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Table 2. Total and Mean Scores for each DSS Category and DSS Composite Scores by Group

Wh Sentence

Questions

Interrogative

Secondary

Main

Personal
Pronouns

Indefinite

Composite Score Pronouns

DSS

Point

Reversal

Negaltive Conjunction
Total Weighted Score

Verb

Verb

9.9 16.0*

10.6

4.4
7.7

44.8 12.1* 11.6" 15.0
10.8
16.2

65.2
25.8

Mean 42.7
SD

LI

3.8
28.5

14.8

8.0
21.8

20.6

20.6

20.3

15.9

18.8

66.2

47.8 60.5

Mean
sSD

Normal

9.7 17.0 17.4 8.5

6.5

Mean Weighted Score

9.9

17.2

20.9
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2.22
1.41
2.58

.88

1.10
1.0
1.86
1.0

3.39
273
4.83
1.57

3.72
2.05
4.12

71

2.81
.78
2.63
.70

1,95
.58
1.89
.16

1.76
22
1.61
.38

1.84
3D
1.48
17

4.43*
1.0
5.92
1.23
*p <.05, Mann-Whitney U group comparison.

Mean
sSD
Mean
SD

Normal

Ll

b il
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Table 3. Frequency of Production, Percentage of Errors, and Number of
Subjects Making Errors on Four DSS Categories by Group

Main Secondary Interrogative

Croup Verb Verb Negative Reversal Mean
o —

!
é,equencv 521 57 53 54
S s 55.1° 26.3* 52.8* 63.0" 54.7
& Subjects 10 8 8 7

Normal

Frequency 475 87 49 84

o6 EFTOT 17.2 4.6 8.1 22.6 22.4
P Subjeds 10 2 3 6

:;Z 05, Mann-Whitney U group comparison.

contributed to the disparities in total scores. In Table 3 is a summary
of the frequencies of production (successes and errors combined) and
proportion of errors made by each group for the four grammatical cat-
egories of interest. It is apparent that in each category the LI children
made considerably more errors than the control group (p<<.05,
Mann-Whitney U). None of the frequency differences reached signif-
jcance.

When we looked more closely at the specific errors made by
each group, additional descriptive trends emerged. First, error rates in
the negatives, main verb, and interrogative reversal categories in large
part reflected difficulties with the auxiliary system. Secondly, within
the secondary verb structures, group differences involved the use of
catenatives and infinitive segments. The control group produced over
wice as many well-formed secondary verb structures as the LI group;
81% of these were catenative forms such as gotta, gonna, or wanna,
as compared to 62% for LI group. This difference in the frequency of
catenatives was maintained even when the early wanna form was
removed, (t = 3.26, df = 18, p<<.01, one-tailed, w2 = .32).3 Addition-
ally, a typical error made by the LI children, omission of the infinitive
particle (e.g., ““I need go now”), was never made by the normal
children.

In summary, the DSS analyses indicate that despite similarities in
MLU, the language produced by the LI group was less grammatical
than that produced by the control group who were 2 years younger.
In particular, the LI group earned lower scores in the main verb, sec-
ondary verb, interrogative reversal, and negation categories. Although

The more conservative t test for independent samples has been used here and
elsewhere, although our subject selection procedures arguably justify matched-sample
tests,
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development within given domains and still produce abnormy;
utterances.

For language-impaired children, the notion of language level May
be meaningless. If we ask whether the language-impaired children i,
the present study were at the same language level as their M[|J.
matched controls, the answer will vary depending upon the sorts of
linguistic, processing, or functional criteria we use. It would be bette,
to ask whether our language-impaired subjects had discovered com.
parable sentence patterns, had equal access to this knowledge, o
used language for similar communicative and reasoning purposes.

This picture of asychronous development raises serious questions
about the meaning of an MLU-match. If our interest as researchers of
clinicians is with some global or composite estimation of language ac.
quisition level, utterance length remains a viable index. But such
global assessments may no longer serve all questions of concern. Tq
investigate asychronous language development we may need insteaq
to control for one sort of language ability while examining variation ip
others. Creating specific indices for various domains of language per-
formance to replace MLU as the independent variable will be a de-
manding task, but one which should eventually enrich our picture of
both language-disordered and normal children.
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APPENDIX

PROPOSITIONAL ANALYSIS

Propositions are judgments about the states of objects or the
happenings and relatidnships between objects. We use object here in
its broadest sense to refer to various entities, such as things, beings,
ideas, or events. Propositions are thus idea-units composed of two
parts: (a) a judgment, or predicate, and (b) one or more objects, or ar-
guments. Everyday propositional judgments about object states
would include deciding that a cloud looks dark or noticing that there
is a fly in the soup. The first judgment concerns a cloud (argument)
which is judged to be dark (predicate), in shorthand notation, dark:
cloud. The second concerns a fly and some soup (two arguments)
which are judged to be spatially related, one object in (predicate) the
other, i.e., in: fly, soup. Such propositional judgments may be ex-
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pressed in language, “That cloud is dark,” or “There’s a fly in the
soup,” but propositions need not themselves be viewed as linguistj
entities.

Predicates (judgments) inherently involve different numbers
arguments (objects), depending upon their meanings. The specific n,.
ture of the arguments also depends upon meaning; some predicateg
concern ideas and events, others concern things. The predicate agaiy,
for example, entails only one argument, but that argument is an evep,
and hence is itself a proposition. The sentence “John read the bogy
again”’ thus may be analyzed as having two underlying propositions
i.e., (again: (read: John, book)). Likewise, the predicate thinkis a twq.
argument predicate which entails an ideational and hence propos;.
tional argument, i.e., (think: Mary (need: soup, salt)), or in sententiy]
form, “Mary thinks that the soup needs salt.”” Individual propositiona|
judgments can thus be combined into larger networks of thought
Once one proposition is designated as the focus or nucleus of the
network, other types of predicates may be defined according to their
distinct hierarchical relationships to this nuclear proposition: (a) an
adverbial proposition is one which has the nuclear proposition as one
of its arguments; (b) an embedded proposition is one which functions
as an argument of the nuclear proposition; and (c) an associated prop-
osition is one which has an argument which is co-referential with the
argument of some other proposition in the network. To illustrate
these relationships, consider the propositional network underlying
the sentence ““Immediately, Lou decided to trace her biological par-
ents,” (immediate: (decide: Lou, (trace: Lou, parents))) + (biological:
parents) + (her: parents). If we designate decide as the nuclear predi-
cate, immediate is an adverbial predicate, traceis an embedded pred-
icate, biological and her are associated predicates. Throughout the
semantic analyses in this report, the finite verb, i.e., the one indicating
tense, is assumed to express the nuclear predicate.

Propositions relate to sentences in complex ways. First, although
we cdn express propositional judgments in language, there are few
necessary relationships between components of propositions and lin-
guistic categories. In the illustrations thus far, predicates have been
expressed via prepositions, adverbs, main verbs, embedded verbs,
and adjectives. Predicates may also surface as modal verbs or con-
junctions. The task of the speaker is to formulate sentences which
make ideas and the relationships between them both clear and perti-
nent to the listener. The same set of underlying propositions could
yield different sentences depending upon the needed emphasis of a
particular moment. The ideas producing “Immediately, Lou decided
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1o trace her biological parent,” could also yield ““Lou’s decision to
trace her biological parents was immediate.” Secondly, the length of
5 surface sentence has no direct relationship to its underlying proposi-
iional structure. Two sentences of equivalent length and surface syn-
1ax can nevertheless express differing numbers of propositions de-
pending upon the types of predicates they encode. Both Sentence 1
and Sentence 2:

(1) Mommy ate it at the office.
(2) Mommy put it on the shelf.
(3) He's big.

have Subject + Verb + Direct Object + Prepositional Phrase form.
They are each six morphemes long and each includes three noun
phrases. Sentence 1, however, expresses two propositions while sen-
tence 2 expresses only one. This difference results from the fact that
eat entails only two arguments, the agent and the object, while put
entails three arguments, the agent, the object and the location. The
preposition at in sentence 1 is actually a second, adverbial, predicate
indicating where the eating event took place. Sentence 3, on the
other hand, like sentence 2 encodes one proposition, but it is consid-
erably shorter than 2 because the predicate big entails only one argu-
ment instead of three. Clark and Clark (1977, pp. 10-20) provide fur-
ther useful discussion of propositions and sentences.



