
Other Language Acquisition Models 10 
Learning Disability and Language 
Acquisition 17 

Age, Learning Disabilities, and 
Language Acquisition 2 9 

Linguistic Background and Language 
Acquisition 40 

Summary 46 
Statement of the Problem 47 

2. METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 49 

,, Subject Selection 49 
Final Assignment of Subjects to Learning 
Disability and Normal Groups 52 

Experimental Task Selection 57 
Experimental Task Description 58 
Experimental Task Appropriateness 62 

Administration and Scoring Procedures 64 
Experimental Design 69 

3. RESULTS 70 

Tests for Homogeneity of Variance 70 
Two-way Factorial Analysis of Variance of 
Eight Scores from Five Experimental 
Tasks 72 
Task 1, Word Classification 72 
Task 2, Word Class Labeling 74 
Task 3, Verbal Analogies 77 
Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms 81 
Task 5, Creative Language, Part A 
(written), Abstract-Concrete Scale 
Score 81 

vi 



vii 

TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued 

Page 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part A 
(written), Words per Sentence Score ... 86 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part B 
(verbal), Abstract-Concrete Scale 
Score 86 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part B 
(verbal), Words per Sentence Score . . 90 

Research Questions 90 
Presence of Learning-Disability 94 
Linguistic Background 105 
Age 107 
Interaction Effect (presence of learning-
disability x linguistic background! . . . 112 

Experimental Task Appropriateness 112 

4. SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 115 

Summary 115 
Subjects 115 
Experimental Tasks 116 
Results 117 

Discussion 117 
Research Methods 118 
Learning Disabilities 120 

Limitations of the Study 121 
Applications for Education and Future 
Research . 121 

APPENDIX A: DISCRIMINANT SCORES COMPARING 
GROUP 1 (UNILINGUAL LEARNING-
DISABLED) WITH GROUP 4 (UNILINGUAL 
NORMAL) AND GROUP 2 (BILINGUAL-
DISABLED) WITH GROUP 3 (BILINGUAL-
NORMAL) 126 

APPENDIX B: EXPERIMENTAL TASKS 129 

APPENDIX C: THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
AND STANDARD ERRORS FOR EACH 
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ON THE FOUR 
SUBJECT ASSIGNMENT TESTS 137 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Breakdown of Subject Selection by Linguistic 
Background, Presence of Learning Disability, 
Age, and Sex 53 

2. Breakdown of Sample Following Discriminant 
Analysis by Linguistic Background, Presence 
of Learning Disability, Age, and Sex 56 

3. Tests for Homogeneity of Variance 71 

4. Task 1, Word Classification, ANOVA Source 
Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and 
Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the Covariates 
of Age and Sex ............... 73 

5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement for Task 1, Word 
Classification 75 

6. Task 2, Word Class Labeling, ANOVA Source 
Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and 
Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the Covariates 
of Age and Sex 76 

7. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement on Task 2, Word 
Class Labeling 78 

8. Task 3, Verbal Analogies, ANOVA Source 
Table and Learning-Disabled vs. Normal 
and Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the 
Covariates of Age and Sex 79 

9. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement for Task 3, Verbal 
Analogies 80 

10. Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms, ANOVA Source 
Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and 
Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the Covariates 
of Age and Sex 82 

viii 



ix 

LIST OF TABLES—Continued 

Table Page 

11. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement for Task 4, Synonyms 
and Antonyms 83 

12. Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written), 
Abstract-Concrete Scale Score, ANOVA Source 
Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and 
Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the Covariates 
of Age and Sex 84 

13. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement for Task 5, Creative 
Language, Part A (written) Abstract-Concrete 
Scale Score 85 

14. Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written), 
Words per Sentence Score, ANOVA Source Table 
for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual 
vs. Bilingual and the Covariates of Age and Sex . 87 

15. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement for Task 5, Creative 
Language, Part A (written) Words per 
Sentence Score 88 

16. Task 5, Creative Language, Part B (verbal) 
Abstract-Concrete Scale Score, ANOVA Source 
Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and 
Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the Covariates 
of Age and Sex 89 

17. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement for Task 5, Creative 
Language, Part B (verbal), Abstract-
Concrete Scale Score 91 

18. Task 5, Creative Language, Part B (verbal), 
Words per Sentence Score, ANOVA Source Table 
for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual 
vs. Bilingual and the Covariates on Age and Sex . 92 

19 Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 5, Creative Language, 
Part B (verbal), Words per Sentence Score .... 93 

20. Summary of Task Performance 95 



X 

LIST OF TABLES—Continued 

Table Page 

21. Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and 
Standard Errors of Measurement on Five 
Experimental Tasks 97 

22. Group Means and Standard Deviations (in 
parentheses) of Words per Sentence Scores 
on the Picture Story Language Test and the 
Creative Language Task, Parts A and B 101 

23. Group Means and Standard Deviations (in 
parentheses) of Abstract-Concrete Scale 
Scores on the Picture Story Language Test 
and the Creative Language Task, Parts 
A and B 103 

24. Means and Standard Deviations for the Picture 
Story Language Test and the Creative Language 
Task, Parts A and B, for Each Age Group of 
8, 9, 10, and 11 Year Olds 104 

25. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement for Each Age Level on 
Five Experimental Tasks 108 



ABSTRACT 

This study compares the performance of unilingual 

normal, unilingual learning-disabled, bilingual normal, and 

bilingual learning-disabled groups of children from 8 to 11 

years of age on acquisition of word meaning tasks. The 

tasks were derived from the Re-cognition Function Level of 

Kass's theory. 

Initial subject selection involved using teacher 

judgments and an examination of school files to determine 

the presence of learning disability. Bilingual linguistic 

background was determined by teacher and parental judgments 

and by ability in verbal conversation to achieve a crite

rion of. approximate equivalence between English and Spanish. 

Four groups of at least 15 subjects each were established, 

reflecting linguistic background (unilingual, bilingual) 

and presence of learning disability (learning disabled, 

normal). Final assignment of subjects to learning-disabled 

and normal groups was verified by the administration of 

four tests and a discriminant analysis of the results. 

Five experimental tasks involving the acquisition 

of word meaning were devised and administered to the sub

jects. These tasks were: Task 1, Word Classification; 

Task 2, Word Class Labeling; Task 3, Verbal Analogies; Task 

4, Synonyms and Antonyms; and Task 5, Creative Language. 

xi 
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Task 5f Creative Language, consisted of Part A (written) 

and Part B (verbal). An Abstract-Concrete Scale score and 

a Words per Sentence score resulted from both Part A and 

Part B. 

The results of the study were as follows: 

1. Learning-disabled subjects, regardless of linguistic 

grouping, scored significantly lower than normal 

subjects on the Word Classification, Word Class 

Labeling, Verbal Analogies, and Synonyms and 

Antonyms tasks. They also scored significantly 

lower than normal subjects on the Creative Language 

Task, Part A (written) and Part B (verbal), Abstract-

Concrete Scale. No difference was present on the 

Creative Language Task, Part A (written) and Part B 

(verbal), Words per Sentence. 

2. Bilingual subjects, regardless of the presence of 

learning disability, scored significantly lower 

than unilingual subjects on the Word Class Labeling 

and Verbal Analogies Tasks. They scored signifi

cantly higher than unilingual subjects on the 

Creative Language Task, Part A (written), Words per 

Sentence. 

3. Younger subjects scored significantly lower than 

older subjects on the Word Classification and Verbal 

Analogies Tasks and on the Creative Language Task, 
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Part A (written) and Part B (verbal), Abstract-

Concrete Scale. 

4. No significant interaction effect (presence of 

learning disability x linguistic background) was 

obtained on any of the tasks. 

The results of this study support these conclusions. 

First, children labeled as learning disabled have skill 

deficits in acquiring word meaning, with the qualification 

that measures of the quantity of language production do not 

consistently correspond to measures of the quality of langu

age production. Second, bilingual children may appear to 

display deficits in the acquisition of word meaning if task 

selection in the secondary language (English) does not take 

practice factors into account. However, bilingual learning-

disabled children display these deficits in both primary and 

secondary languages. Third, skill in the acquisition of 

vrord meaning improves across the age span of 8 to 11 years 

regardless of the presence of learning disability. 



CHAPTER 1 

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM 

The purpose of this study is to compare the perfor

mance of unilingual (English-speaking) normal, unilingual 

learning-disabled, bilingual (English- and Spanish-speaking) 

normal, and bilingual learning-disabled groups of children 

from 8 to 11 years of age on acquisition of word meaning 

tasks. A pupil's skill in the acquisition of word meaning 

is an essential factor in school success. Most instruction 

occurs through the use of receptive and expressive verbal 

and written language. Instruction so presented becomes 

increasingly complex as progression through the grades 

occurs. One of the criteria for moving through this pro

gression is the degree to which a child has mastered the 

meanings of new ideas presented, based on the meaning of 

new words and their interrelationship. In addition, scores 

received on achievement and intelligence tests depend 

heavily on this skill. Anastasi (1968, p. 7) stated, 

"Typical intelligence tests designed for use in our culture 

with school-age children or adults measure largely verbal 

abilities." 

The acquisition of new word meaning is critical in 

the development of reading skill and in the learning of 

1 
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those subject matter areas such as the social sciences and 

humanities that depend on reading as a major method of 

instruction. In a recent book, Kirk, Kliebhan, and Lerner 

(1978, p. 124) stated that: 

Children must go through several stages in order to 
derive meaning from the printed page. They must 
recognize words and symbols before they can 'get 
the thought' of these symbols. Furthermore, there 
can be no critical evaluation of reading materials 
until one 'gets the thought' from the printed 
symbols. 

Difficulty in the acquisition of word meanings has 

been seen by several authors as one of the distinguishing 

factors between children with learning disability and those 

with normal learning ability. Johnson and Myklebust (19 67, 

p. 21) stated: 

Concerning the question 'deficit in learning what' 
we stress that the deficiencies may be in any one 
or in combinations of these functions. The most 
difficult to identify and to describe clinically is 
the deficit in acquiring meaning, the significance 
aspect of experience. Moreover, when the detriment 
concerns receptive functions, inner language (mean
ing) is reciprocally affected. Deficits in input 
cause a limitation in the development of meaning. 
This aspect of the consequences of learning dis
abilities has been inadequately emphasized and 
requires much attention from the educator. 

The child with a disorder of inner language may 
have difficulty in acquiring meaning itself—the 
norm of experience to be symbolized—or he may have 
a deficiency in ability to transform experience 
into verbal symbols. Traditionally, these distur
bances have been categorized as global or central 
asphasia. 

Wiig and Semel (1976) divided the processing of 

auditory language by children into three levels, one of 
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which is cognitive processing. They stated, in looking at 

learning disabled children with deficits in the cognition 

of semantic units, that: 

They may not possess precise and comprehensive 
knowledge of the meaning of familiar words. 
They may have focused on one of the attributes 
implicit in a word meaning but may have failed 
to synthesize other attributes to form a precise 
and comprehensive meaning (p. 29). 

The acquisition of word meaning is hypothesized in 

the theoretical work of Kass (197 5) to be one of the skills 

that may be affected negatively by certain types of learning 

disability. Because this skill occupies a place of critical 

importance in normal child development and in subsequent 

academic success, deficiencies in a child's ability to 

acquire the meaning of new words is seen as a major learning 

disability. In her developmental theory, Kass also hypothe

sized that this skill is especially important between the 

ages of 8 and 11 years. These are the ages at which an 

observer can hear children playing with words in various 

contexts as if to experiment with their meaning. 

The linguistic experiences of children affect their 

ability to acquire new word meaning. This effect is magni

fied if linguistic experience at an early age consists of 

English as a second language and Spanish as the primary 

language spoken at home. The results are that these chil

dren sometimes progress through the curriculum at a slower 

rate than their English-only-speaking peers and often find 
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themselves tracked into programs designed for children with 

learning disabilities. Eisenhardt (1972, p. 109) stated: 

While these children speak English, their phonol
ogy, syntax, idiomatic expressions and background 
experiences differ to such a degree from the 
standard English of the classroom that their 
difficulties are comparable to those found in 
learning a new language. . . . They make up a 
large percentage of the groups labeled as the 
illiterate, the slow learner, the remedial, the 
non-promoted, the discipline problems, and the 
non-employable. 

This mislabeling and resultant inappropriate educa

tional placement for many bilingual Spanish children in 

California resulted in the following regulation being writ

ten into the California Department of Education Administra

tive Code (19 79, §3105.6) concerning assessment for placement 

in a special education class: "No individual shall be 

eligible for this program if problems in receptive and 

expressive functions are due to second-language acquisition 

or bilinguality." One of the resultant problems of this 

regulation has been the subsequent reluctance of any school 

district to place bilingual Spanish children in classes for 

children with learning disability. It is therefore neces

sary to identify those factors and appropriate measurement 

tools that discriminate between bilingual Spanish children 

with learning disability and those without learning dis-

ability. 
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Review of Literature 

This review of literature is presented in five sec

tions. In the first section, the theory of Kass (1975) is 

explored and related research is discussed. Second, other 

language acquisition models are described. Third, research 

that focuses on the relationship between language acquisi

tion and learning disability is reviewed. Fourth, research 

that emphasizes the influence of age on language acquisi

tion by children with learning disability is examined. 

Fifth, research that explores the relationship between 

bilingualism and second language acquisition is discussed. 

Each section is intended to present various approaches to 

the study of the acquisition of word meaning by unilingual 

and bilingual children with and without learning disability. 

Theory of Kass 

Kass (197 5) viewed the acquisition of word meaning 

as a nativistically determined process in children from 

ages 8 to 11. This is the age range when children's active 

pursuit of word meaning through playing with words and 

manipulating them is most in evidence. This age range 

represents the re-cognition function, defined as "the 

acquisition of personal meaning." The acquisition of word 

meaning occurs as a fundamental component of this function. 

Kass's model postulates five age-dependent functions. 

The first, occurring fundamentally from birth to 2 years, is 
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sensory orientation, the function by which the child 

acquires the ability for sensory and proprioceptive systems 

to attend to and react to stimuli from the environment. 

The second, from age 3 to 7, is memory, the function by 

which the child develops the ability to retain mirror codes 

of action, images, and language to reproduce them at a later 

time. The third, from age 8 to 11, is re-cognition, the 

function by which the child gains the ability to reformulate 

experience, to organize incoming information and memory in 

idiosyncratic ways, and to acquire personal meaning for 

words, acts, and things. The fourth, from age 11 to 13, 

is synthesis, the function by which the child develops 

automatic systems, and quick firing habits of integrated 

thought, imagery, and action, which allow him to respond 

to problems with solutions that require little active 

thinking. The fifth, from age 14 on, is communication, 

the function by which the child becomes able to express 

ideas so that he is able to manipulate the meaning of the 

environment. 

This model also includes five states of awareness 

which are common to each of the functions. These represent 

task requirements and tentatively define major categories 

of learning disability. The first state of awareness, 

attending (concept discrimination), is seen in tasks that 

require the use of eye-hand coordination, directionality, 

and the discrimination of similarities and differences. The 
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second, labeling (concept labeling), is seen in tasks that 

require the use of memory for symbols, noun words, and 

verbal concept labels. The third, understanding (concept 

application), is seen in tasks that require the use of 

figure-ground relationships, word meanings, context clues, 

and directions. The fourth, integration (automated, quick 

use of concept), is seen in tasks that require the use of 

spelling, writing, syntactic analysis, and the quick appli

cation of verbal concepts. The fifth state of awareness, 

expressing (linguistic, creative use of concept), is seen in 

tasks that require the expression of ideas through reading, 

writing, and talking. 

The subjects for the proposed study were selected to 

represent children at the re-cognition level of development. 

The acquisition of word-meaning tasks selected for use in 

the proposed study are devised to represent each of the 

states of awareness at the Re-cognition Function Level. 

Studies based on Kass's theory. According to pre

dictions from Kass's (1975) theoretical model, several previ

ous studies have examined the identifying characteristics 

of children with learning disability and their development 

of various abilities at different ages. Wissink (1972) had 

experts evaluate 40 component disabilities based on the 

Kass model in terms of their discriminating power in identi

fying learning disability. These disabilities had been 
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condensed from over one hundred which were listed in the 

literature. Applying the Bayesian revision of subjective 

probabilities, he determined the five most effective 

identifiers according to the experts. 

Kaiser (1974) compared the theoretical positions of 

the experts in Wissink's (1972) study with their Bayesian 

estimates. He found that the experts grouped into three 

clusters on five factors that matched the functions of the 

Kass model and that these functions took in 22 component 

disabilities. 

M. Johnson (1973) devised seven learning tasks based 

upon Kass's states of awareness and postulated component dis

abilities established by Wissink as reasons for failure on 

each. Elementary and learning disability teachers were 

asked to judge which of the disabilities would cause failure 

on the tasks. Bayesian analysis was used to determine the 

probability that the component disabilities caused task 

failure and that this was indicative of a child with learn

ing disability. She found that pupil failure on one task, 

verbal alphabet labeling, had a 99 % probability of indica

ting learning disability according to both groups of teach

ers. It was hypothesized that failure on this task resulted 

from (1) a monitoring deficit, (2) an auditory-visual coor

dination deficit, and (3) a visual figure-ground deficit. 

DeRuiter (1973), in a study designed to find a more 

efficient means for identifying children with learning 
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disability, applied Bayesian and discriminant analysis pro

cedures to the psychometric data arising from the adminis

tration of 11 standardized tests to a group of subjects, 

half of whom had learning-disability and half of whom were 

normal. The selection of first through sixth grade subjects 

for this study was performed using teacher judgments, psy

chological reports, and ratings by clinical specialists 

based on the subjects' case files. These judgments, reports, 

and ratings were based on the subjects' performances in 

school and on psychological and achievement tests. The 

clinical specialists' ratings resulted in probability esti

mates concerning the presence of learning disability. 

The choice of the 11 standardized tests was based 

on their hypothesized effectiveness in measuring the most 

highly diagnostic component disabilities listed by Wissink 

(1972). These component disabilities had been found by spe

cialists in the field to be descriptive of children with 

learning disabilities. 

The 17 sets of scores resulting from the administra

tion of the 11 tests were subjected to Bayesian and discrim

inant analysis procedures and were found to discriminate 

between children with learning-disability and those without 

for 88-9 0% of the sample. Criterion validity in this study 

was determined by agreement with the original specialists' 

ratings. Both Bayesian and discriminant analysis procedures 

were about equally effective in discriminating this sample 

of subjects. 
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In further analysis, DeRuiter (1973) found that 

four of the tests yielding five sets of scores taken in 

combination and submitted to Bayesian or discriminant analy

sis procedures correctly classifed 94% of the sample. These 

five scores were the Abstract-Concrete Scale and Words per 

Sentence scores from the Picture Story Language Test, the 

Words score from the Monroe Visualization Test, the score 

from the Monroe Word Discrimination Test, and the Reading 

Comprehension score from the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test. 

These four tests and five scores and a discriminant analysis 

of the data were selected for use in the proposed study to 

verify the presence of learning disability. 

Deshler (1974) used DeRuiter's (1973) identification 

procedure with high-school pupils and, in addition, designed 

tasks hypothesized to measure a synthesis function deficit. 

He found that the identification procedure plus the added 

task data effectively discriminated between learning-

disabled and nonlearning-disabled pupils when the results 

were subjected to Bayesian analysis. He also found that 

the high-school learning-disabled pupils displayed a synthe

sis function deficit as predicted from the Kass model. 

Other Language Acquisition Models 

Kass's (197 5) model specifically concerns children 

with learning disability. Its intent was to provide a 

paradigm which would lead to more effective prediction of 

appropriate diagnostic and remedial procedures. In several 
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respects, this model corresponds to other language acquisi

tion models. Slobin (1971, p. 56) stated: 

The child has innate means of processing information 
and forming internal structures, and that when these 
capacities are applied to the speech he hears, he 
succeeds in construction of a grammer of his native 
language. Indirect evidence for this approach also 
comes from the fact that there seems to be a biolog
ically determined critical stage for language acqui
sition in humans (during childhood) and that there 
are probably special structures in the human brain, 
lacking in all other animal brains, which perform 
language functions. 

In examining the issue of acquisition of meaning as 

idiosyncratic, Slobin (1971, p. 41) stated: 

It seems clear to us now that children form a vari
ety of word categories of their own—based on the 
functions of words and in their own language systems— 
and so words must be looked at in the light of the 
child's total system, rather than in terms of the 
adult system, which he has not yet mastered. 

In looking specifically at the stage of acquiring 

meaning, Slobin (p. 109) stated: 

Language is one of several means of representation. 
Taking this last term quite literally, we see that 
we are concerned with re-presentation, that is, the 
problem of presenting ourselves with experience 
again at some later time. 

In looking at the age range for the acquisition of 

word meaning stage, Slobin (p. Ill) cited Bruner's (1966) 

work as: 

Documenting the use of imagery by children in intel
lectual tasks, and the shift with age from visual to 
linguistic means of dealing with these tasks. For 
example, if children are given a collection of pic
tures to be sorted into categories, the younger 
children sort on the basis of visual features, such 
as color, size, pattern, and so on, while the older 
children sort on the basis of some superordinate 
linguistic concept. A six year old may group 
together boat, ruler, doll, bicycle . . . because: 
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•Some are red, some are gold. . . .1 By age eight 
the picture is different. Bruner reports: "increas
ingly with development the child isolates one or more 
attributes that are common to all the items in the 
group: 'They are all tools. . . 

The significance of this age range relative to the 

acquisition of word meaning is also seen in Rohwer's (19 73) 

"elaboration hypothesis." This hypothesis, studied in sev

eral experiments v/ithin a paired-associate learning para

digm, asserts that the learner mentally constructs a refer

ential event to associate previously disparate bits of 

information together so that one is available to recall at 

a later time given the cue of the other. This hypothesis 

holds that as a child gets older he is increasingly able to 

construct these referential events on his own without help 

from the environment. However, the young child requires 

that the referential event be supplied to him. 

According to Rohwer (1973), there are two periods 

of development affecting the variance in performance attrib

utable to prompt types. Childhood, up to age 11, is charac

terized by the superiority of the augmented prompt (demon

stration of solution) at the beginning of the period and an 

equality between augmented and explicit prompts (telling 

there is a solution) by the end. In the adolescent period, 

age 11 on, other factors being equal, minimal prompts 

(direct to do the task) become as effective as explicit 

ones. 
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Cognitive development models. Piaget's (1970) 

theory supports the idea of age-dependent, developmental, 

cognitive functions. He hypothesized four chronological 

age-dependent periods of cognitive development. These are 

the sensorimotor period (from birth to lh years), the pre

operational period (from 1% to 7 years of age), the con

crete operations period (from 7 to 11 years of age), and 

the formal operations period (from 11 years of age onward). 

These periods are similar to the function levels of Kass's 

(1975) theory. Piaget also asserted that language and 

thought are closely related but different systems. 

Bruner*s (1966) stages of representation also indi

cate that intellectual development proceeds through a series 

of somewhat discrete developmental steps. In addition, 

unlike Piaget (1970), he hypothesized that thought is inter

nalized language and that linguistic rules may be used to 

to study cognitive processing. 

Linguistic development models. Brown (19 73), 

examining the spontaneous speech of Adam, Eve, and Sarah, 

hypothesized the order of acquisition of certain linguistic 

skills based on analysis of the semantic and syntactic 

structure of their language production. The language of Eve 

was sampled from the age of 18 months to 2 8 months. The 

language of Adam and Sarah was sampled from the age of 2 8 

months to 48 months. A modified version of Fillmore's 
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(1968) case grammar was used to describe the childrens' 

utterances. 

This method of analysis examined utterances for 

both semantic and syntactic structure, which need not be 

equivalent, as would be the situation when using an analysis 

like that of Bloom (1970) which relies on the transforma

tional generative grammar of Chomsky (1972). As described 

by Lee (1974), the transformational-generative grammar of 

Chomsky (1972) and McNeal (1970) depends on the trans

formation of kernel sentences to incorporate more meaning 

than is contained in the subject-verb-object combination. 

The surface syntactical structure is changed by the language 

producer using transformational rules, and analysis of this 

transformation is used to reflect the semantic (deep) 

structure. In the case grammar approach of Fillmore (19 68) 

and Brown (1973), the syntactic structure and the semantic 

structure may be described separately through the establish

ment of several case names which delineate the semantic 

function rather than the syntactic function of the words 

studied. As Brown (1973) described it, whereas the surface 

linear order of words may change (syntax) , the semantic 

structure in terms of meaning may remain the same. 

The linguistic skills hypothesized by Brown (1973) 

to occur in developmental sequence are: (1) establishment 

of relations or roles within a simple sentence; 
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(2) modulations of meaning within the simple sentence; 

(3) modalities of the simple sentence; (4) embedding of 

one sentence within another; (5) coordination of simple 

sentences and propositional relations. 

Like Kass (1975), the developmental psycholinguists 

such as Chomsky (1972), Bloom (1970), and Brown (1973) 

assume that certain linguistic functions are biologically 

determined through certain mentalistic structures and that 

these are reflected in the basic (deep) semantic structure 

of linguistic production in all languages. 

Lee (1974) established a descriptive system of 

children's speech in order to identify children who may be 

language delayed. The resulting Developmental Sentence 

Analysis ". . . provides a way of measuring language growth 

in terms of the increasing grammatical load of a child's 

spontaneous speech in conversation with his speech clini

cian" (Lee, 1974, p. 56). This method examines both the 

change in syntactic structures and morphologic forms asso

ciated developmentally with age and the manner in which an 

increasing number of these structures and forms are combined 

into a single sentence. 

Bloom (1970) studied Eric and Gin, both 19 months of 

age, and Kathryn, 21 months of age. Bloom, applying a trans

formational generative grammar approach similar to Chomsky's 

(1972), used environmental factors as a component in deter

mining semantic intent. She (p. 10) stated that "evaluation 
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of children's language began with the basic assumption that 

it was possible to reach the semantics of children's sen

tences by considering non-linguistic information from 

context and behavior in relation to linguistic performance." 

The research design allowed some examination of the question 

of whether differences in language production were due to 

developmental delays or to some other factor. Bloom (197 0, 

p. 169) concluded.that "limitations in linguistic opera

tions appear to interact with limitations in cognitive 

function to influence linguistic expression in an as yet 

unspecified way." 

Operant conditioning models. Sherman (1971), 

discussing an operant or instrumental conditioning view of 

language acquisition, described several studies in which the 

amount and complexity of language production of severely 

retarded children were increased. Sherman asked the ques

tions of how the rapid acquisition of novel linguistic 

behavior occurs and how the imitative repertoire facili

tates this acquisition. He (p. 266) concluded: 

Thus, these studies show that specific training can 
create correspondingly specific generative speech 
repertoires in language deficient children, and that 
responses within these repertoires can be modified 
by subsequent training procedures which do not 
directly involve these responses. In most of the 
studies of the development of generative speech 
repertoires, the training conditions involved the 
joint use of differential reinforcement and imita
tion. 



17 

Gerwirtz (1971), in assessing several operant 

conditioning studies as well as others that hypothesized 

mentalistic events, concluded that the postulation of intra

psychic events is not necessary when studying the acquisi

tion of novel behavior, including observational learning, 

because description in terms of stimulus-response chains, 

acquired and maintained under extrinsic reinforcement from 

some environmental agency, has greater predictive power. 

He added that the limited scope of this type of operant 

description is due to the difficulty in establishing a 

framework of the early conditioning history of the child. 

Gerwirtz continued with an explanation of how learning sets, 

instrumental conditioning, and extrinsic reinforcement can 

account for the phenomenon of generalized imitative and 

vicarious reinforcement hypothesized by other authors to be 

descriptive of functions involved in imitation learning of 

generative language structures. 

Learning Disability and Language Acquisition 

Wiig and Semel (1980, p. 5) stated: "Learning 

disabled children may learn selected vocabulary items later 

than their non-disabled age peers, and they may have prob

lems recalling specific words when they are needed." This 

statement implies both a developmental delay and the influ

ence of cognitive factors in the linguistic production of 

learning disabled children. In addition, it points to 
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relative difficulties for learning disabled pupils on tasks 

that involve word selection from memory. Wiig and Semel 

(198 0, p. 11) continued 

In the area of language, they may have problems form
ing verbal abstractions and performing the logical 
operations required to interpret the complex relation
ships expressed in language. Their oral language 
problems may lead to deficits in perceiving and inter
preting as well as in formulating and producing spoken 
language. The difficulties may also be reflected in 
academic retardation in subject areas such as reading, 
spelling, writing, mathematics, and other academic 
areas that require adequate language abilities. 

The cognitive factors of perception and interpretation, as 

well as the cognitive-linguistic factor of formulating verbal 

abstractions, were seen by these authors as contributing in 

some cases to learning disability, both in terms of language 

production and in terms of academic skills. Studies per

formed by Wiig and Semel (1980), as well as by others 

(Jenkins, 1978; Richman, 1978; Wiig, LaPointe, and Semel, 

1977; Bartel, Grill, and Bartel, 1973), supported the hypoth

esis that language production deficits found among 

learning-disabled children are often associated with defi

cits in component cognitive abilities that affect other 

areas of school performance. Exploration of the relation

ship between deficits in cognitive abilities, deficits in 

performance on tasks involving verbal abstractions, and the 

presence of learning disability appears to be supported 

by these authors. The results of the studies cited point 

to a wide variety of possible cognitive-linguistic deficit 
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combinations that may affect language production in each of 

the individual cases of learning disability. 

In addition, Wiig and Semel (198 0) raised the point 

that the rate of language acquisition may be a predictor 

of learning disability at least in terms of language 

delay. That is, they hypothesized that at certain ages, 

for certain learning-disabled children, the normal period 

of acquisition of a particular linguistic skill such as 

word finding and sentence formation is prolonged. At the 

same time, it appears that older learning disabled children 

display problems in processing information on more than 

one level or in more than one modality at the same time. 

This results in particular problems in language production 

concerning words with multiple meanings and figurative 

expressions. 

These hypotheses influence research design by sug

gesting that age and the exact nature of the task involved 

contribute considerable variance to experimental findings. 

In addition, they point to the problem of subject selection 

in terms of similarities in cognitive functioning between 

the subjects, as performance deficits may be due, among 

other factors, to a combination of delayed language and 

the use of different processing mechanisms. They point to 

the need for research in the area of word meaning, especially 

in the acquisition of word meaning, because this performance 
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skill appears to be a significant factor among the deficits 

of learning-disabled children. 

Finally, Wiig and Semel (1980, p. 179) pointed to 

several types of tasks and component skills that appear to 

characterize the language production behavior of many 

learning-disabled children: 

1. Delays in the acquisition and formation of basic 
concepts. . . . 

2. Delays in learning to classify, with delayed 
ability to perceive and interpret class inclu
sion and class exclusion. . . . 

3. Delays in learning to put things in sequence 
along with delays in the perception and inter
pretation of one-to-one correspondence. . . . 

4. Delays in learning temporal seriation. . . . 
5. Delays in perceiving and learning cause-effect 

or conditional relationships. . . . 
6. Difficulties in perceiving and interpreting 

unusual relationships. . . . 

Difficulties in perceiving and interpreting lin

guistic relationships, whether they be passive, possessive, 

spatial, temporal, analogous or figurative —these diffi

culties are involved with the task requirement of (1) the 

number of items to be compared, (2) whether the relation

ship is positive or negative, (3) whether the relationship 

is true or false, (d) syntactic structure, and (5) reversi

bility of critical items. 

These difficulties, stated the authors (Wiig and 

Semel, 1980, pp. 182-183), may relate to: 

1. Problems with the simultaneous analysis and 
synthesis of the critical concepts. . . . 

2. Deficits in forming or restructuring internal 
images. . . . 
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3. Deficits in the retention and recall of word 
order. . . . 

4. Narrow and rigid word meanings. . . . 
5. Narrow, rigid or irrelevant associations 

between words and concepts. . . . 

Wiig and Semel (19 80) made a connection between lin

guistic production skills, related verbal abilities, spe

cific task requirements, and specific cognitive requirements. 

This connection is exemplified in the point made by the 

authors that learning disabled children have difficulty in 

associating syntactic structure with semantic structure. 

Their hypotheses appear to agree with those of Kass (197 5) 

at least in general principles. 

Cognitive processing and sensorimotor correlates of 

language disability. Kirk and Kirk (1972) postulated 12 

component abilities involved in linguistic production. These 

12 components are represented by subtests of the Illinois 

Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA) (Kirk, McCarthy, 

and Kirk, 1968) . These component factors at a representa

tional level are Auditory and Visual Reception and Associa

tion, and Verbal and Manual Expression. At the automatic 

level, they are Grammatic, Visual, and Auditory Closure, 

Auditory and Visual Sequential Memory, and Sound Blending. 

Kirk and Kirk (1972) stated that a critical element in 

evaluating children's performance on tasks measuring the 

component abilities is not just differences between children 

but differences within children. They pointed to the 
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necessity of not only determining the presence of a develop

mental delay in the acquisition of these skills but also of 

determining the pattern of normally acquired component 

skills and those that have not been acquired at normal 

rates. Both the presence of component skills in the overall 

skill of language acquisition and the idea of accounting for 

different patterns as well as delays in language acquisition 

are supported throughout the literature (Lee, 1974; Bloom, 

1970; Wiig and Semel, 1980; Sherman, 1971; Bartel et al., 

1973; Wiig et al., 1977; Satz et al., 1978). 

The proposed study contains two experimental tasks 

that bear similarity to those of the ITPA. The Auditory 

Association and Verbal Expression subtests bear similarity 

to the Verbal Analogies Task and the Creative Language Task, 

Part B (verbal), respectively. 

In examining the relationship between learning dis

abilities and the acquisition of language, including 

syntactic and semantic structures, the skills of linguistic 

production, cognitive processing, sensorimotor perception, 

and verbal processing have been examined in relationship 

to each other. Wiig et al. (1977) examined language produc

tion and language processing performance on a series of 

tasks performed by 32 learning-disabled adolescents with 

control for age (12 to 16 years) and Wechsler Intelligence 

Scale for Children (WISC) Verbal IQs. They concluded that 

the learning-disabled adolescents had reached a "performance 
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plateau" where the effect of developmental factors on 

language ability was not significant. In addition, they 

found two groupings of subjects based upon component langu

age disabilities. One displayed "... cognitive-linguistic 

processing deficits characterized by reductions in morphol

ogy and syntax and in the comprehension of linguistic 

concepts. The other displayed . . . dysnomia characterized 

by verbal paraphasias and word finding and retrieval 

deficits" (VJiig et al. , 1977, p. 38). 

Richman (1978) examined verbal mediation as a 

separate linguistic component of general language ability. 

She hypothesized that some children who displayed general 

language deficits may have a specific disability in verbal 

expressive language whereas their abilities to think using 

verbal mediation may be relatively unimpaired. The impli

cation of this hypothesis, according to the author, is that 

children who display a specific learning disability in 

verbal expression can be differentiated from those who 

display general language disability. 

Subjects, 8 to 12 years of age, were chosen if they 

had received low verbal and high performance scores on the 

WISC. The low verbal scores were hypothesized to measure 

either a general language deficit or a specific learning 

disability in verbal expressive language. The Hiskey 

Nebraska Test of Learning aptitude was administered to the 

subjects. This test requires the use of verbal mediation 



and other cognitive skills but not verbal expression. The 

author hypothesized that this test would measure cognitive 

abilities without interference from a deficit in verbal 

expression. If the score on the Hiskey Ndsraska approxi

mated the lower verbal score from the WISC, subjects were 

placed in a General Language Disability group. If the score 

from the Hiskey Nebraska approximated the higher performance 

score from the WISC, the subjects were placed in a specific 

Verbal Disability group. 

Wide Range Achievement Tests (WHAT) were then 

administered to the subjects. Those from the specific 

Verbal Disability group scored significiantly higher on the 

Reading subtest of the WRAT, a subtest that involves the 

recognition of sight words. Richman (197 8) concluded that 

the results support the use of verbal mediation as a lin

guistic component that has an effect on the differentiation 

of learning-disabled from normal children. 

The Word Classification, Word Class Labeling, Verbal 

Analogies, and Synonym-Antonym Tasks of the proposed study 

may involve verbal mediation. The results of Richman's 

study would indicate that if the learning-disabled groups 

of the present study were controlled for WISC performance 

group differences on the experimental tasks would be 

affected. 

Leonard, Bolders, and Miller (1976) found that 

there were no significant differences in the frequency of 
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specific semantic relation types between normal and language-

disordered groups. In addition, they found that chrono

logical age was a significant factor in determining utter

ance length. The authors obtained language samples from 4 0 

children, both normal and language-disordered, to examine 

the effect of chronological age (3 and 5 years) on the 

semantic relations reflected in language usage. The authors 

used the 10 test plates from the children's Apperception 

Test as stimuli for language production. The children were 

directed to tell about the picture. Fillmore's (196 8) case 

relations were used to determine semantic relations present 

in the utterances. 

Analysis of the results by Leonard et al. (1976) 

indicated that the measurement system used in the study did 

not reflect some of the subject differences. For example, 

they found that the language-disordered subjects used certain 

semantic relation types more frequently than the normal 

subjects. In addition, they found that normal subjects used 

complex semantic relation types more frequently than the 

language-disordered subjects. The authors pointed to the 

effect of the test plates and examiner questions in depres

sing the language production of the normal subjects. 

The results of using pictures as stimuli and their 

negative effect, on the language production of normal chil

dren when compared with production of language-disordered 

children, appear to be significant to the present study 
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because the Creative Language Task, Part B (verbal) involves 

collecting spoken utterances from a child exposed to picture 

stimuli. In addition, the sensitivity of the case grammar 

scoring system to task requirements indicates that other 

scoring methods should be explored. 

Bartel et al. (1973) concluded that memory and 

attention were component deficits for their learning-

disabled subjects. Forty-eight learning-disabled and 48 

normal children were administered a 50-item word associa

tion test. No significant differences were found between 

the performance of the two groups, although, in the 

learning-disabled group, a significant interaction between 

IQ and age occurred. The authors were examining the effect 

of learning disability on the skill of making a syntactic 

(sequential)-paradigmatic (same form-class) shift. It was 

assumed that performance on a word association test is 

closely related to syntactic skill. The age of 10 separated 

the chronological ages of the younger and older pupils in 

both groups. Due to interaction between age and IQ and 

the lack of a main effect for normal vs. learning-disabled, 

the authors hypothesized the presence of the cognitive 

deficits listed above. This study indicates the confound

ing nature of the variables involved in studying language 

acquisition by learning-disabled children. 

It would appear that not only age but also several 

component skills of cognitive and linguistic functioning 
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would need to be carefully controlled to achieve predicted 

results. The present study, through control of age and 

control represented by the subject assignment tests that 

tap varying component abilities, may achieve some clarity 

of results. 

Reading Correlates of Language Disability. Ganschow 

(1977) studied the effects of context on word recognition 

and word meaning among reading disabled adolescents 13 

to 15 years of age and an equal number of younger readers 

matched by reading level. The results showed that the 

provision of context facilitated both word recognition 

and identification of word meaning for both normal and 

reading-disabled subjects. In addition, the reading-

disabled subjects evidenced a word recognition deficit 

as well as a language delay. Finally, mean comparisons 

and individual difference scores indicated that word 

recognition skills and skills involved in the identification 

of word meaning were independent. For example, subjects 

good at recognizing words were not necessarily good at 

defining .words. 

These results indicate that for at least one 

parameter, some of the experimental tasks involved in the 

present study may tap separate abilities. For example, 

the experimental tasks involve identification of word-

meaning skills. In addition, successful performance on 
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some of the tasks such as the Synonyms and Antonyms task, 

depend more heavily on word recognition than do others such 

as the Verbal Analogies Task. 

McDorman (1976) studied the performance of learning 

disabled and normal children, age 8-11 years, on sentence 

sequencing tasks under two treatment conditions. In one, 

the direction in which sentences were printed varied. In 

the second, sentence length was varied. Subjects were 

controlled for the WISC sequencing triad, using a score of 

29 as the division between groups. Subjects were also con

trolled for reading ability with normal subjects scoring 

within 6 months of grade placement and learning-disabled 

subjects scoring at least one year behind grade placement. 

Scores were derived for sequencing, comprehension, and 

recognition of relationships. 

Results indicated sentence direction of print had 

no significant effect. The effect of the presence of learn

ing disability was significant for each treatment condition. 

On the sequencing and comprehension tasks, normal subjects 

scored significantly higher. The task involving recognizing 

relationships showed no significant difference, because most 

subjects topped out on this task. 

These results indicate that when age and at least 

some language skill or cognitive skill components are con

trolled in subject selection, learning-disabled children 

display significant deficits in tasks involving the 
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acquisition of word meaning. In addition, they support the 

need for a broad range of tasks to sample the skills involved 

in the acquisition of word meaning. The five experimental 

tasks represent such a range. 

Age, Learning Disabilities, and Language Acquisition 

Some studies that were reviewed emphasized age as a 

critical variable in processes involved in the acquisition 

of word meaning. Naremore and Dever (197 5) investigated the 

language performance of educable mentally retarded (EMR) 

and normal children at five mental age levels (6-10). Their 

research was designed to determine if EMR and normal child-

dren develop language in the same pattern but at slower 

rates or if they develop language in a manner that is qual

itatively different at the same mental age. 

A performance grammar was used to analyze the spon

taneous speech of the 60 subjects. IQ range for normal 

children was 100-110 with a CA range of 6-10 years. The IQ 

range of the EMR group was 74 to 84 with a CA range of 8-12 

years. Spontaneous speech samples were collected during 

play with a standardized stimulus environment. The perfor

mance grammar produced scores that displayed the use of each 

syntactic unit. A multiple discriminant analysis was used 

to determine if any of the 10 groups were differentiated by 

the language scores. 
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The results showed that when all EMR subjects were 

compared with all normal subjects, the EMR subjects dis

played significantly more repeats while normal subjects 

displayed significantly more filled pauses and false starts. 

In addition to these differences, when the groups were 

compared by mental age, normal 6 year olds displayed signif

icantly more subject elaboration while normal 10 year olds 

displayed significantly more predicate elaboration, subordi

nate clauses, and relative clauses. 

The authors concluded that fluency, as defined in 

this study by repeats, false starts and filled pauses, 

appeared to be indicated as a significant variable, not in 

terms of the dysfluencies evidenced by the EMR subjects but 

in terms of the different types of dysfluencies displayed 

by both groups. They also concluded that the results 

indicate that by the mental age of 10, normal subjects were 

frequently using types of language structures much less 

frequently employed by EMR subjects. In addition, inci

dence of subject elaboration and relative clauses increased 

significantly with age within both groups. 

The incidence of hesitation (fluency) phenomena was 

significantly affected by age, the number increasing with 

increasing age. Naremore and Dever concluded that before 

the mental age of 10, few qualitative differences exist 

between the language performance of EMR and normal subjects. 

In other words, prior to the age of 10, the EMR subject 
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displays a developmental delay. After the mental age of 

10, the number of qualitative differences in the language 

performance of the two groups increases substantially. The 

authors also suggested that the greater number of repeats 

displayed by EMR subjects indicates a monitoring deficit 

associated with speed. 

The results of their study indicate that with con

trol for the component cognitive skills involved on intelli

gence test tasks, at least control on a global scale (IQ), 

differences in performance persist between lower and higher 

functioning school children that are reflected in verbal 

language performance. In addition, the results point to the 

need for more careful examination of the effects of age in 

terms of a developmental sequence. Finally, the effective 

use of a discriminant procedure in their study supports its 

usefulness in comparing group performance using several 

dependent variables. 

Andolina (1978) examined the developmental trends 

of syntactic maturity and vocabulary richness among learning 

disabled children at four chronological age levels (7.5-8.1; 

9.0—10.5; 10.6-11.1;12.0-13.5). Language samples were 

obtained in response to questions following the presentation 

of two silent films. The T unit and a T syntactic density 

formula were applied to derive a measure of syntactic 

maturity. A type-token ratio and vocabulary intensity index 

were applied to derive a measure of vocabulary richness. 
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The results indicated a developmental trend on both 

measures. When compared to results achieved with normal 

children, this developmental trend appeared to differ. The 

author concluded that learning-disabled children exhibit 

gradual control of syntax and vocabulary, whereas normal 

children exhibit quick spurts of growth at the beginning 

and end of each grade. 

The results of Andolina's study indicate that the 

development of language production ability among children 

with learning disability is different from that of normal 

children. Again, the use of several component skills is 

supported so that an attempt can be made to determine 

pattern differences. 

Jenkins (1978) examined relationships between 

cognitive development, language development, and reading 

ability in children 6 to 9 years of age. Children were 

grouped on a cognitive scale based on their ability to 

perform Piagetian conservation tasks. The age difference 

in this grouping was not significant. Subjects were admin

istered language development and reading subtests. The 

language tests indicated knowledge of conjunctions of 

causality, noun plurals, and sentences with abnormal 

syntactic patterns. The reading tests used several 

variations of a cloze procedure as well as prose reading. 

Results showed significant differences between 

the groups in developmental language. There was also a 
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significant correlation between language development and 

reading ability. The author concluded that children who do 

not think logically about Piagetian conservation tasks dis

play less developed language and greater difficulty in 

reading than do their conserving peers. 

It appears from these results that some common fac

tors affect performance on conservation, syntax knowledge, 

word recognition, and visual closure tasks. At the same 

time, they indicate that within the 6- to 9-year-age range, 

these tasks do not produce developmental ability shifts. 

Support appears then for the concept of differing intra-

individual patterns of component skills in language acqui

sition when cognitive factors are controlled. 

In terms of the present study, the use of a subject 

selection procedure that controls for skill in component 

factors of learning disability appears appropriate. Also 

indicated is that the reading and cognitive skills asso

ciated with the five experimental tasks may be significant 

factors affecting subject performance. 

Longitudinal study of correlates to language dis

ability. Satz et al. (1978) described 3- and 6-year follow-

up studies in establishing the predictive validity of a 

standardization battery of tests intended to measure pre-

reading readiness. The reading readiness battery and the 

design of the research studies are based on a 
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maturational-developmental theory of reading disability. 

The authors stated "... reading disabilities reflect a lag 

in the maturation of the brain which differentially delays 

those skills which are in primary ascendancy at different 

chronological ages" (p. 319). 

Their construct indicates that (1) rapid periods of 

growth occur in various sensorimotor-perceptual, cognitive, 

and linguistic abilities, (2) these are a function of chron

ological age, and (3) neural organization is occurring 

during these periods of rapid growth. If dysfunctions in 

these abilities are recognized during the rapid growth 

period, then remediation is more likely to be effective. 

The construct implies that young, immature children 

display developmental lags in abilities that develop early 

and that older immature children display developmental lags 

in abilities that develop at older ages. This view is 

extended to the hypothesis that a young immature child will 

fail in reading and will, as time progresses, catch up in 

the development of prereading skills, but will begin to 

display a developmental lag in later and slower developing 

cognitive-linguistic abilities. If this later lag persists 

beyond puberty, when the organization of the central 

nervous system is complete, it will probably become perma

nent. 

The implication of the construct for instruction is 

that there are critical ages of skill acquisition and that if 
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skill dysfunction is not corrected during this critical 

period, it will not be corrected at all. An additional 

implication is that the nature of a disorder will vary as 

a function of age. 

Satz et al. (1978) pointed to the skills of the 

differentiation of graphic symbols and the perceptual dis

crimination of letters as critical to the development of 

subsequent reading skill. These are defined as dependent 

upon central processing skills. They define developmental 

reading disabilities then "as disorders in central proces

sing, the nature of which varies with the chronological 

age of the child" (p. 320). 

Factor analytic methods were employed to determine 

the performance abilities tapped by the 16 variables mea

sured in the standardization battery. Three factors 

emerged: (1) a sensorimotor-perceptual factor; (2) a 

verbal-conceptual factor; and (3) a verbal-cultural factor. 

In the third-year follow-up study, based upon 

teacher assessment and individually administered reading 

tests, the population was divided into four reading groups 

when they reached the end of grade two. The original test 

battery predicted group membership adequately for the 

extreme groups (severe, superior) based on discriminant 

function composite scores of the original testing results. 

Of the original test battery, those subtests with 

the highest predictive validity were the Finger Localization 



Test, the Alphabet Recitation Test, and the Recognition-

Discrimination Test. Satz et al. stated that these results 

support the concept of looking at sensorimotor-perceptual 

abilities to forecast subsequent reading achievement. Pre

dictive hits based on the combined criteria of classroom 

reading level and the IOTA Word Recognition Test were valid 

positives for 91% of the Severe Disability Group and 66% 

of the Mild Disabled Group and valid negatives for 68% of 

the Average Group and 97% of the Superior Group, based on 

discriminant function composite scores from the original 

testing results. 

The 6-year follow-up study occurred after many of 

the subjects in the Severe Group had received remedial 

instruction in reading. Classroom reading level was used 

to assign students to criterion groups. A discriminant 

function analysis was performed on the original test data 

using only the five highest predictor variables, including 

the three mentioned above. A major increase in the number 

in the Severe Group had occurred in the years between 

grades two and five,, from 12% to 20% of the subjects. The 

discriminant results produced valid positives for 86% of 

severe subjects and 20% of mild subjects and valid negatives 

for 64% of average subjects and 86% of superior subjects. 

The authors stated that the predictive accuracy of the 

reading readiness test battery is confined to the extreme 

groups. 
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Noted in the study was the fact that only 3 of 4 9 

severe subjects had improved in reading skill enough to 

change groups by the end of grade 5. Only two superior 

subjects had become problem readers while 75 of the 252 

average subjects had become problem readers. 

Also, within the 6-year follow-up, individual 

handwriting and mathematics tests, as well as Wide Range 

Achievement Test reading, spelling, and mathematics tests 

were administered. An analysis of variance determined 

significant differences between groups on all variables, 

with the subjects in the Severe Group being rated as defi

cient in handwriting and mathematics skills. The authors 

cited these results as supporting the use of the Classroom 

Reading Level Measure, as well as supporting the concept 

that the achievement disability in the Severe Group repre

sents a lag not only in reading skill but also in other 

areas. 

The authors stated that based on this series of 

studies no conclusions are possible regarding language 

development, because only a small number of language tests 

were used and none assessed morphologic or syntactic compe

tence. They continued: "The contribution of psycholinguis-

tic variables may be secondary to those sensory-motor and 

perceptual skills which have been shown to develop earlier 

during the ages of five to seven" (p. 339). 
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Satz et al. (1978) concluded by noting that 

sensorimotor-perceptual tests were continuously in the top 

discriminative ranks. These were the Finger Localization 

Test, the Alphabet Recitation Test, the Recognition-

Discrimination Test, and the Beery Visual Motor Integration 

Test. 

The Satz et al. (1978) study has implications for 

the proposed study in terms of theory, design, and predicted 

results. Theoretically, the construct outlined by Satz et 

al. bears similarity to that of Kass (1975). Both hypothe

sized maturational stages, indicated critical ages of skill 

acquisition, and defined learning disability as a develop

mental lag in the development of particular central nervous 

system (CNS) processing mechanisms. Both stipulated 

interrelated component CNS dysfunctions involved in learning 

as the source of learning disability. 

They appear to differ in terms of emphasis. Whereas 

the emphasis of the Satz et al. model appears to be early 

identification of dysfunctioning component abilities, the 

Kass construct emphasizes the remediation of dysfunctions 

through the manipulation of task demands. Whereas the Satz 

et al. model appears to conclude that if a component dis

ability is not remediated at the critical age, the Kass 

concept points to remediation at post critical periods, 

followed subsequently by remediation of factors functionally 

related to it. Finally, the Satz et al. theory emphasizes 
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biochemical brain structures and relationships while disqual

ifying any anatomical factor in reading disability. The 

construct of Kass emphasizes the interrelationship between 

component cognitive abilities and task requirements. 

In terms of research design, the Satz et al. series 

of studies and the proposed study bear some similarities. 

Both use teacher judgment as a component in the formation of 

criterion groups. Both use discriminant analysis on several 

test variable sources to verify group membership. Both use 

analysis of variance of scores grouped by discriminant anal

ysis to examine the effects of the presence of disability. 

The studies differ in that the Satz et al. study 

was longitudinal and looked at the same subjects at 5, 8, 

and 11 years of age. The proposed study, using population 

selection procedures, compares the performance at essen

tially one point in time for subjects 8 to 11 years of age. 

Finally, the studies have different measures to 

obtain the dependent variable scores. The intent of the 

Satz et al. studies was to look at precursors of reading 

disability, whereas the intent of the proposed study is to 

investigate component skills involved in the acquisition of 

work meaning by children with learning disability. Com

parison of the two studies might be tempting due to some of 

the hypothesized relationships between the factors and mea

sures used, but the results will probably not permit direct 
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comparison due to the presence of many differing variables 

that could affect performance. 

Linguistic Background and Language Acquisition 

Several studies have been performed that deal with 

the effects of bilingualism on language acquisition and how 

these effects bear relationship to the presence of learning 

disability. N. Johnson (1973) studied the comparative 

acquisition of the English plural among bilingual and mono

lingual third, sixth, eighth, and tenth graders using a data 

base of recorded story telling in response to a stimulus 

picture. The author found a constant rate of improvement 

for both language groups in the acquisition of this syntac

tic skill, although a drop in performance was seen at the 

tenth-grade level for both groups. 

Her study supports the design concept of comparing 

unilingual and bilingual (Spanish) subjects using pictorial 

stimuli and evaluating the subsequent language production 

using common scoring procedures. However, she used pho

netic scoring procedures to look at an aspect of syntax. 

Merino (197 6) examined bilingual (Spanish) subjects 

in kindergarten and grades one, two, three, and four to 

determine developmental trends in the acquisition of syntax 

in English and Spanish. Both comprehension and production 

tasks were included. An analysis of variance determined 

that the effect of grade was significant. On the English 
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Comprehension and Production Subscales, significant develop

ment occurred between kindergarten and the upper grades. On 

the Spanish Production Subscale, development was significant 

between kindergarten and third grade, but fourth grade per

formance dropped to the equivalent of the kindergarten 

level. An analysis determined that by the fourth grade, 

these bilingual subjects were performing with significantly 

less accuracy in Spanish than were younger children, espe

cially in terms of such measures as subjunctives and condi

tionals. The author concluded that the older bilingual 

Spanish subjects were undergoing a loss in Spanish at the 

fourth-grade level and that surface markers that are less 

frequent and are not semantically consistent slow the pace 

of acquisition of certain linguistic structures for balanced 

bilinguals. 

The Merino study indicates that bilingual children 

may not develop competence equally in Spanish and English 

across age levels. In terms of the proposed study, this 

variable may be present in comparing language performance 

of older and younger bilingual children. 

Bain (197 6) examined the concept that bilingual 

children raised in an environment where one parent speaks 

one language and the other parent speaks a second language 

(Alsatian, French) are more cognitively flexible and there

fore have a cognitive advantage over their unilingual 

counterpart. This concept is based on the idea that "the 



enforced separation of the two languages results in an ear

lier realization that the phonetic word and its meaning are 

distinct attributes" (Bain, 1976, p. 543). The author used 

Stage 1 of Luria's model for the development of verbal 

regulation and cognitive processes to structure the design 

and to evaluate the results. Infants 10 to 24 months were 

tested to see if they were developing the prerequisites for 

later higher cognitive control from external social experi

ence to internal psychological experience. Behaviors 

examined were nomitive vs. regulatory function, effect of 

simple instructions, set to act motorically to override 

verbal instructions, and the quick fading of memory traces 

of verbal instructions. The three groups of subjects were 

from homes where (1) each parent consistently spoke a dif

ferent language to the child, (2) two languages were incon

sistently used by both parents, and (3) both parents 

spoke one language (unilingual). 

The results indicated that all three groups devel

oped at the same rate in the transfer of cognitive control. 

The author concluded that the nature of the bilingual 

environment and whether an environment is bilingual or 

unilingual do not in themselves impose cognitive restraint 

or advantage. 

The implications for the proposed, study are in the 

results that, at least at very young ages, linguistic 

environment in terms of the major language components do 



not appear to affect cognitive development differentially. 

However, each of the linguistic environments was character

ized by college-educated parents and a high level of inter

action between parents and children. This would appear to 

indicate that subsequent performance differences between 

bilingual and unilingual children controlled for cognitive 

factors would be due to differences in experiential his

tories. This study also supports the concept of linking 

the effects of early experiences in sensorimotor-perceptual 

areas, language, and cognitive abilities. 

Comparative acquisition of primary and secondary 

languages. Matluck (1977) examined the order of acquisi

tion of certain English syntactic structures by 5- to 10-

year-old subjects with four different primary language 

histories who were learning English as a second language. 

This order was also compared to that exhibited by native 

English speakers from birth to 4 years of age. The author 

concluded that the order of acquisition of 10 grammatical 

morphemes by the four primary language groups was different 

from that by native English speakers. In addition, she 

concluded that factors important in first-language acqui

sition are not the primary factors involved in determining 

the sequence of second-language acquisition. Finally, she 

found that the control of morphemes varied depending on the 
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similarity between the structure of English and the struc

ture of the first learned language. 

The results of the Matluck (1977) study have two 

important implications for the proposed study. First, both 

the subject assignment procedure tasks and the experimental 

tasks do not take into account the variance between factors 

involved between primary- and second-language acquisition. 

Secondly, the experimental task design did not take into 

account structural similarities or differences between 

English and Spanish. 

Sabatino, Hayden, and Kelling (1972) examined 

English-, Spanish-, and Navajo-speaking children referred 

for special class placement to determine their perceptual 

language and academic achievement performances on several 

variables. All children came from homes that were mono-

linguistic in one of the three languages. Each subject 

displayed normal language comprehension in their native 

language and normal verbal motor function. Subtests using 

only raw scores of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 

Children, Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities, 

Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test, Wide Range Achievement 

Test, and Stanford Achievement Test were included as 

dependent variables. The authors discussed previous stud

ies in which the behaviors measured in their study were 

related to academic achievement deficits and reflected 

developmental change with age for children with learning 
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disability and those labeled Educable Mentally Retarded. In 

addition, they cited these subtests as measuring central 

information processing behaviors (both perceptual and 

linguistic) . 

Sabatino et al. (1972) found that the test vari

ables that discriminated the English-speaking children from 

the Navajo- and Spanish-speaking children involved knowl

edge of the linguistic rules of English. The authors con

cluded that the learning problems of non-English native 

speakers were the result of limited linguistic competence 

in English. 

The implications for the proposed study concern the 

explanation of variance due to linguistic background on the 

subject assignment and experimental tasks. It would appear 

from the results cited by Sabatino et al. that such vari

ance may be due to the linguistic competence in English 

required by the tasks. However, it appears that the 

authors did not control for the presence of learning dis

ability and this may have been a confounding factor in the 

results. It would appear that referral for academic defi

ciencies does not represent an adequate control mechanism. 

Wyszewianski-Langdon (1977) compared bilingual 

(Spanish) normal and bilingual language-disordered subjects 

of 6 to 8 years of age on articulation, auditory discrimi

nation, sentence comprehension, sentence repetition, and 

sentence expression tasks in both English and Spanish. 
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The results showed that both groups performed better in 

Spanish than in English. However, significant differences 

between groups appeared in terms of mean percentage of 

errors for almost all tasks in both languages. 

The language-disordered group made more errors on 

each task in each language (except for auditory discrimi

nation in English), showed lower language skills in Spanish, 

performed less consistently, displayed difficulty on tasks 

requiring various processing strategies, and had more 

difficulty benefiting from a language model. The author 

concluded that bilingual language-disordered children 

display their disability in both primary and secondary 

languages. 

The implications of this study for the proposed 

study include an interpretation of the presence of or lack 

of an interaction effect between linguistic background and 

the presence of learning disability. The results of the 

proposed study will either support or negate the findings 

of Wyszewianski-Langdon, depending on the analysis of the 

interaction effect. 

Summary 

This review of literature has examined theoretical 

constructs and experimental studies concerned with the 

acquisition of word meaning by normal children, unilingual 

and bilingual children, and children with learning dis-



disabilities, from birth through adolescence. The points of 

view and experimental results were cited with respect to 

providing alternative responses to several questions that 

have been raised in this field of research. First, theories 

of cognitive development were described. Then, differing 

accounts of language acquisition, both in terms of syntax 

and semantics, were cited. Finally, studies referring to 

the acquisition of language and examining the effect on this 

skill of the various factors thought to be existent within 

the proposed study were described. 

The conclusions drawn from this review are (1) lan

guage development probably occurs in chronological age-

dependent stages, (2) language acquisition abilities 

interface with cognitive and sensorimotor abilities, 

(3) learning disability in cognitive or linguistic func

tions may produce a delay in language development or a 

difference in the pattern of language development when 

compared with development associated with normal functions, 

(4) highly variable results occur when the language produc

tion of normal and learning-disabled children is compared, 

depending on the measurement instruments used. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study compares the performance of unilingual 

(English-speaking) normal, unilingual learning-disabled, 

bilingual (English- and Spanish-speaking) normal, and 
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bilingual-learning disabled groups of children from 8 to 11 

years of age on acquisition of word meaning tasks. The 

tasks were derived from the Re-cognition Function Level of 

the theory of Kass (197 5) . 

The following research questions were formulated to 

address the aim of the study: 

1. Is there a significant difference between the 

performance of normal subjects and those with learn

ing disability in the tasks selected to measure the 

ability to acquire new word meaning? 

2. Is there a significant difference between the per

formance of older and younger subjects in the tasks 

selected to measure the ability to acquire new word 

meaning? 

3. Is there a significant difference between the 

performance of unilingual and bilingual subjects on 

the tasks selected to measure the ability to 

acquire new word meaning? 

4. Is the difference in performance between unilingual 

normal and unilingual learning-disabled groups 

significantly different from the difference in 

performance between bilingual normal and bilingual 

learning-disabled groups on the tasks selected to 

measure the ability to acquire new word meaning? 



CHAPTER 2 

METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter will discuss (1) subject selection, 

(2) final assignment of subjects to learning disability and 

normal groups, (3) experimental task selection, (4) admin

istration and scoring procedures, and (5) experimental 

design. 

Subject Selection 

Subjects were selected to form four groups. Group 

1 consisted of subjects that were unilingual (English-

speaking) and learning-disabled. Group 2 consisted of sub

jects that were bilingual (English- and Spanish-speaking) 

and learning-disabled. Group 3 consisted of subjects that 

were bilingual and normal. Group 4 consisted of subjects 

that were unilingual and normal. Subjects were 8 to 11 

years of age and were at the Recognition Function Level of 

development. 

Approximately equal numbers of unilingual and bilin

gual subjects and equal numbers of learning disabled and 

normal subjects were selected. Each of the four groups 

contained a minimum of 15 subjects. 

Subjects were selected from schools in Sacramento 

and Solano Counties in California. Sacramento County 

49 



50 

contains the City of Sacramento and several surrounding 

suburban areas. Solano County contains three small cities, 

several small towns, and many rural areas. 

Bilingual subjects were selected using two criteria. 

First, their bilingual teachers judged that the subjects main

tained an approximate equivalence between English and Spanish 

in verbal expression, reading, and writing tasks in school. 

Approximate equivalence was determined by examing the sentence 

structure and the descriptive detail of their expressions. 

This judgment was based on an examination of school work and 

verbal discourse of the subjects in the classroom during the 

previous 6 weeks. At least two bilingual teachers concurred in 

in the judgment of approximate equivalence. 

Secondly, during a session of verbal discussion, the 

subjects were observed by the author and a bilingual assis

tant identifying several objects in the examination room in 

both English and Spanish. In addition, they were observed 

verbally expressing their feelings in both English and Spanish 

in response to questions; i.e., they were asked to state how 

they felt about their school progress. In each case, the 

author and the bilingual assistant judged that expression in 

Spanish and English was approximately equivalent. These 

subjects were placed in the two bilingual groups. Group 2, 

bilingual learning-disability, and Group 3, bilingual normal. 

All learning disabled subjects were drawn from spe

cial classes. The majority were chosen from classes for 
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learning handicapped children. The remainder were chosen 

from remedial education classes. No children were selected 

that had been retained. 

Criteria for learning disability consisted of (1) 90 

points or greater Full Scale IQ on a WISC-R or Stanford-Binet 

Test of Intelligence administered with the past 9 months, 

(2) a 1-year or greater deficit in reading math; or spelling 

when compared to the expected achievement level based on 

chronological age, and (3) less than a 1-year deficit in 

another one of the academic skills. In addition, teacher 

interviews were used to determine that the child displayed a 

similar discrepancy in classroom performance. These inter

views consisted of examination of written class work and a 

description of classroom behavior. These subjects were placed 

in the two learning-disabled groups, Group 1, unilingual 

learning-disabled, and Group 2, bilingual learning-disabled. 

Normal subjects were drawn from regular classes. No 

children were selected who had been retained. Criteria for 

normal consisted of (1) 90 points or greater Full Scale IQ on 

a WISC-R or Stanford-Binet Test of Intelligence administered 

within the past 9 months, and (2) less than a 1-year deficit 

in reading, math, and spelling when compared to the expected 

achievement level based on chronological age. In addition, 

teacher interviews were also used to verify the achievement 

levels. Children so selected were placed in the two normal 

groups, Group 3, bilingual normal, and Group 4, unilingual 

normal. 
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At the conclusion of the subject selection proce

dure, as shown in Table 1, 22 unilingual learning-disabled 

subjects were assigned to Group 1, 17 bilingual learning-

disabled subjects were assigned to Group 2, 19 bilingual 

normal subjects were assigned to Group 3, and 16 unilingual 

normal subjects were assigned to Group 4. 

Final Assignment of Subjects to Learning 
Disability and Normal Groups 

Tests found to be highly discriminating by DeRuiter 

(1973) were administered to the 74 children to determine the 

final assignment of unilingual and bilingual subjects to 

either learning disability or normal groups. These tests 

were the Monroe (1932a) Visualization Test, The Gates-

MacGinitie (1965) Reading Comprehension Test, Picture 

Story Language Test (Myklebust, 1965), and the Monroe 

(1932b) Word Discrimination Test. The scores derived for 

each pupil were the Words score from the Monroe Visualiza

tion Test, the Comprehension score from the Gates-

MacGinitie Reading Test, the Abstract-Concrete Scale and 

Words per Sentence scores from the Picture Story Language 

Test, and the Word score from the Monroe Word Discrimi

nation Test. 

The Monroe Visualization Test requires subjects to 

reproduce, by writing and drawing, nonsense words after an 

interval following an exposure. The number of words 



Table 1. Breakdown of Subject Selection by Linguistic Background, Presence of 
Learning Disability, Age, and Sex. — Total N of Population = 74 

Group 1 
Unilingual 
Learning-
Disabled 

Group 2 
Bilingual 
Learning-
Disabled 

Group 3 
Bilingual 
Normal 

Group 4 
Unilingual 
Normal 

Total N of group 22 17 19 16 

Males 13 7 8 8 

Females 9 10 11 8 

Eight year olds 4 5 4 4 

Nine year olds 2 5 4 4 

Ten year olds 9 6 1 5 

Eleven year olds 7 1 10 3 

Eight and nine year 
olds 6 10 8 8 

Ten and eleven year 
olds 16 7 11 8 
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correct score results. Norms are percentiles based on the 

subjects' raw scores and ages (8-15 years). 

The Comprehension subtests from the Gates-MacGinitie 

Reading Tests, form one, of Primary A, B, and C, and Survey 

D (grades 1, 2, 3, and 4-6) measure reading comprehension 

skill by requiring subjects to select the correct picture 

or word that completes the meaning of a sentence or para

graph. Raw scores convert to grade scores (1.2-11.9), 

standard scores, and percentiles. 

The Picture Story Language Test requires the subject 

to write a story about a picture. Raw scores are converted 

to age equivalents (7-17), percentiles, and stanine ranks. 

Standardized scoring procedures are used to obtain the Words 

per Sentence and Abstract-Concrete Scale scores. 

The Monroe Word Discrimination Test, from the 

Monroe Diagnostic Reading Test, requires the subject to 

match a word spoken by the examiner to its printed form 

within a list of words. Scores are number correct, and 

grade equivalents for the scores range from 1.0 to 5.5. 

All tests were administered in English and required 

the subjects to read and listen and respond in English. 

The tests were administered by the author and three assis

tants in June, 1979, using the standardized procedures for 

each test. The examiners and the author trained together 

in the administration of the tests before administration to 

the sample population. This training continued until 
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inter-examiner reliability reached 90% on 12 non-subject 

administrations. The subjects were tested randomly and 

the examiners did not know to which group any of the 

subjects had been assigned. The author scored all of the 

test protocols. 

The five scores yielded by the four tests were 

examined utilizing discriminant analysis. First, an 

analysis was performed comparing Group 1, the unilingual 

learning-disabled subjects, with Group 4, the unilingual 

normal subjects. A discriminant score was calculated for 

each subject (Appendix A). Through an examination of dis

criminant scores, three subjects were transferred from 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) to Group 4 

(unilingual-normal) and one subject was transferred from 

Group 4 to Group 1. 

Second, a discriminant analysis was performed com

paring Group 2, the bilingual learning-disabled subjects, 

with Group 3, the bilingual normal subjects. A discriminant 

score was calculated for each subject (Appendix A). Through 

an examination of the discriminant scores, one subject was 

transferred from Group 3 (bilingual normal) to Group 2, 

(bilingual learning-disabled). 

Based on the results of the discriminant analysis, 

as seen in Table 2, group membership for the study was 

determined. The discriminant analysis determined that 69 

of the subjects v/ere appropriately assigned to learning 



Table 2. Breakdown of 
Background, 

Sample Following Discriminant Analysis by Linguistic 
Presence of Learning Disability, Age, and Sex 

Group 1 
Unilingual 
Learning-
Disabled 

Group 2 
Bilingual 
Learning-
Disabled 

Group 3 
Bilingual 
Normal 

Group 4 
Unilingual 
Normal 

Total N of group 20 18 18 13 

Males 11 8 7 10 

Females 9 10 11 8 

Eight year olds 4 5 4 4 

Nine year olds 2 6 3 4 

ten year olds 7 6 1 7 

eleven year olds 7 1 10 3 

Eight and nine year 
olds 6 11 7 8 

Ten and eleven year 
olds 14 7 11 10 
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disability or normal groups as a result of the initial 

population selection procedure and that five of the subjects 

required reassignment. 

Experimental Task Selection 

The five acquisition of word meaning tasks were 

devised by the author to measure children's ability in the 

acquisition of new word meaning according to the theory of 

Kass (1975). This ability is thought to develop in a signi

ficant way during the time children are at the Re-cognition 

Function Level, which according to the theory, occurs from 

age 8 to 11. 

According to Kass's (197 5) theory, there are five 

states of awareness that occur while the child is at the 

Re-cognition Function Level. These are thought to be crit

ical to learning and involved in the acquisition of word 

meaning. Each task requires the subject to respond cor

rectly by utilizing one of the states of awareness hypothe

sized to be involved in the acquisition of word meaning. 

The tasks devised were: Task 1, Word Classification; Task 

2, Word Class Labeling; Task 3, Verbal Analogies; Task 4, 

Synonyms and Antonyms; Task 5, Creative Language (Part A, 

written; Part B, verbal) (Appendix B). 

The words employed in Tasks 1 through Task 4 were 

chosen from lists of words introduced in many schools from 

first through fifth grade. The lists included the Dolch 
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List (1949) and Smith's (1959; 1963) lists, used in informal 

reading diagnosis for grades one through six. 

The cartoons selected for Task 5 were taken from 

the Sacramento Bee Sunday paper (Walker, 1976; Mik, 1976) 

The final selection was made from more than 200 cartoons 

appearing in Sunday editions over a time span of three 

years. The selection process involved the following cri

teria. The cartoons had to (1) offer many possibilities 

of language production, (2) maintain a simple straightfor

ward story line that tied the separate pictures together, 

yet required the formation of verbal concepts to understand 

the action pictures, (3) provide actions and verbal concepts 

that could be understood and described by a randomly chosen 

group of 8, 9, and 10-year-old non-subject children. The 

cartoons so chosen were "Beetle Baily" by Mort Walker for 

Part A, and "Ferd'nand" by Mik for Part B. Each of the 

cartoons contained six separate color pictures in sequence. 

For all experimental tasks, the printed stimulus 

materials were read aloud by the examiner during the time 

that visual stimuli were presented to the subject. All 

tasks were untimed. 

Experimental Task Description 

Task 1. Word Classification. Task 1, Word Classi

fication, was constructed so that the state of awareness of 



attending or the process of concept discrimination would 

be employed by the subject (Appendix B). A series of 20 

cards, each displaying four words printed in English, were 

devised. Three of the words belonged to a predetermined 

generic class, represented by a verbal concept. The fourth 

word did not belong to that class. Only one possible basis 

for the differentiation was hypothesized. This basis became 

the correct response for Task 2. A correct response 

involved the subject pointing to and/or saying the word 

that did not belong to the class. For example, printed 

on Card 1 were the words swim, splash, float and talk. 

For a correct response, the subject would point to the word 

talk. 

Task 2, Word Class Labeling. Task 2, Word Class 

Labeling, was constructed so that the state of awareness 

of labeling or the process of concept labeling would be 

employed by the subject (Appendix B). This task required 

the subjects to give the reason why the word that they 

picked out in Task 1 did not belong. A positive or negative 

labeling of the concept through a verbal statement was 

required for a correct response. This task was untimed. 

For example, Card 1 from Task 1 would require the subject 

to give a verbal response indicating that the words swim, 

splash, and float involved water while the word talk did 

not. 
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Task 3, Verbal Analogies. Task 3, Verbal Analogies, 

was constructed so that the state of awareness of .under

standing or the process of concept application would be 

required for appropriate subject response. A series of 

twenty stimulus cards, each displaying a verbal analogy in 

English,, was devised (Appendix B) . Each card displayed an 

analogy of the form a is to b as c is to . Four response 

choices were printed on each card, one of which completed 

the analogy correctly. A correct response required the 

subject to point to and/or say the correct word that cor

rectly completed the verbal analogy. 

For example, printed on Card 1 were the phrases 

"Father is to mother as boy is to 11 The words near, 

puppy, she, and girl appeared on the card as response 

choices. For a correct response, the subject would point 

the word girl. 

Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms. Task 4,. Synonyms 

and Antonyms, was constructed so that the state of aware

ness of integration, or the process of the automatic and 

quick use of a concept would be required for appropriate 

responding (Appendix B). A series of 2 0 stimulus cards 

was devised with the first ten concerning synonyms and the 

second ten concerning antonyms. Each stimulus card dis

played a word on the left side and a group of four response 

choices on the right side. A correct response was the 
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subject saying and/or pointing to the synonym or antonym 

from among the response choices that matched the stimulus 

word. For example, printed on Card 1 (synonym) were the 

words hot and the four response choice words warm, house, 

cool, and ice. For a correct response, the subject would 

point to warm. 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written) and 

Part B (verbal). Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written) 

(written) and Part B (verbal), were structured so that the 

state of awareness of expression, or the process of the 

communication of verbal concepts would be required for 

appropriate responding. A Beetle Bailey Sunday cartoon in 

the Sacramento Bee (Walker, 197 6) (Appendix B) was selected 

for Part A (written). Subjects were required to write, in 

English, statements appropriate to what the cartoon char

acters were saying in each empty balloon (the graphic 

method of displaying speech in cartoons). 

Part B (verbal) was similar to Part A in all 

respects, except that the caroon used was Ferd'nand 

(Mik, 1976) (Appendix B). The subjects were instructed to 

verbalize what they felt the content of an empty balloon 

was, and these statements were recorded on a response sheet 

by the examiner. 
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Experimental Task Appropriateness 

The question of task appropriateness was examined 

in the process of task selection. This involved looking at 

the principles of content validity, construct validity, and 

criterion related validity (Isaac, 1977). Principles of 

content validity and the predictions arising from questions 

of construct validity were dealt with at the time of task 

selection and are discussed below. Considerations related 

to construct validity predictions and criterion-related 

validity will be discussed in the results chapter. 

Determining whether or not the tasks sample school 

related academic requirements that depend upon skill in the 

acquisition of word meaning is a question of content valid

ity. The stimulus words used in the tasks were drawn from 

widely used lists of words which reflect the most commonly 

used words in elementary school basal readers. 

Task 1, Word Classification, involving verbal 

concept discrimination, requires the subject to pick out a 

word that does not belong to a class of words. This skill 

is widely taught and used in elementary grades, as seen in 

such basal reading programs as the Open Highways Program 

from Scott, Foresman and in other reading materials such as 

the Specific Skill Series from Barnell-Loft. 

Task 2, Word Class Labeling, involving verbal con

cept labeling, requires the subject to name the generic 
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Class to which a group of words belong or to which one word 

does not belong. This skill, together with the skill repre

sented in Task 1, is taught and practiced in most early 

elementary grades. 

Task 3, Verbal Analogies, involving verbal concept 

application, requires the subject to complete a verbal 

analogy. This skill, in addition to being taught in most 

elementary classrooms, is also represented by a subtest on 

both the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children Revised 

(Wechsler, 1978), and the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic 

Abilities (Kirk et al., 1968). Both are widely used in 

testing elementary school children for verbal language 

ability. 

Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms, involving the quick 

and automatic application of verbal concepts, requires the 

subject to match synonyms and antonyms. Again, elementary 

schools and reading programs offer instruction in this 

skill area. 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written) and Part 

B (verbal) involving verbal concept communication or expres

sion, requires the subject to write (Part A) and to speak 

(Part B). The subject responses are examined for abstract 

verbal concept statements and average sentence length. 

Speaking and writing, using verbal concepts effectively, is 

a critical part of any school curriculum. However, the 

application of these skills to provide the verbal 



64 

communication for characters through the visual presentation 

of cartoons is not a typical school task. At the same time, 

pupils are often asked to write creatively or to show and 

tell. There appears to be a relationship between the 

demands of the Creative Language Task and those required of 

elementary school pupils. 

The principles of construct validity can be examined 

by looking at the hypotheses that Kass's theoretical con

struct predicts for subject performance on the experimental 

tasks. Kass's theory, given the population used in this 

study, would predict a significant effect for the presence 

of learning disability and for age on tasks involving the 

acquisition of word meaning. It would also predict the 

absence of a significant interaction effect between learning 

disability and linguistic background. It would also predict 

the absence of a significant effect for linguistic background 

given sufficient practice in the language of the test 

administered. These hypotheses will be considered in the 

results chapter. 

Administration and Scoring Procedures 

All five experimental tasks were administered during 

a single session to each subject. The group membership of 

the subjects was unknown to the examiners. The subject 



order was randomized. Tasks were administered in serial 

sequence (Task 1 through Task 5) in all cases. 

The author trained three assistant examiners in 10 

sessions. Task administration was standardized and practice 

continued until an interexaminer reliability of 9 0% was 

achieved on 12 non-subject children. 

For Tasks 1-4, two examples were presented to the 

subject before each of the tasks commenced. If the subject 

was not able to perform the example tasks correctly, the 

tasks were repeated until correct responses were made. The 

examiner (E) pointed to and stated the correct response on 

example one. He explained why it was a correct response 

and allowed the subject to try again on example two. For 

Task 5, Creative Language, the subjects were shown the 

cartoon for Part A (written) with the empty balloons shown. 

They were given the Response Sheet for Part A. The examiner 

explained the task, pointing to the balloons and the appro

priate places on the Response Sheet. Subjects first gave 

a short verbal response. If the example response was 

accurate, regardless of sentence length or degree of 

abstraction, the subjects were directed to proceed. For 

Part B (verbal), the procedure was identical, except that 

subject responses were recorded verbatim by the examiner. 

All subject responses on all tasks, with the excep

tion of Task 5, Creative Language (Part A), were recorded 
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by the examiners on Score Sheets for each task. All direc

tions, instructions, and task materials were in English. 

For each task, all printed stimulus materials were read 

aloud by the examiner while these materials were visually 

exposed to the subjects. When a subject stated that he 

did not know what a particular word meant, the examiner 

repeated the reading of the entire stimulus card. When the 

subject stated that he did not know how to spell a word he 

wished to write, the examiner instructed the subject to do 

the best job possible. 

All scoring was performed by the author at the 

completion of the data gathering process. During scoring, 

the author was unaware of the group membership assigned to 

the subjects. Tasks were scored in serial order across the 

entire sample (that is, all 74 Task 2 score sheets, etc.). 

For Tasks 1, 3, and 4, subjects received a score of 1 for 

each correct response choice for a possible perfect raw 

score of 20 on each of these tasks. For Task 2, the exam

iner wrote on the score sheet the verbatim answer of the 

subject. If the verbal concept was stated within the 

response, the response was scored as correct. In doubtful 

cases or cases where there was no response or a wrong 

response, the item was scored as zero. There was a possible 

perfect score of 20 on this task. 

Task 5, Parts A and B, were scored using the pro

cedures from the Abstract-Concrete Scale and the Words per 
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Sentence score on the Picture Story Language Test 

(Myklebust, 1965). An Abstract-Concrete Scale score and a 

Words per Sentence score were obtained for both Part A 

(written) and Part B (verbal) of the Creative Language 

Task. 

The Picture Story Language Test was devised to 

measure the increases of complexity (Abstract-Concrete Scale) 

and the increases in sentence length that occur in written 

language as a function of age. The stimulus used in the 

test is a photograph of a boy playing with toys. Subjects 

are instructed to write a story about the picture. 

The Abstract-Concrete Scale is a 0 to 25 point scale 

that describes increments in the complexity of written lan

guage. For example, a 5-year-old child may write single 

vrords representing objects in the picture (1 point) while 

a 9-year-old child may write a description of the scene 

including two or more interactions between the doll char

acters (12 points). This scale measures ideational qualities 

more than grammatical qualities. The scale describes five 

levels of performance: Level 1, Meaningless Language; 

Level 2, Concrete-Descriptive; Level 3, Concrete-

Imaginative; Level 4, Abstract Descriptive; Level 5, 

Abstract-Imaginative. 

The Words per Sentence score is a numerical calcu

lation. It is derived by dividing the total number of words 

in the subject's story by the total number of sentences. 
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The Words per Sentence score for the Creative Lan

guage Task was a calculation dividing the total number of 

words in all six response items in each part by the total 

number of sentences used in all six response items. In 

cases where punctuation was absent or faulty, the author 

defined sentences, based on standard grammatical rules. 

The Abstract-Concrete Scale score for the Creative 

Language Task was likewise derived from an analysis of all 

six response items in each part. The author had been 

trained on this scale, utilizing both written and verbal 

response recordings made in a clinical setting for children 

with learning disabilities. In addition, the author had 

used the same scale to derive the Abstract-Concrete Scale 

score for the Picture Story Language Test administered in 

the first part of this study. The author found that the 

scale was easily adaptable to an analysis of the responses 

for Task 5. No changes were made in the standard scoring 

procedure. There was no limit to the possible Words per 

Sentence score. The Abstract-Concrete Scale score could 

range from zero to 25. 

Experimental Design 

The experimental design is a 2 x 2 factorial analy

sis of variance (presence of learning disability x linguis

tic background) and covariance (age, sex). The following 

groups were established: Group 1, unilingual 
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learning-disabled (N = 20); Group 2, bilingual learning-

disabled (N = 18); Group 3, bilingual normal (N = 18); and 

Group 4, unilingual normal (N = 18). All subjects ranged in 

age from 8 to 11 years. The total number of subjects was 

74 (N = 74) . 

The results from the administration of the five 

experimental tasks (yielding eight scores) were submitted 

to a two-way factorial analysis of variance procedure to 

determine the effects on task performance of linguistic 

background (unilingual vs. bilingual) and the presence of 

learning disability (learning-disabled vs. normal). In 

addition, they were submitted to analysis of covariance 

procedures to determine the effects of age and sex on 

task performance. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the experimental results and 

a discussion of them. First, the results from tests for 

homogeneity of variance are given and discussed. Second, 

the results from the two-way factorial analysis of variance 

for each of the eight scores from the five experimental 

tasks are given and each task is discussed. Third, the 

four research questions are analyzed and discussed. Fourth, 

experimental task appropriateness is discussed. 

Tests for Homogeneity of Variance 

Tests were conducted to determine the homogeneity 

of variance. The Cochrans C Test, the Bartlett Box F Test, 

and the F max Test were used (Table 3). These tests were 

conducted to meet the requirement that the variance among 

each of the samples compared be homogeneous. In this study, 

performance scores on Task 1, Word Classification, Task 3, 

Verbal Analogies, Task 4, Synonyms-Antonyms, and Task 5, 

Creative Language, Part B (verbal) Words per Sentence score, 

do not meet the assumption. Performance scores on Task 

2, Word Class Labeling, Task 5, Creative Language, Part 

A (written) and Part B (verbal), Abstract-Concrete Scale 
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Table 3. Tests for Homogeneity of Variance 

Task 
No. 

Task 
Title 

Cochrans C 

Maximum 
Variance 
Minimum 
Variance I 

Bartlet Box F 

F Max Test 

Maximum 
Variance 

Minimum 
Variance 

F Table Requirements 

df 

Maximum 

Minimum Meet 

1 Word Classification 0.4109 

2 Word Class Labeling 0.3413 

3 Verbal Analogies 0.4421 

4 Synonyms-Antonyms 0.4632 

5 Creative Language 

Part A: Abstract-
Concrete 0.3822 

Part A: Words 
per Sentence 0.2838 

Part B: Abstract-

Concrete 0.2555 

Part B: Words 
per Sentence 0.6273 

0.057 

0.322 

0.022 

0.011 

3.605 

0.850 

3.157 

5.790 

0.013 

0.467 

0.024 

0.001 

0.124 1.091 0.352 

0.909 0.195 0.900 

1.0 0.004 1.00 

0.000 7.244 0.000 

4.942 

2.070 

4.623 

5.126 

17/17 

17/17 

17/17 

19/17 

4.89 

2 . 2 6  

3.22 

5.00 

0.001 No 

0.05 Yes 

0.01 No 

0.001 No 

2.232 19/17 2.29 0.05 Yes 

1.434 17/17 2.26 0.05 Yes 

1.048 19/17 2.29 0.05 Yes 

5.939 17/17 5.00 0.001 No 
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scores, and Part A (written) Words per Sentence score do 

meet the test of the assumption. 

Glass and Stanley (197 0) stated that unless the 

numbers of each of the sample groups compared are grossly 

disproportionate, a lack of homogeneity of variance does 

not negatively affect the robustness assumptions of analysis 

of variance. Because the number of subjects in each group 

was not grossly disproportionate, the use of this procedure 

with the tasks that did not meet the homogeneity or variance 

assumption is still viable. 

Two-way Factorial Analysis of Variance 
of Eight Scores from Five 

Experimental Tasks 

A two-way factorial analysis of variance (presence 

of learning disability x linguistic background) and covari-

ance (age, sex) were computed for each of the eight 

scores from the five experimental tasks. A .05 level of 

significance of F was used to determine the significance of 

results. 

Task 1, Word Classification 

Performance on Task 1, which required the subject to 

pick out a word that did not fit the category of the remain

ing three words, varied significantly as a function of age 

and the presence of learning disability, but not as a function 

of linguistic background. There was no significant inter

action effect. These results are presented in Table 4. 



Table 4. Task 1, Word Classification, ANOVA Source Table for Learning-
Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the 
Covariates of Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 60.042 2 30.021 5.323 0.007 

Age 48.859 1 48.859 8.662 0.004 

Sex 13.978 1 13.978 2.478 0.120 

Main Effects 116.930 2 58.465 10.366 0.001 

Learning 
Disabled vs 
Normal 99.571 1 99.571 17.653 0.001 

Unilingual vs 
Bilingual 19.801 1 19.801 3.511 0.065 

Two-way Inter
action 5.393 1 5.393 0.956 0.332 

Explained 182.365 5 36.473 6.466 0.001 

Residual 383.540 68 5.640 
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These results indicate that the age range of 8 to 

11 years represents a significant period for the subjects 

in the development of ability to discriminate between 

verbal concepts (p = .004). It also is indicated that 

the presence of learning disability has a significant 

effect on the development of this ability (p = .001). An 

examination of the means in Table 5 indicates that this 

effect is negative. Linguistic background, however, did 

not significantly affect the ability to discriminate 

between verbal concepts as represented in this task. 

Finally, the lack of an interaction effect indicates no 

significant relationship exists between linguistic back

ground and the presence of learning disability on this 

task. 

Task 2, Word Class Labeling 

Performance on Task 2, which required the subjects 

to state the reason why the chosen word did not belong to 

the word class in Task 1, varied significantly as a function 

of the presence of learning-disability and linguistic back

ground but not as a function of age. There was no signifi

cant interaction effect. The results are presented in 

Table 6. 

These results indicate that for this sample the 

presence of learning-disability has a significant effect 

on the ability to verbally express concepts (p = .022). 
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 1, Word Classification 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 15.200 

Standard Deviation 2.78 3 

Standard Error 0.622 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 14.167 

Standard Deviation 3.167 

Standard Error 0.746 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 16.389 

Standard Deviation 2.14 6 

Standard Error 0.506 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 17.833 

Standard Deviation 1.425 

Standard Error 0.366 



Table 6. Task 2, Word Class Labeling, ANOVA Source Table for Learning-
Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the 
Covariates of Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 13.939 2 6.970 0.539 0.586 

Age 12.421 1 12.421 0.960 0.331 

Sex 2.050 1 2.050 0.158 0.692 

Main Effects 131.373 2 65.686 5.076 0.009 

Learning 
Disabled vs 
Normal 71.111 1 71.111 5.495 0.022 

Unilingual vs 
Bilingual 64.009 1 64.009 4.946 0.029 

Two-way Inter
action 0.653 1 0.653 0.050 0.823 

Explained 145.965 5 29.193 2.256 0.059 

Residual 879.995 68 12.941 
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An examination of the means for this task, presented in 

Table 7 shows that this effect is negative. ANOVA results 

also indicate that linguistic background has a significant 

effect on this ability (p = .029). Further examination of 

the means in Table 7 shows that each group of bilingual 

subjects performed more poorly than those of unilingual 

subjects matched for the presence of learning-disability. 

The ANOVA results indicate that age did not significantly 

affect the subjects' ability to verbally state the word 

class on this task (p = .331). 

Task 3, Verbal Analogies 

Performance on Task 3, which required the subjects 

to complete a verbal analogy by chosing one of four response 

choices, varied significantly as a function of presence of 

learning-disability, age, and linguistic background. The 

results are presented in Table 8. There was no significant 

interaction effect between linguistic background and the 

presence of learning-disability. It is indicated that the 

age range of these subjects represents a significant period 

of acquisition of this ability for this population sample 

(p = .011). An examination of means in Table 9 indicates 

that the presence of learning-disability negatively affects 

the ability to formulate verbal analogies for these subjects 

(p = .001). Linguistic background, in this case bilingual 

Spanish-English, also affected task performance (p = .042). 
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Table 7. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard 
Errors of Measurement on Task 2, Word Class 
Labeling 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 13.900 

Standard Deviation 2.900 

Standard Error 0.648 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 11.667 

Standard Deviation 4.173 

Standard Error 0.984 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 14.000 

Standard Deviation 3.325 

Standard Error 0.784 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 15.611 

Standard Deviation 3.760 

Standard Error 0.886 



Table 8. Task 3, Verbal Analogies, ANOVA Source Table for Learning-
Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the 
Covariates of Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 37.405 2 18.702 3.467 0.037 

Age 37.272 1 27.272 6.909 0.011 

Sex 0.000 1 0.000 0.000 0.995 

Main Effects 160.365 2 80.182 14.862 0.001 

Learning 
Disabled vs 
Normal 140.233 1 140.233 25.993 0.001 

Unilingual vs 
Bilingual 23.264 1 23.264 4.312 0.042 

Two-way Inter
action 3.534 1 3.534 0.655 0.421 

Explained 201.303 5 40.261 7.463 0.001 

Residual 366.859 68 5.395 
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Table 9. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 3, Verbal Analogies 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 15.550 

Mean 2.438 

Standard Deviation 0.545 

Standard Error 14.500 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 14.500 

Standard Deviation 3.148 

Standard Error 0.742 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 17.222 

Standard Deviation 2.102 

Standard Error 0.495 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 18.556 

Standard Deviation 2.102 

Standard Error 0.263 
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Further examination of the means in Table 9 shows that both 

bilingual groups performed more poorly than the unilingual 

groups matched for the presence of learning-disability. 

Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms 

As shown in Table 10, task performance which 

required the subjects to choose one of four response choices 

in response to a synonym or antonym stimulus word, varied 

significantly as a function of the presence of learning-

disability (p = .001) but not as a function of linguistic 

background (p = .700) or age (p = .195). There was no 

significant interaction effect. An examination of means in 

Table 11 indicates that the presence of learning-disability 

negatively affects the ability to form relationships between 

words for this sample. 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written), 
Abstract-Concrete Scale Score 

As shown in Table 12, performance on Task 5, Part A, 

which required subjects to write in the verbal statements 

of cartoon characters and resulted in an Abstract-Concrete 

Scale score for use of written linguistic abstractions, 

was significantly affected by the presence of learning-

disability (p = .004) and by age (p = .003), but not by 

linguistic background (p = .749) . There was no significant 

interaction effect. An examination of means in Table 13 

indicates that the ability to write linguistic abstractions 

is negatively affected by the presence of learning 



Table 10. Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms, ANOVA Source Table for Learning-
Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the 
Covariates of Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 6.639 2 3.319 0. 938 0.397 

Age 6. 070 1 6. 070 1. 715 0.195 

Sex 0.375 1 0.375 0. 106 0.746 

Main Effects 82.457 2 41.228 11. 647 0.001 

Learning Disabled 
vs. Normal 82.237 1 82.237 23. 232 0.001 

Unilingual 
vs. Bilingual 0.530 1 0.530 0. 150 0.700 

Two-way Interaction 7. 819 1 7.819 2. 209 0.142 

Explained 96.915 5 19.383 5. 475 0.001 

Residual 240.706 68 3.540 

00 
to 



Table 11. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 16.550 

Standard Deviation 2.523 

Standard Error 0.564 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 16.889 

Standard Deviation 2.193 

Standard Error 0.517 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 18.500 

Standard Deviation 1.150 

Standard Error 0.271 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 19.222 

Standard Deviation 1.114 

Standard Error 1.511 



Table 12. Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written), Abstract-Concrete Scale 
Score, ANOVA Source Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and 
Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the Covariates of Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 252.259 2 126.130 5 .298 0.007 

Age 225.561 1 225.561 9 .474 0.003 

Sex 36.219 1 36.219 1 .521 0.222 

Main Effects 220.962 2 110.481 4 .640 0.013 

Learning Disabled 
vs. Normal 217.017 1 217.017 9 .115 0.004 

Unilingual 
vs. Bilingual 2.448 1 2.448 0 .103 0.749 

Two-way Interaction 26.790 1 26.790 1 .125 0.293 

Explained 500.011 5 100.002 4 .200 0.002 

Residual 1,619.030 68 23.809 

00 
it*. 
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Table 13. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 5, Creative Language, 
Part A (written) Abstract-Concrete Scale Score 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 6.750 

Standard Deviation 4.290 

Standard Error 0.959 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 7.111 

Standard Deviation 4.651 

Standard Error 1.096 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 10.389 

Standard Deviation 5.135 

Standard Error 1.210 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (U = 18) 

Mean 10.833 

Standard Deviation 6.410 

Standard Error 1.511 
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disability. In addition, it is indicated that the age 

range of these subjects represents a significant period 

in the acquisition of this ability. 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written), 
Words per Sentence Score 

As shown in Table 14, performance on Task 5, Part A, 

which required subjects to write in the verbal statements 

of cartoon characters in a cartoon sequence and resulted 

in a Words per Sentence score for average sentence length, 

varied significantly as a function of linguistic back

ground (p = .004) but not as a function of the presence of 

learning-disability (p = .286) or age (p = .850). There 

was no significant interaction effect. An examination of 

means in Table 15 shows that a bilingual English-Spanish 

linguistic background has a positive affect on average 

written sentence length. 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part B (verbal), 
Abstract-Concrete Scale Score 

As shown in Table 16, performance on Task 5, Part 

B, which required the subjects to make verbal statements 

(recorded by examiner) for cartoon characters and resulted 

in an Abstract-Concrete Scale score for the use of verbal 

abstractions, was significantly affected by the presence of 

learning disability (p = .029) but not by linguistic back

ground (p = .391) or age (p = .070). There was no 



Table 14. Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written), Words per Sentence Score, 
ANOVA Source Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual vs. 
Bilingual and the Covariates of Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 2.907 2 1.454 0.472 0.626 

Age 0.112 1 0.112 0.036 0.850 

Sex 2.851 1 2.851 0.925 0.340 

Main Effects 32.186 2 16.093 5.220 0.008 

Learning Disabled 
vs. Normal 

3.563 1 3.563 1.156 0.286 

Unilingual vs. Bilingual 28.025 1 28.025 9.090 0.004 

Two-way Interaction 4.617 1 4.617 1.498 0.225 

Explained 39.710 5 7.942 2.576 0.034 

Residual 209.642 68 3.083 

00 
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Table 15. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 5, Creative Language, 
Part A (written) Words per Sentence Score 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 3.750 

Standard Deviation 1.773 

Standard Error 0.397 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 5.500 

Standard Deviation 1.757 

Standard Error 0.414 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 5.444 

Standard Deviation 1.542 

Standard Error 0.364 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 4.667 

Standard Deviation 1.847 

Standard Error 0.435 



Table 16. Task 5, Creative Language, Part B (verbal), Abstract-Concrete Scale 
Score, ANOVA Source Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and 
Unilingual vs. Bilingual and the Covariates of Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 78.853 2 39.426 2 .160 0.123 

Age 61.641 1 61.641 3 .377 0.070 

Sex 21.080 1 21.080 1 .155 0.286 

Main Effects 102.818 2 51.409 2 .816 0.067 

Learning Disability 
v. Normal 91.118 1 91.118 4 .992 0.029 

Unilingual vs. Bilingual 13.629 1 13.629 0 .747 0.391 

Two-way Interaction 39.077 1 39.077 2 .141 0.148 

Explained 220.747 5 44.149 2 .419 0.045 

Residual 1,241.307 68 18.255 



interaction effect. An examination of means in Table 17 

indicates that the presence of learning disability nega

tively affects the ability to state verbal abstractions. 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part B (verbal), 
Words per Sentence Score 

As shown in Table 18, performance on Task 5, Part B, 

which required subjects to make verbal statements (recorded 

by examiner) for cartoon characters in a cartoon sequence 

and resulted in a Words per Sentence score for average 

sentence length, did not vary significantly as a function 

of any factors measured in this study. It is indicated 

that the presence of learning disability (p = .383), 

linguistic background (p = .327), and the age range repre

sented by these subjects (p = .603), did not have a signi

ficant affect on the average sentence length of verbal 

statements for the subjects. The examination of the mean 

scores in Table 19 supports this conclusion. 

Research Questions 

In this section, each of the four research questions 

is analyzed and discussed. The affects on task perfor

mance by (1) the presence of learning disability, (2) 

linguistic background, (3) age, and (4) the interaction 

effect between the presence of learning-disability and 

linguistic background are examined. 
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Table 17. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 5, Creative Language, 
Part B (verbal), Abstract-Concrete Scale Score 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 8.750 

Standard Deviation 4.290 

Standard Error 0.959 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 8.667 

Standard Deviation 4.393 

Standard Error 1.035 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 9.944 

Standard Deviation 4.331 

Standard Error 1.021 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 12.111 

Standard Deviation 4.364 

Standard Error 1.029 



Table 18. Task 5, Creative Language, Part B (verbal), Words per Sentence Score, 
ANOVA Source Table for Learning-Disabled vs. Normal and Unilingual 
vs. Bilingual and the Covariates on Age and Sex 

Source of 
Variation 

Sum of 
Squares 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

Mean 
Square F 

Significance 
of F 

Covariates 2.800 2 1.400 0. 512 0.601 

Age 0.746 1 0.746 0. 273 0.603 

Sex 2.191 1 2.191 0. 802 0.374 

Main Effects 4.633 2 2.316 0. 848 0.433 

Learning Disabled 
vs. Normal 2.105 1 2.105 0. 770 0.383 

Unilingual 
vs. Bilingual 2.659 1 2.659 0. 973 0.327 

Two-way Interaction 1.288 1 1.288 0. 471 0.495 

Explained 8.720 5 1.744 0. 638 0.671 

Residual 185.834 68 2.733 

vo 
to 
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Table 19. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors 
of Measurement for Task 5, Creative Language* 
Part B (verbal), Words per Sentence Score 

Groups Scores 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 4.400 

Standard Deviation 2.542 

Standard Error 0.568 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 4.611 

Standard Deviation 1.290 

Standard Error 0.304 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 4.500 

Standard Deviation 1.043 

Standard Error 0.246 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 3.833 

Standard Deviation 1.04 3 

Standard Error 0.246 
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Presence of Learning Disability 

A significant difference exists between the perfor

mance of normal and learning-disabled subjects on acquisi

tion of word meaning tasks. As can be seen on Table 20, 

the presence of learning disability affected performance 

on all five experimental tasks. An examination of the means 

in Table 21 shows that learning disabled subjects scored 

lower than normal subjects on six of the eight scores. 

Results from Task 1, Word Classification, show that 

learning-disabled subjects have acquired fewer word meanings 

than normal subjects. The results from Task 2, Word Class 

Labeling, indicate that learning-disabled subjects, when 

compared to normal subjects, do not recognize as many verbal 

concepts that represent word classes. The conclusion may 

be made that the presence of learning disability slows the 

acquisition of word meaning. 

Results for Task 3, Verbal Analogies, show that 

learning-disabled subjects when compared to normal subjects 

made fewer applications of verbal concepts to comparisons 

between words. These results indicate that learning-

disabled subjects may not have a memorized repertoire of 

verbal concepts as large as normal subjects. They may also 

indicate that learning-disabled subjects are not able to 

make as many multiple comparisons between words within a 

verbal concept as can normal subjects. 



Table 20. Summary of Task Performance 

Task 
(description) 

Significant 
Effect 

Non-Significant 
Effect 

Task 1, Word Classification. 
(Pick out word of 4 words not 
included in verbal concept) 

Presence of Learning 
Disability 

Age 

Linguistic Background 

Interaction Effect* 

Task 2, Word Class Labeling 
(Verbally give reason why word 
in Task 1 did not belong to the 
verbal concept) 

Presence of Learning 
Disability 

Linguistic Background 

Age 

Interaction Effect 

Task 3, Verbal Analogies 
(Complete a verbal analogy by 
choosing one of 4 response 
choices) 

Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms 
(Choosing one of 4 response 
choices of a synonym or antonym 
to given stimulus word) 

Task 5, Creative Language, Part A 
Abstract-Concrete 
(Write verbal statements of 
cartoon sequence-analysis of use 
of abstract ideas) 

Presence of Learning 
Disability 

Age 

Linguistic Background 

Presence of Learning 
Disability 

Presence of Learning 
Disability 
Age 

Interaction Effect 

Linguistic Background 

Age 

Interaction Effect 

Linguistic Background 

Interaction Effect 

(Jl 



Table 20. — Continued 

Task 
(description) 

Significant 
Effect 

Non-Significant 
Effect 

Task 5, Creative Language 
Part A, Words per Sentence 
(Write verbal statement of cartoon 
sequence-analysis of sentence 
length average) 

Linguistic Background Presence of Learning 
Disability 

Age 

Interaction Effect 

Task 5, Creative Language 
Part B, Abstract-Concrete Scale 
(State verbal statement of cartoon 
sequence-analysis of use of 
abstract ideas) 

Presence of Learning 
Disability 

Age 

Linguistic Background 

Interaction Effect 

Task 5, Creative Language 
Part B, Words per Sentence 
(State verbal statement of cartoon 
sequence-analysis of use of 
abstract ideas) 

Presence of Learning 
Disability 

Linguistic Background 

Age 

interaction effect is presence of learning-disability x linguistic background. 

vo 
CTl 



Table 21. Summary of Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors of 
Measurement on Five Experimental Tasks 

Group Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 15.200 13.900 15.550 16.550 
Standard Deviation 2.783 2.900 2.438 2.523 
Standard Error 0.622 0.648 0.545 0.564 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 14.167 11.667 14.500 16.889 
Standard Deviation 3.167 4.173 3.148 2.193 
Standard Error 0.746 0.984 0.742 0.517 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (IT = 18) 

Mean 16.389 14.000 17.222 18.500 
Standard Deviation 2.146 3.325 2.102 1.150 
Standard Error 0.506 0.784 0.495 0.271 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 17.833 15.611 18.556 19.222 
Standard Deviation 1.425 3.760 1.464 1.114 
Standard Error 0.366 0.886 0.263 1.511 



Table 21. — Continued 

Task 5 

Part A (written) Part B (verbal) 

Abstract- Words per Abstract- Words per 
Concrete Sentence Concrete Sentence 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 6. 750 3. 750 8. 750 4. 400 
Standard Deviation 4. 290 1. 773 4. 290 2. 542 
Standard Error 0. 959 0. 397 0. 959 0. 568 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

Mean 7. 111 5. 500 8. 667 4. 611 
Standard Deviation 4. 651 1. 757 4. 393 1. 290 
Standard Error 1. 096 0. 414 1. 035 0. 304 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 10. 389 5. 444 9. 944 4. 500 
Standard Deviation 5. 135 1. 542 4. 331 1. 043 
Standard Error 1. 210 0. 364 1. 021 0. 246 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (I-J = 18) 

Mean 10. 833 4. 667 12. 111 3. 833 

Standard Deviation 6. 410 1. 847 4. 364 1. 043 

Standard Error 1. 511 0. 435 1. 029 0. 246 

*Task 1 = Word Classification Task 4 = Synonyms and Antonyms 
Task 2 = Word Class Labeling Task 5 = Creative Language 
Task 3 = Verbal Analogies 
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Results for Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms, show that 

learning-disabled subjects when compared to normal subjects 

did not identify as many similarities and differences 

between words. Learning-disabled subjects did not formulate 

as many verbal concepts which contained words with similar 

or opposite meaning as did normal subjects. 

An examination of individual subject protocols 

revealed that learning-disabled subjects scored higher on 

the antonym items than on the synonym items. It seems that 

the discrimination of differences between words is not as 

difficult as the recognition of similarities between them. 

The results of the Abstract-Concrete Scale scores 

from Task 5, Creative Language, both Part A (written) and 

Part B (verbal) indicate that learning disabled subjects 

when compared with normal subjects express verbal concepts 

that are more concrete, less abstract, and less complex. 

It may be concluded that learning-disabled subjects have 

acquired fewer multiple word meanings than normal subjects. 

An exception to these results occurred on Task 5, 

The Creative Language Task, both Part A (written) and Part B 

(verbal). There was not a significant difference between 

learning-disabled and normal subjects on the Words per 

Sentence scores. These results differ from those found by 

Myklebust in the development of the Picture Story Language 

Test (Myklebust, 1965, pp. 106). He stated: 
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According to our findings, it (Words per Sentence) 
is a highly satisfactory measure of the development 
of written language in normal children. Moreover, 
it is sensitive to various types of impositions, as 
illustrated by the findings for the deaf, dyslexic, 
mentally retarded, and socially-emotionally dis
turbed, as well as for those with articulatory 
defects and language deficiencies. 

Myklebust found that learning-disabled subjects wrote sig

nificantly fewer Words per Sentence than chronological age 

matched normal subjects on the Picture Story Language Test. 

He found these results to be relatively consistent across 

the age range of 7 to 15 years. 

It is possible that the method used to stimulate 

language production in this study, the use of cartoons, did 

not elicit the development of longer and more complex 

sentences. This appears to be the case when the Words per 

Sentence scores of the Creative Language Task are compared 

to those of the actual administration of the Picture Story 

Language Test as can be seen in Table 22. 

An examination of group means on the three scores 

shows that the Words per Sentence score from the Picture 

Story Language Test appears to significantly discriminate 

between learning-disabled and normal subjects. The Words 

per Sentence scores from the Creative Language Task appear 

not to discriminate between the learning-disabled and 

normal subjects through limiting the amount of production. 

This hypothesis can be partially tested by examining 

the group means on the same tests with regard to the 



Table 22. Group Means and Standard Deviations (in parentheses) of -Words per 
Sentence Scores on the Picture Story Language Test and the Creative 
Language Task, Parts A and B 

Picture Story 
Language Test Creative Language Task Creative Language Task 
(Written) Part A (Written) Part B (Spoken) 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

5.550 3.750 4.400 
(2.946) (1.773) (2.542) 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled (N = 18) 

6.778 5.500 4.611 
(3.191) (1.757) (1.290) 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

9.111 5.444 4.500 
(1.967) (1.542) (1.043) 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

8.889 4.667 3.833 
(2.471) (1.847) (1.043) 

ie 
Group means are based on group membership following the discriminant 
analysis procedure. 
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Abstract-Concrete Scale score as seen in Table 23. It 

appears that the Creative Language Task, Part A, (on which 

subjects wrote their responses to the cartoon stimulus) 

depressed language production and sentence complexity 

when compared to the Picture Story Language Test. However, 

when the recorded spoken responses of subjects on the 

Creative Language Task, Part B are compared to the Picture 

Story Language Test results, this depression of scores 

apparently continues only for the bilingual normal group. 

When the means and standard deviations for the 

Abstract-Concrete Scale and Words per Sentence scores on 

the three tasks are derived by grouping each of the four 

age levels (8, 9, 10, and 11 years), the depression of Words 

per Sentence scores on the two parts of the Creative Lan

guage Task is apparent. As can be seen on Table 24, a like 

depression in Abstract-Concrete Scale scores occurs only 

for 11 year olds. The Words per Sentence score from the 

Picture Story Language Test seems to discriminate 8 and 9 

year olds from 10 and 11 year olds. This does not occur 

with Words per Sentence scores for the Creative Language 

Task. 

In conclusion, it appears that the presence of 

learning disability for this sample affects each of the 

aspects of the acquisition of word meaning represented by 

tasks in this study, regardless of linguistic background or 

age, and that the absence of an affect on Words per Sentence 



Table 23. Group Means and Standard Deviations (in parentheses) of Abstract-
Concrete Scale Scores on the Picture Story Language Test and the 
Creative Language Task, Parts A and B 

Picture Story-
Language Test Creative Language Task Creative Language Task 
(Written) Part A (written) Part B (verbal) 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

8.000 6.750 8.750 
(5.321) (4.290) (4.290) 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 18) 

7.147 7.111 8.667 
(4.475) (4.651) (4.393) 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

13.500 

( 4.950) 

13.500 10.380 9.944 
(5.135) (4.331) 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

12.222 10.833 12.111 
( 6.093) (6.410) (4.364) 

• 
Group means are based on group membership following the discriminant 
analysis procedure. 



Table 24. Means and Standard Deviations for the Picture Story Language Test and the 
Creative Language Task, Parts A and B, for Each Age Group of 8, 9, 10, 
and 11 Year Olds 

Group 

Abstract-Concrete Score Words per Sentence Score 

Picture Picture 
Story Story 

Part A Part B Language Part A Part B Language 

Eight Year Olds (N = 17) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

6.059 
4.069 

8.059. 
4.548 

7.294 
5.698 

4.706 
1.929 

4.412 
2 . 8 0 8  

6.941 
2 . 8 0 8  

Nine Year Olds (N = 15) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

8 . 0 0 0  
4.914 

9.600 
4.120 

9.000 
4.884 

4.933 
1.534 

4.333 
1.291 

4.333 
1.291 

Ten Year Olds (N = 21) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

9.429 11.000 9.857 5.000 4.524 4.524 
5.492 4.899 4.607 1.924 1.167 1.167 

Eleven Year Olds (N = 21) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 

10.667 10.286 13.619 4.619 4.095 4.095 
5.893 4.039 6.193 2.012 0.889 0.889 
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Scores on the Creative Language Task is an artifact of the 

particular task employed to derive them. 

Linguistic Background 

Linguistic background significantly affected perfor

mance on Task 2, Word Class Labeling, Task 3, Verbal Anal

ogies, and Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written), 

Words per Sentence score (Table 20, p. 95). An examination 

of group mean scores (Table 21, p. 97) shows that both bilin

gual groups scored lower than the comparable unilingual 

groups on the Word Class Labeling and Verbal Analogies tasks. 

It also shows that both bilingual groups scored higher than 

the comparable unilingual groups on the Creative Language 

task, Part A (written), Words per Sentence score. 

The results from the Word Class Labeling Task indi

cate that bilingual subjects when compared with unilingual 

subjects identified fewer word classes. This task required 

familiarity on the part of the subject with single word mean

ings and verbal concepts which included several word meanings. 

Correct performance required familiarity with at least two 

words on each task card. It may be concluded that the 

requirements of the Word Class Labeling Task discriminated 

bilingual from unilingual subjects on the basis of famil

iarity and practice with English as a second language. The 

results from Task 3, Verbal Analogies, were characterized by 
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lower mean scores and by higher variance (as indicated by 

the standard deviations for each group) for each of the 

bilingual groups, when compared to the unilingual groups 

matched for the presence of learning disability. These 

results support the conclusion that the bilingual subjects 

were at different stages of learning English. As on the 

Word Class Labeling task, the greater vocabulary demands of 

Task 3, involving the application of verbal concepts, had 

the effect of limiting correct responses among bilingual 

subj ects. 

An analysis of Task 5, Creative Language, Part A 

(written), Words per Sentence score group means show that 

Group 2, the bilingual learning-disabled subjects, had the 

highest mean score of the four groups. It appears that the 

requirements of the task limited language production for 

those groups that scored higher on the same score for the 

Picture Story Language Test (Table 22, p. 101). This 

conclusion is supported by the group mean scores on the 

Creative Language task, Part B (verbal), Words per Sentence 

score, on which the bilingual learning-disabled group again 

displayed the highest mean score. It might be assumed that 

subjects in this group treated each of the three tasks from 

which Words per Sentence scores were produced alike while 

subjects in the bilingual normal and unilingual normal 

groups treated the Picture Story Language Test differently 

from Task 5, Creative Language, Parts A and B. This 
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maintenance of mean score for the bilingual learning-

disabled group appears to be the largest factor in the anal

ysis of variance results for the Creative Language tasks 

Part A (written), Words per Sentence score. 

In conclusion, it appears that specific task require

ments, as well as the hypothesized lesser degree of practice 

with English among bilingual subjects, resulted in the sig

nificant effects of linguistic background for three of the 

eight experimental task scores. In addition, the depressing 

affect on language production of the cartoon stimuli in 

the Creative Language Task appears to be greater for normal 

subjects and unilingual subjects. 

Age 

All discussion of scores for age level groups must 

be based on the fact that experimental groups were not 

equally represented at each age level (Table 2, p. 56). 

Age was shown to have a significant effect on performance 

on Task 1, Word Classification, Task 3, Verbal Analogies, 

and Task 5, Creative Language, Part A (written) and Part B 

(verbal), both Abstract-Concrete Scale scores (Table 20, 

p. 95), 

Results from the Word Classification Task, as seen 

on Table 25, show that 10 and 11 year olds scored higher 

than 8 and 9 year olds. Older subjects had acquired more 

meanings than younger subjects. The words for each of the 



Table 25. Means, Standard Deviations, and Standard Errors of Measurement for 
Each Age Level on Five Experimental Tasks* 

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 

Eight Year Olds (N = 17> 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

14.588 
3.222 
0.781 

13.000 
4.213 
1.022 

15.588 
2.123 
0.515 

17.353 
2.120 
0.514 

Nine Year Olds (N - 15) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

15.333 
3.222 
0.832 

13.467 
3.944 
1. 018 

15.733 
3.432 
0 . 8 8 6  

17.533 
2.134 
0.551 

Ten Year Olds (N = 21) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

16.667 
2.129 
0.465 

14.619 
3.703 
0.809 

16.667 
2.938 
0.641 

17.905 
2.468 
0.539 

Eleven Year Olds (N = 21) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

16.524 
2. 337 
0.510 

13.857 
3.336 
0.723 

17.831 
2.439 
0.532 

18.095 
5.893 
1.286 



Table 25. — Continued 

Task 5 

Part A (written) Part B (verbal) 
Abstract- Words per Abstract- Words per 
Concrete Sentence Concrete Sentence 

Eight Year Olds (N = 17) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

Nine Year Olds (N = 15) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

Ten Year Olds (N = 21) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

Eleven Year Olds (N - 21) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

6.059 
4.069 
0.987 

8 . 0 0 0  
4.914 
1.269 

9.429 
5.492 
1.198 

10.667 
5.893 
1.286 

4.706 
1.929 
0.468 

4.933 
1.534 
0. 396 

5.000 
1.924 
0.420 

4.619 
2. 012 
0.439 

8.059 
4.548 
1.103 

9.600 
4.120 
1.064 

11.000 
4.899 
1.069 

10.286 
4. 039 
0.881 

4.412 
2 . 8 0 8  
0.681 

4.333 
1.219 
0.333 

4.524 
1.167 
0.255 

4.095 
0.889 
0.194 

*Task 1 = Word Classification 
Task 2 = Word Class Labeling 
Task 3 = Verbal Analogies 

Task 4 = Synonyms and Antonyms 
Task 5 = Creative Language 
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experimental tasks were drawn from those normally presented 

in grades one through five in the public schools. An equal 

number of words were drawn from each grade level. It may 

be concluded that the older subjects had a larger vocab

ulary than the younger subjects since they had been in 

school longer. The largest 2-year difference in mean scores 

occurred between 8 and 10 year olds. 

Results from the Verbal Analogies Task show that 

older subjects could comprehend verbal concepts and apply 

them correctly more often than could younger subjects. As 

seen in Table 2 5, the largest 2-year difference in mean 

scores occurred between 9 and 11 year olds. This would 

indicate, when comparing these results to those from the 

Word Classification Task, that in addition to older subjects 

having a greater vocabulary than younger subjects, an addi

tional factor accounts for the difference in age group means. 

It may be concluded that this factor is the chronological 

age-dependent development of the ability to formuulate 

verbal analogies. 

Results from the Creative Language Task, Part A 

(written) and Part B (verbal), both Abstract-Concrete Scale 

scores (see Table 25), indicate that older subjects express 

verbal concepts differently than younger subjects. The 

verbal and written expression of older subjects is more 

abstract and more complex than that of younger subjects. 
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The results from these scores of the Creative Lan

guage Task also show that the greatest 2-year change in age 

group means occurs between 8 and 10 years. In addition, 

they show that the rate of growth in the ability to formu

late complex and abstract verbal concepts decreases steadily 

across the age span of 8 to 11 years. Finally, they show 

that the difference between the oral and written expression 

of verbal concepts decreases across the same age span. It 

may be concluded that during the period of 8 to 11 years of 

age, a two-stage development in the ability to produce more 

abstract and complex verbal concepts occurs. This develop

ment is characterized by rapid growth between the ages of 

8 and 10 and a slower period of growth between the ages 

of 9 and 11. 

There were no significant differences between age 

level groups on Task 2, Word Class Labeling, Task 4, 

Synonyms and Antonyms, and Task 5, Creative Language, Part 

A (written) and Part B (verbal), both Words per Sentence 

scores (see Table 20, p. 95). The absence of an effect 

for age on the Words per Sentence scores of the Creative 

Language Task was because of the depressed language pro

duction that occurred as a result of using the cartoon 

stimuli. As for the absence of an effect for age on the 

Word Class Labeling and Synonyms and Antonyms tasks, the 

author has no supportable hypothesis other than that of 

begging the question by pointing to unknown artifacts of 
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the acquisition of word meaning tasks (an investigation into 

the unequal distribution of experimental groups among the 

age levels did not produce a tenable hypothesis). 

Interaction Effect (presence of learning 
disability x linguistic background 

There was no significant interaction effect between 

the factors of presence of learning disability and linguis

tic background on any of the eight scores from the five 

experimental tasks (see Table 20, p. 95). It appears that 

for these subjects the difference in performance between 

unilingual learning-disabled and unilingual normal subjects 

was similar to that between bilingual learning-disabled 

and bilingual normal subjects on all five experimental 

tasks. These results would indicate that the main effects 

on the acquisition of word meaning tasks are independent 

effects and not interactive. It may be concluded that the 

occurrence of learning disability or linguistic background 

factors on tasks involving the acquisition of word meaning 

are not predictive of the presence of either of the other 

factors. 

Experimental Task Appropriateness 

The principles of the construct and criterion-

related valicity of the five experimental tasks may now 

be considered. Previously, in the chapter on methodology 

and procedures, the principles of content validity 
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and predictions concerning the construct validity of 

these tasks were discussed. Based on an examination of 

the results of the factorial analysis of variance, it 

appears that the construct validity of the Word Classifica

tion Task and the Creative Language Task, Parts A and B, 

both Abstract-Concrete Scale scores, may be high. In 

addition, the construct validity of Task 3, Verbal Analogies 

may be adequate, although not as high as that of Task 1, 

Word Classification, and Task 5, Creative Language. Finally, 

the construct validity of Task 2, Word Class Labeling, and 

Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms, may be verified at yet a 

lower level. The construct validity of Task 5, Creative 

Language, Parts A and B, both Words per Sentence scores 

probably is not significant. 

The principles of the criterion-related validity of 

the experimental tasks may be examined through a comparison 

of (1) experimental group mean scores on the four subject 

assignment tests (see Appendix C), (2) the group mean scores 

from the five experimental tasks (see Table 21, p. 97) and 

(3) the analysis of variance results for the five experi

mental tasks. In examining the experimental group mean 

scores, from the four tests used in the subject assignment 

procedure, it appears that these tests discriminated effec

tively between learning-disabled and normal subjects. None 

of these tests appears to discriminate between unilingual 

and bilingual subjects, with the exception of the 
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Gates-MacGinitie Reading Comprehension Test comparing Group 

3 (bilingual normal) with Group 4 (unilingual normal). 

The skills required by each of the subject assign

ment tests are widely required in elementary school classes 

and involve the procedures used there to teach the acquisi

tion of word meaning, including decoding, encoding, and 

comprehension processes. These tests, then, may be con

sidered as external variables which measure subjects' 

abilities to acquire word meaning. 

It would appear that the principles of criterion-

related validity of the five experimental tasks are par

tially met as regards the presence of learning-disability, 

since both the subject assignment procedure tests and the 

five experimental tasks effectively discriminated between 

learning disabled subjects and normal subjects. 

The above analysis of the principles of the con

struct, and criterion-related validity of the experimental 

tasks appears to indicate that Kass's theoretical framework 

is partially supported. This study provides some evidence 

to support the hypothesis that (1) learning-disabilities 

occur in particular component skills involved in the 

acquisition of word meaning, and (2) there is a develop

mental progression in the ability to acquire word meanings 

in this age range. 



CHAPTER 4 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

This is a comparative study of the acquisition of 

word meaning by children who are (1) unilingual learning-

disabled, (2) bilingual (Spanish-English-speaking) learning-

disabled, (3) bilingual normal, and (4) unilingual normal. 

To conduct this study, the following procedures were used. 

Subjects 

Seventy-four school children, ages 8 to 11, were 

selected as subjects for the study. Learning-disabled and 

normal subjects were chosen using teacher judgment and an 

examination of school files. Criteria for learning-

disability were a one-year or greater deficiency in at least 

one school-related skill and normal achievement in one other 

school-related skill when compared to chronological aged 

peers. The criterion for normal was no deficiency in a 

school-related skill of 1 year or more when compared with 

chronological aged peers. Assignment to learning-disabled 

and normal groups was verified through the administration of 

four tests and a discriminant analysis of the results. 

Bilingual subjects were chosen using teacher judgment and a 

conversation session. Criterion for bilingual was 

115 
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approximate equivalence in verbal expression between English 

and Spanish. 

Experimental Tasks 

Five experimental tasks were devised, based on the 

theory of Kass (1975), to measure the ability to acquire new 

word meaning. Task 1, Word Classification, required the sub

jects to pick out one of four words that did not belong to a 

word class. Task 2, Word Class Labeling, required the sub

jects to name the word class of Task 1. Task 3, Verbal 

Analogies, required the subjects to pick a word from a set of 

four words that would relate to a given word in the same 

manner in which another given pair of words were related. 

Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms, required the subjects to 

choose a word from a group of four words that was either the 

synonym or the antonym for a given word. Task 5, Creative 

Language, was in two parts. Part A (written) required the 

subjects to write in the verbal statements of cartoon char

acters in empty balloon spaces in a Sunday newspaper comic 

strip. Part B (verbal) required the subjects to state the 

verbal statements of a different set of cartoon characters, 

that were recorded by the examiner. Scoring for Tasks 

1-4 was number correct. Scoring for Task 5 consisted of 

two procedures. They were the Abstract-Concrete Scale 

and the Words per Sentence scoring procedures from the 

Picture Story Language Test (Myklebust, 1965). 
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Results 

A 2 x 2 factorial analysis of variance (presence of 

learning disability x linguistic background) and analysis of 

oovariance (age, sex) were computed. The results were 

(1) learning-disabled children have acquired significantly 

fewer word meanings than normal children, (2) bilingual 

children may appear as learning-disabled on some acquisition 

of word meaning tasks if acquisition of second language 

factors are not considered, (3) the age range of 8 to 11 

years represents a developmental period in the acquisition 

of word meaning, (4) the presence of a bilingual linguistic 

background or of learning disability is not predictive of 

the other, and (5) the use of cartoons as visual stimuli to 

generate written and verbal expression depresses the average 

number of words per sentence when compared with the use of 

simple pictures. 

Discussion 

The implications of these results are, first, that 

children who are labeled as having a learning disability have 

deficits in the skills involved in acquiring word meaning, 

with the qualification that measures of the quantity of 

language production do not consistently correspond to 

measures of the quality of language production. Second, 

bilingual children may appear to display deficits in the 

acquisition of word meaning if task selection in the 
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secondary language (English) does not take practice factors 

into account. However, bilingual learning-disabled children 

display these deficits in both primary and secondary langu

ages. Third, skill in the acquisition of word meaning 

improves across the age span of 8 to 11 years regardless 

of the presence of learning disability. 

Research Methods 

Cross-sectional studies such as this one may be used 

effectively to outline areas of needed research in the 

field of learning disabilities. The data produced form 

guidelines for the consideration of subject and task vari

ables. They also raise questions about previously unques

tioned assumptions. Longitudinal studies are required, 

however, to provide possible effective responses to problems 

raised by learning-disabled children in a clinical setting. 

For example, finding out why a child is not learning may be 

a matter of finding out how he is learning and how he is not 

learning compared to his normally achieving peers. This 

approach is minimally effective in terms of the results 

achieved with the child. Maximum effectiveness would be 

achieved if it could be discovered what experiences are 

remembered from the child's past history that form the 

criteria in his thinking and what images are conjured up in 

his mind in response to particular stimuli. To answer the 

question, how did that child learn how to learn, would 
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provide the clinician with tools that would change the future 

of many learning-disabled children. 

Another research method question raised by this 

study concerns the basis on which experimental tasks should 

be constructed. For example, in the present study, Task 1, 

Word Classification, was hypothesized to require less famil

iarity with English than Task 2, Word Class Labeling. The 

results show that while all experimental groups performed 

better on Task 1, bilingual subjects' scores dropped pro

portionately more on Task 2 than those of normal subjects. 

The same was not true in comparing younger and older sub

jects. The older subjects' scores dropped proportionately 

more on Task 2 than did those of younger subjects. 

Research methods for use in language acquisition 

must also include provisions for the measurement of meaning. 

The central component of learning disability is some aspect 

of performance from which the child derives no meaning. The 

measurement of task performace then must include observation 

of and feedback from subjects regarding meaning. The 

Abstract-Concrete Scale used in this study is one tool to 

measure the meaning of language. However, it is an inexact 

tool. It does not measure semantic constructions. 

Research methods must take into account the past 

experiential histories of subjects. This is especially 

required when the subjects are bilingual. The assumption 

that secondary language acquisition occurs in a manner 
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consistent with primary language acquisition, even in the 

young child, is invalid. These two processes are different, 

study were incorrect in assuming approximate equivalence 

based upon the criterion of primary language acquisition. 

Learning Disabilities 

A child with a learning disability hits a block at 

some point in time in one or more related areas of learning. 

At later ages, this deficient skill area is often viewed as 

a delay. It is, however, only a delay when the child is 

compared to other children. When the block occurs, the 

child begins to learn differently than his peers. The inter

relationship of cognitive factors results in idiosyncratic 

methods of learning in several skill areas. Many times, 

teachers instruct learning-disabled children as if their 

learning systems are intact (normal) and their academic 

skill deficiencies are a result of a lack of instruction. 

This approach results in a lower learning rate for the 

pupil than that resulting from an approach which modifies 

instructional procedure based upon an analysis of idiosyn

cratic pupil learning patterns. This study, through concen

trating on some of the details of subject behavior, has 

attempted to delineate those aspects that do not fit 

expected patterns. 

Limitations of the Study 

There are three limitations to this study. They 

were examined before the study was commenced and the 
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decision was made to accept them. First, the unequal age 

distribution among the experimental groups appeared to con

found some results of the study. The difficulty of obtaining 

ing equal numbers of subjects at each age level within each 

of the four groups while at the same time attempting to 

obtain equal numbers of subjects displaying the subject vari

ables of presence of learning disability vs. non-presence of 

learning disability and bilingual linguistic background vs. 

unilingual linguistic background appeared insurmountable. 

Second, the fact that all of the experimental tasks 

were untimed probably tended to blue group differences. This 

deficiency was accepted so that the effects of difference in 

familiarity with English by bilingual and unilingual subjects 

would be decreased. 

Third, more stringent procedures for selecting chil

dren with learning disabilities would have been desirable. 

A greater discrepancy in academic subject achievement could 

have produced more definitive results. 

Applications for Education and Future Research 

The experimental tasks and the tests used for final 

subject assignment appear to measure factors or skills 

involved in the acquisition of word meaning, as this ability 

is taught, learned, and practiced in elementary school 

settings. If this is so, then, it becomes important for 

teachers to provide direct developmental and remedial 

instruction for the component factors or skills involved 
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in the acquisition of word meaning. Attention to these 

skills would need to be as specific as that presently given 

to decoding or word recognition skills. 

Further research needs to be directed at identifying 

the component skills involved in the acquisition of word 

meaning and identifying those school and everyday living 

tasks that are affected by a child's skill in this area. 

In addition, more effective methods of developmentally 

teaching these skills and methods for their remediation 

need to be devised and tested. 

The ages at which the specific skills involved in 

the acquisition of word meaning are most effectively taught, 

as well as the sequence for teaching them, need to be criti

cal components of the decision concerning what skills to 

teach all children and at what age. Further research is 

required to examine the question of whether, in addition to 

the sequence of skill presentation, certain age levels are 

most appropriate, indeed necessary, to achieve acceptable 

or average levels of skill in the acquisition of word mean

ing. One of the directions of this line of study would be 

to determine what changes, if any, in approach, methods, 

and expectations need to occur, for example, in order to 

teach a learning-disabled child older than 10 years of age 

acquisition of word meaning skills learned by average chil

dren at younger ages. 
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Future research is needed to explore the interac

tions between learning disability and the ability to acquire 

word meaning. For example, is the acquisition of word 

meaning a component deficit for a certain population of 

learning disabled pupils? Is learning disability partially 

defined by a lack of skilled performance on tasks involving 

the acquisition of word meaning? What are the component 

processes involved in the acquisition of word meaning which 

are impaired in a pupil with learning disability? 

This study also indicates that while the factors of 

linguistic background and the presence of learning disabil

ity do not appear to interact on tasks involving the acqui

sition of word meaning, linguistic background significantly 

affects performance on some of these tasks, perhaps to an 

equivalent extent among bilingual pupils with learning dis

ability and those without. This would indicate that 

special education teachers need to make provisions, in 

approach, methods, and expectations of results, for teaching 

learning-disabled bilingual pupils. It appears that this 

would be especially relevant in the area of skill practice. 

Further research is needed with bilingual children for whom 

the history of the amount of practice in using English as 

a second language is known. In addition, the affect of 

learning disability on the performance of bilingual pupils 

in acquiring word meaning needs to be determined when the 

tasks are performed in the primary language (Spanish). 
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Finally, in terms of further research indicated by 

components of this study, several areas bear scrutiny. 

Further research is needed to determine, statistically, the 

criterion related validity of the types of tasks used in 

this study in representing component skills in the acquisi

tion of word meaning. In such a study, the population 

groups would need to be carefully controlled in terms of 

their characteristics. Certain subtests of the Illinois 

Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities, Revised Wechsler Intelli

gence Scale for Children, or the Stanford-Binet Test of 

Intelligence may be used along with other tasks thought to 

measure the ability to acquire word meaning. 

Further research is needed to determine the charac

teristics of the tasks used in this study which produced the 

variance within each population group. For example, how 

specifically does the use of cartoons rather than a single 

picture limit language production and how does it affect 

subject performance in producing verbal abstractions. Such 

research is also needed to determine the task characeristics 

which produced the between groups variance. For example, 

how did the task requirements of experimental Task 2, Word 

Class Labeling, produce significant variance between 

learning-disabled and normal pupils and between bilingual 

and unilingual pupils but not between younger and older 

pupils? 
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In conclusion, it appears to the author that further 

research examining the performance differences between 

different population groups on acquisition of word-meaning 

tasks will produce fruitful results if population character

istics and task characteristics are carefully controlled. 

In addition, perhaps only longitudinal studies will be able 

to conclusively address the questions raised by this study. 



APPENDIX A 

DISCRIMINANT SCORES COMPARING GROUP 1 

(UNILINGUAL LEARNING-DISABLED) WITH 

GROUP 4 (UNILINGUAL NORMAL) AND GROUP 

2 (BILINGUAL LEARNING-DISABLED) WITH 

GROUP 3 (BILINGUAL NORMAL) 
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Group 2 Group 3 

Case Discriminate Case Discriminate 
Number Score Number Score 

39 44 44 60 
38 50 53 59 
36 53 57 58 
31 45 62 62 
59 51 35 61 
44 37 37 56 
68 52 40 57 
45 48 65 64 
47 41 3 84 
48 55 2 79 
51 49 42 69 
55 35 61 66 
56 53 58 57 
3] 39 54 62 
33 45 53 62 
34 46 66 65 
41 54 67 61 

50 78 
49 79 

Mean 56.562 Standard Error 1.971 

Variance 139.883 Standard Deviation 11.827 

Range 48.894 



Group 1 Group 4 

Case Discriminate 
Number Score 

7 -54 
11 -88 
12 -83 
13 -65 
14 -88 
15 -76 
16 -64 
17 -72 
18 -58 
19 -55 
20 -57 
21 -79 
22 -65 
23 -60 
24 -72 
30 -64 
29 -56 
28 -63 
27 -89 
26 -55 
25 -52 
69 -67 

Case Discriminate 
Number Score 

1 -130 
4 -127 
5 -127 
6 -121 
8 -105 
9 -105 
10 -114 
63 - 98 
64 -102 
74 - 92 
70 - 85 
71 -102 
76 -111 
75 - 91 
73 -104 
72 - 91 

Mean 

Variance 

Range 

-83.082 

498.856 

77.761 

Standard Error 3.623 

Standard Deviation 22.335 
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EXPERIMENTAL TASKS 
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Stimulus Cards for 

Experimental Task 1, Word Classification 

Experimental Task 2, Word Class Labeling 

(Parentheses indicate school grade when words are visually introduced 

into vocabulary lessons). (Asterisks indicate correct response for 

Task 1). 

Card 1 
(Gr. 3-1) 

Card 2 
(Gr. 3-1) 

Card 3 
(Gr. 3-1) 

Card 4 
(Gr 3-1) 

card 5 
(Gr 3-2) 

swim 
splash 
float 
talk* 

talked 
shouted 
kicked* 
screamed 

boat* 
legs 
feet 
head 

frightened 
afraid 
shook 
shore* 

behind 
knew* 
over 
down 

Card 6 
(Gr. 3-2) 

Card 7 
(Gr. 3-2) 

Card 8 
(Gr 3-2) 

Card 9 
(Gr. 4-1) 

Card 10 
(Gr. 4-1) 

sweaters 
suits 
strings* 
shoes 

the* 
them 
those 
their 

three 
hundred 
eleven 
children* 

monkey 
arrow* 
leopard 
elephant 

grass* 
chattering 
speak 
language 

Card 11 
(Gr. 4-2) 

Card 12 
(Gr. 4-2) 

Card 13 
(Gr. 5-1) 

Card 14 
(Gr. 5-1) 

Card 15 
(Gr. 5-1) 

breathed* 

white 

silver 

golden 

lovely 
charming 
gentle 
happened* 

Pilgrims turkey 
California* deer* 
Mayflower 
Indians 

duck 
partridege 

lonelier 
angry 
country* 
troubled 

Card 16 
(Gr. 5-1) 

Card 17 
(Gr. 5-2) 

Card 18 
(Gr. 5-2) 

Card 19 
(Gr. 5-2) 

Card 20 
(Gr. 5-2) 

almost 
sometimes 
might 
everybody* 

tamales 
sombrero* 
tortillas 
peppers 

merchant 
teacher 
procession* 
tourist 

volcano 

charcoal 

place* 
ashes 

proud 

exclaimed 

whispered 

said 
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Correct Responses for 

Experimental Task 2, Word Class Labeling 

(Stimulus cards from Task 1) 

A statement that three words belonged to the following generic 

class and/or that the chosen word did not belong to the stated class. 

1. water 11. colors 

2. were 12. qualities 

3. body parts 13. Pilgrims 

4. emotions 14. birds 

5. directions 15. emotions 

6. clothing 16. possibilities 

7. people 17. food 

8. numbers 18. roles 

9. animals 19. volcanoes 

10. words 20. speaking 
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Stimulus Cards for 
Experimental Task 3, Verbal Analogies 

(Parentheses indicate school grade when words are usually introduced 
into vocabulary lessons. Dolch (Dolch, 1949) indicates words most 
frequently appearing in basal readers of grades 1-3) 

Card 1 (Dolch) Card 2 (Dolch) 

father 
is to 
mother 

as 

boy 
is to 

near 
puppy 
she 
girl 

fish 
is to as 
dinner 

cake 
is to 

house 
birthday 
morning 
mother 

Card 3 (Dolch) Card 4 (Dolch) 

little 
is to 
big 

as 
yes 
is to 

want 
no 
go 
cap 

have 
is to 
had 

as 
run 
is to 

want 
will 
ran 
ride 

Card 5 (Dolch) Card 6 (Dolch) 

I 
is to 
we 

as 
he 
is to 

they 
she 
me 
are 

stop new 
is to as is to 
go 

toy 
old 
one 
play 

Card 7 Card 8 (Dolch) 

home 
is to 
house 

as 

jeans 
is to 

night 
rabbit 
pants 
blue 

breakfast 
is to as 
morning 

dinner 
is to 

fish 
party 
night 
table 

Card 9 Card 10 (DOlch) 

ball 
is to 
toy 

as 

soap 
is to 

bath 
with 
make 
jump 

leg 
is to 
run 

as 
hand 
is to 

write 
ran 
mitten 
puppy 

Card 11 (3-1) Card 12 (3-1) 

frightened small 
is to as is to 

afraid 

little 
slowly 
teacher 
head 

swim 
is to as 

splash 

scream 
is to 

kick 
shout 
would 
past 
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(Stimulus Cards (cont.) for 

Experimental Task 3, Verbal Analogies 

(Parentheses indicate school grade when words are usually introduced 
into vocabulary lessons. Dolch (1949) indicates words most 
frequently appearing in basal readers of grades 1-3) 

Card 13 (3-2) Card 14 (3-2) 

dresses 

are to 
store 

as 
children greetings suit 
are to schoolhouse is to 

winter 
handmade 

dress 
as 

street 
is to 

canvas 
highway 
always 
string 

Card 15 (4-1) Card 16 (4-2) 

travel 
is to 
trip 

as 
talk 
is to 

meadow 
message 
heavy 
trunk 

voice 
is to as 
speak 

air 
is to 

raised 
breath 
perfume 
summer 

Card 17 (5-1) Card 18 (5-1) 

cabin 
is to 
village 

as 
twig 
is to 

weather 
bush 
ground 
strawberry 

grind bring 
is to as is to 
ground 

roasted 
brought 
treat 
brave 

Card 19 (5-2) Card 20 (5-2) 

customers 

is to as 
merchant 

tourist 
is to 

poster 

hotel 

stream 

stove 

weaving 
is to as 
loom 

cook 
is to 

chili 
stove 
stick 
pine
apple 
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Stimulus Cards for 

Experimental Task 4, Synonyms and Antonyms 

(Parentheses indicate school grade when words are usually introduced 
into vocabulary lessons. Dolch (Dolch, 1949) indicates words most 
frequently appearing in Basal readers of grades 1-3). 

Synonyms 

Card 1. hot: warm, house, cool, ice. (Dolch) 
Card 2. near: by, away, horse, ball. (Dolch) 
Card 3. table: desk, floor, pen, wall. (Dolch) 
Card 4. sleep: nap, boy, father, cow. (Dolch) 
Card 5. hat: cap, run, play, hit. (Dolch) 
Card 6. frightened: water, afraid, could, grabbed. (3-1) 
Card 7. jumped: middle, popped, party, shout. (3-2) 
Card 8. quickly: could, suddenly, heard, different. (4-2) 
Card 9: charming; speak, lovely, several, raised. (4-2) 
Card 10: start: begin, look, above, afraid. (5-1) 

Antonyms 

Card 11. floor: ceiling, table, wish, stop. (Dolch) 
Card 12. ground : sky, paper, home, walk 
Card 13. love: hate, wish, they, me 
Card 14. rainy: sunny, arm, milk, dinner 
Card 15. sad: happy, is, are, fire. 
Card 16. night: boat, morning, dress, suit. (3-1) 
Card 17. young: wide, old, travel, shout (3-2) 
Card 18. take: bright, give, many, coast. (4 -1) 
Card 19. change : thought, same, crown, idly. (4-2) 
Card 20. great: listen, small, long, door. (5-1 



Stimulus for Task 5, Creative Language, 
Part A (written), "Beetle Bailey" 

i 



1
3

5
 



Stimulus for Task 5, Creative Language, 
Part B (verbal), "Ferd'nand" 



1
3

6
 



APPENDIX C 

THE MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND STANDARD 

ERRORS FOR EACH EXPERIMENTAL GROUP ON THE 

FOUR SUBJECT ASSIGNIIENT TESTS 
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Gates-
MacGinitie Picture Story 

Monroe Reading Language Test Monroe Word 
Visualization Comprehension Abstract- Words per Discrimination 
Test Test Concrete Sentence Test 

Group 1 (unilingual learning-disabled) (N - 20) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

8.750 
3.041 
0.680 

34.450 

5.530 

1.236 

8.000 
5.321 

1.190 

6.550 

2.946 

0.659 

30.600 
9.023 
2.018 

Group 2 (bilingual learning-disabled) (N = 20) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

8.444 
3.185 
0.751 

31.000 
2.275 
0.536 

7.147 
4.475 
1.055 

6.778 
3.191 
0.752 

29.333 
7.507 
1.769 

Group 3 (bilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

13.056 
2.900 
0.683 

41.167 
7.950 
1.874 

13.500 

4.950 

1.167 

9.111 
1.967 
0.464 

40.889 

4.114 

0.970 

Group 4 (unilingual normal) (N = 18) 

Mean 
Standard Deviation 
Standard Error 

11.722 
3.045 
0.718 

56.944 
8.612 
2.030 

12.222 
6.093 
1.436 

8.889 

2.471 

0.582 

41.833 
5.009 
1.181 

OJ 
00 
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