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’ CHAPTER I jf . Coox
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Y ", INTRODUCTION

Background of the Problem

Throughout the centtries, second- language tenchors‘ have attempted s

" to justify their puctlcss by nlying on one or snother theory from

psychology or linguistics (philology)--8 fact documented by Kelley's
roemt volume. 1 The present century is no oxcaption. One of the current
cenmvorsies is whcther s semd-lmm nthodology can be buod on
the principles which oporate in s child's scquisition of his first
language. What makes the controversy difficult \to deal with is the
f‘et that there are different interpretations of the nature of the
principlos o first hngunge acquisition, if not di ffevent views con-
ceming the process itulf. \

Thus, it will be the aim of this paper to set forth *he principles
of two current theories of first language scquisition, and to build a

second langusge methodology based on each of thenm.

Review of the Litgrat{xrc

t

Espiricisn vs. rationialism -

DPiller in a recent book on fore:lgn language nthodology,z sees the

problem as being a controversy betwoen the empiricist and rationalist

positions:

§
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To be effective in teaching lsngusge, we must first undsrstasnd
what happens when & person really lsams a lasngusge. How do
children leam languages? Why are some situstions more conducive
to imgyage leamming than others are? Mat is a2 lm in the
.first place? These are quastions of. linguistic ory; the

lan teacher who understauds what he is doimg is by defini-
tin e iIEFstic theorist. [Here m amghout the paper, ‘
emphasis within a quotation is found in the source.] - )

Some hnguage teachery try to avoid thinking through these basic
questions for thesselves, by accepting the suthority of professiomal
li.nguitts. This is a dangerous attitude in asny field, but it is
especially daagerous in linguistic theory because there has never
been general agreement on the questions of lsngusge scquisition.
This has been a cantroversisl mstter throughout moye than four cen-
tur::: of the modem era, with mialogues. in the medieval and sncient
worlds. . .
~ Most of the controversies have been centexed on differences .
between empiricist and rationalist theories of lqndpgo acquisition.*
At present, mn empiricist position is held by structural and
descriptive linguists of the Bloomfield school. A rationalist
position is held by generstive grammarisns, who, following Noam
Chomsky, have brought sbout s radicsl transformation in linguistics

Methods of lamguage teaching are ways of carrying out the the-
oretical spproséhes, and the history of lmguage teachisig methodology
is immensely simplified if we look for two separate developments of
langusge teaching during the modemn era: methods based on the
empiricist spproach snd those based op the rationalist approach.

Briefly, the two approaches can be susmmed up ss follows:

*  The basic iricist position is that lmnguage scquisition is a

“kind of habit an through conditioning and drill. Descriptive

linguists affirm that the norssl use of lq:su_lgo is either mimicyry
or snalogy; grammstical rules are merely descriptioms of Rabits, md
in nomal fast speech, they say, a persom has no time to apply rules
as recipes for sentence formstion. In its behaviorist extreme, as

" held- by many descriptive lingufsts, the empiricist position holds
thst humsn beings use basically the ssme leaming processes ss other.
animals do--a stimulus-response model of conditioning. Leonard
Bloomfield, the behaviorist father of twentieth-century American
linguistics, maintains thet vocal humsn lmguage is not essentislly
different from gefture or snimsl language. (Bloomfield, p. 14) Some
people in the empiricist tradition have maintained that the mind is
a 'blayk tablet' upon which the outside world imposes various sorts
of knowledge; the behaviarists refuse to go so far as to talk of
'‘knowledge' or of '‘mind --for them the human being is essentially a
pachine with a collection of habits which have been molded by the
outside world. ) :

*Diller is using the terms "empiricist” and ''rationalist’ in the

" sense defined by Noas Chamsky in Aspects of the Theory of Syntax, pr.
47-48. See also Chomsky's Cartesian Linguistics. ‘

" -
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© This epproach has led to methods of mimicry, mesorization; ind
pattern drill, advocated not ouly in the current audio-lingual
method,* but also in the ‘Army method' of World War II. In 1916,
Harold E. Palmer published & book of pattem drills for English as
a foveign langusge, and he recomsended mimicry and memorization as
well. (Palmer, 1916) Even before.this, in the late nineteenth”
century, various Europesn linguists had advocated similar procedures
in their 'Reform method,' or 'imitative method.' (Haugen, 1955)
On the other side, the rationalir+ position holds that msn is
born with the ability to think, He equipped with a highly.
orgenized brain that permits certal. .inds of mental activity that
are impossible for other mimals--for instance, mmn is the only
] - ¢ snimal that can leam humsn lsnguage (and virtually sil humsn beings
. leamn at least one language). The rationalist notes .that on an -
sbstract level, all languages work in the same way--they all have
words and sentences and sound systems and grammatical relations-- and
he attributes these universals of language to the structure of the
brain. Just as birds inherit the ability to fly,and fish to swim,
men inherit the ability to think and to use langusge in a manner
.which is unique to their.species. A given language, English, for
example, has to be leamed but the capacity to leam lmnguages is
inherited. . The child is not a passive agent in language acquisition;
he actively goes about learning the language of his environment. And
what 2 person leams is more than & set of habits. If you read all
the books in the English language, you will find very few sentences -
which are habitually used and are exact duplicates of each other--
othexwise you would suspect quotation or plagiarism. Knowledge of a
language allows a person to understand infinitely many new seatences,
and to create grampatical sentences which no one else has ever pro-
nounced but which will be understood at once by others who know the

language.3 | , ‘
1

L

Closer exsmination of the first position will be made becsuse of

stmﬁg recent criticism. It is a theory of stimulus-response leaming,

parti\cularl‘y as developed in the operant conditioning model of Skinner, °

>

eho considers all leamning to be establishment of habits as the result

of reinforcement or rewgrd. According to his theory, the infant

¢ L

¥

[}

*Bacause the term "audiolingual’ appears frequently in this
o ' paper, we will use as a working definition the one given by Valdman:
(1) the emphasis on audiolingual skills, i.e., comprehension and
~ speaking sbility; (2) the assimj}stion of conversational-style
target language texts through mimicry and memorization; (3) the
_presentation of authentic target language samples by the use of live
native speskers in class or recordings in the language laboratory;
(4) the leaming of pronunciation ?d gramsar through pattern drills;
4 and (5) the_claimed spplication of structural (or scientific) lin-

~guistics téf language teaching problems.

s



acquires - natxvc-language.habxts in the tolloﬂ1ng fashion. At some stage
- in his rnndon banblxng. tLe infant wakes a sound which resembles the |
appropriate word for séme person or object near him. For this he is.
rewarded by tie approving noises or smiles of those lbout him Ind so
". the probability of his emittm;. the same grouping of sounds in a simijar
situation is increased. Iﬁ.th mpeatea reiﬁ'forcement a habit Ts estab-
listh and.he fontinues to name the person or object in this wﬁy. As he
. continues to g&itate sounds around him, more conbinations are reinforced.
_ When he namas sowething imperiously, it is brought to him and so he
‘ leams to use words as mands and later to conbine words to convey more
complex meaning. As he acquires more syntactic and morphological vari-
ations, he creates new combinations by generalization or analogy.
sometines making mistakes by producing analogies.which are not permis- -
sible in tne language. Thus by.a trial-and-error process, in which
acceptable utterances are inhibited by lack of reward, ne gradually
.learns to maLe .kner and finer dxscr1mxnat10ns until_his utterances
approximate more and more closely the speecn of the co-E\it?v in which he
is growing up. 4 ‘

[ X

Even before Chomsky's lengthy review of Skimner's Verbal uéﬁav1or.

there were @any psychologists.who'uere questioning 8 s;rict benaviorist

approach to veréal behavior. In 1940, Fritz and Grace heidu compared'J
the sentence strué%ure of deaf ana hearing,childton. concludin§ tnat
both types of children orpganized fhe world of their experience in muﬁn _
the same way, thus implying a sort of internal structure not dépenaa;;
on conditioning.s Similarly, :idller and Dollard concluded tiiat inmita-
“tion helps the child only in providing new combinations of responses

which have already been learned by other means .®

a
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Lashley (1951) seems to have begun the trend towards crediting the

‘ child with some sort of internal language handling process, his version
being a selective or scanning process related to the integrative qué- .
tions of the cerebral cortex, which permits the child to genefate novel
utterances. Lashley thus concludedathat langugge is more than extemnal
stimulus-response and intraverbal associa;ion.7

Another psychologist, Jeénkins, (1954) summarized four of the then-
éurrent theories of leaming, Guthrie's, Thoman's, Skinner's, and Hull's,
indicating that none of them war comprehensive enough to explain all ~
facets of language icquisiiion.s Oggood also iﬁdicated that all then-
current theories of language acquisitién were inadequate for the task.
— In 1959, Noam Chomsky became a focus of attention for many linguists

and ‘psychologists with his review of Skinner's Verbal Behavior. He

stated>\_

[Skinner] confidently and repeatedly voiced his claim ‘to have demon-
strated that the contribution of the speaker (in the language act)
is quite trivial and elementary, and that precise prediction of
verbal Behavior involved only specification of the few external
factors that he has isolated experimentally with lower organisms.
Careful study of this book (and of the reseqrch om which it
draws) reveals, however, that these astonishing laims are far from
justified. It indicates, furtherwore, that the insights that have
been achieved in the laboratories of the reinforcement theorist,
though quite genuine, can bg¢ applied to complex human behavior only
in the most gross and superficial way, and that speculative attempts
 to discuss linguistic behavior in these terms alone omit from con-
sideration factors of fundamentsi importance that are, no doubt,
amensble to scientific study, although their specific character can-
not at present be formulated. Since Skinner's work is the most
extensive attempt to accommodate human behavior involving higher
sental faculties within a strict behaviorist schema of the type that
has attracicd wany linguists and philosophers, as well as psycholo-
gists, a detailed documentation is of independent interest. The
magnitude of the fallure of this attempt to account for verbal
behavior serves as a kind of measure of the importance of the factors
omitted from consideration and an indication of how little ts really
known sbout this remarkably complex phenomenon (pp. 27-28). .

\
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Chomsky then shows the inadequacy of Skinner's terms in dealing with the
real facts of verbal behavior, for example |
It is simply not true that children can learn language only through
'meticulous care' on the part of adults who shape their verbal reper-
toire through careful differential reinforcement . . . . It is also
perfectly obvious that, at a later stage, a child will be able to
construct and understand utterances which are quite new . . . . Talk
of *stimulus generalization' in such a case simply- perpetuates the
mystery under a new title. (p. 39) = '

*w

At the same time, other scholars were' questioning Skinner's formu-

lations. Tikhomirov also reviewea Verbal Behavior, concluding that

Skinner misread or misused Pavlov, who maintained that classical condi-

tioning does not explain man's verbal behavior.u Another Russian,
¥ Luria, ugreed that the active, directive role of speech shows it as
being a different type of cogditioning from that in animals.lz

Lambert and Jakobovits found that constan; repetition tends‘tg
weaken d? actually cause a total lapse of meaniﬁg of the repcated word
on the part of the subiect.13 George Miller and his colleagues main-
tained that speakipg required ''a motor pl;n [in the sense in which
“plan" is used in connection with computersi-to be constructed very

. rd
quickly and efficiently, not by rote, but by the operation of a higher-

14

level plan that has this motor plan as its object.” Murdock and Babich

aiso found that repetition has no discemible effect on recan.15

Lenneberg worked with an eigh:-yé;r old boy who had a @ngenital
disability for the acquisition of motor speech skills" whi#h, however, -
did not impair his ability to learn to understand language. The boy's
crying and lsughter sounded norﬁall He did not produce spontaneous .
words, but ?;grned to imitate (repeat) a few words in a barely intellig-
ible manner. However, he could obviously understand and follbw

L4

tape-recorded instructions which were transmitted to him through

Q . f J] o \
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_ earphones while not being able to see the examiner. -Some of the qu@g-
tions and instructions were quite cqﬁplex. An qrénn;c defect preveﬁted
this patient, like‘mahy‘others,‘ffon acquiring the motor skills n;ces- ¢
s;u'y for speaking ‘the language', but evidence wﬁs presented for the
acquisition of grammatical skil;s asfrequired for a complete under--
standing of the lingnnge. Lenneberg conciuded ;hat babbling aﬁd
imitatim are not essential in language acquisition ama thaf speaking a8 °
lénguage is not crucial for the development of wmderstanding, findings

which mun very much counter to the behaviorist position.16

Taba, from the field of educational curriculum development,
questioned the value of préctice without understanding underlying

principles, a technique re commended by some of the audiolingual metho-

\
dologists.l7 >

In comparing a nwsber of psychological approaches to the study of .
. . . !
L - language, Lambert said of Skinmer's position:

C e (o L4

* Any theorizing about internal mental or neurological processes is
scomed by him and his large host of followers. Meaning is con-
siderced as a mentalistic concept and he tries to explain language
without. reforence to it. He is hampered in this attempt because
his theory is limited . . . . It is di fficult for those now &~ are
of Skinner's desire to help psychology become a 'science’ to
understand his hard-headed position. However, in view of recent
developments in cognitive and neurcophysiological psychology, an
imaginative persom like Skinner must feel that being forced to be
consistently the déscriptive behaviorist is really being left with
a very sticky wicket. ' .

,

baniel Ausubel criticized the behaviorist method in these terms:

’ The audio-lingual approach tends to assume that second-language
' leaming, both in children and adults, is largely a process of rote

verbal leaming. Both.in pattem practice drills and memorized
dialogue gactice, there is either no swareness of phirase meaning -
whatsoever, or, at very best, awarenese of tocal phrase meaning.
Thus the ‘leamer understands neither the syntactic functions of the
component words nor the lexical and syntactic contributions of the
individual words to the total meaning of the phrase. A purely

-

a y, i
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arbitraxy (rote) rather than lawful or meaningful relatiomship pre-
vails between phrase meaning and component elements of the phrase.

Under these circimstamces it is hardly surprising that particular
grammatical patterns can be imitated perfectly in a familiar and
structurally -limited context, or that simple stbstitutions, trans-
formations snd elsborations can be made, but that new words in a
wider, unfamiliar context cannot be fitted into the leamned pattems,
. or that the same words and syntactic categoyies cﬁmot be recombined
«~ in different patterns to express different ideas.

Briggs and Hamilton presented evidence that, for memningful leam-
ing, the roles of overt responding, practice and reinforcement can be
overemphasized to the neglect of subsumption ard other cognitive

20

processes.

In The Psychologist and the Language Teacher, Wilga Rivers analyzed

 two main streams of psychology--behaviorism snd neo-behaviorism--snd the
implications they have for foreign language instruction. Of the
Skinnerian position she stated:

. . . yerbal behavior becomes quite unpredictable, and the relation-
P ship between stimulus and respanse cannot be shown to be lawful.
/ Skinner is therefore forced into a use of the terms-stimulus and
response which is incansistent with his own definitions of them in
a his experimental work.

¢
it sust be point;sd'out, however, that slthough Rivers criticized Skinner
in these temms, sl}e na}etheless found other éup\po& for some of the
, | practjces’ ;)f the sudiglingual met.hod.zz '
Diebold surveyed psycholinguistic research from 1954 to 1964 ﬁd
concluded that the child“acquires the sorts of linguistic cogpetence
which enables him to cope-with (m&egstmd and produce) an infinitude of -
utterances, without the rein‘f.mement Skinner finds necessary.ZS
It .is during this period .of time that David}ld\'eill began _t'o .
theorize about language acquisition. Chapter II of this study will =
¢ | omlore.his work m detail. !let us note here, however, th;t one of his

early works began ca.uticusly, sta/ti‘ng that mature speakers axe:

¢

-
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continually creating new utterances, not; perely iepeati_ng identical
responses to previously met stimuli. McNeill felt that the use of
langusge resexmbles more closely the writing of a play than performing y
- ’:" ono,faﬁd that we can't ;enlly use the S-R process for explaining th;
acquisition of a child's grammar since it is much brosder than imita-
tion and reinforcement would produee.‘z" , -

’ . From the criticism of theory, we move to a criticism of specific

practices. Saporta said of Lado's Language Teaching: A Scientific

Approach, ''The mtion behind the ‘linguistic method' does not follow
directly from sny theory of linguistics and probably not from any but
the most superficial learning theory."2§ Even Nelson Brooks admitted
~ some shortcomings in the method which he helped to piomeer, ''The Qin.ud.iro-
lingusl spproach is largely an act of faith; research to prove the
validity of its basic principles is scanty." 126
7 { ~ While ostensibly criticizing programmed instructxm‘l, Spolsky h‘ad '
a fair amount to say about the audiolingual method. He noted that
knowing a lmgmge involves more than the perfornnce of lmgmgq) -like
behavior, md suggested instead an underlying coq:etence that mées such
) performance ;és;ble . He felt that by ignoring the latter, it had been
easy to make exaggerated clainms for the effectiveness of operant condi-
tioning in second- language tem:hi.ng;.z"7
Valdmm's characterization of the 'New Key" nethodoloér was noted
above (p. 3 footnote). After discussing each of those points, he
concluded: "If 1 have dealt at such length with the basic tenets of ¢
the Linguistic Method, it is only to underscore the fact that curiously
enadgh they do not derive from any profaund or adequate view of language

but rathcr fram s very primitive behavioristic concept of leaming."”

14
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Chastain analyzed the "audiolingual habit theory and the cognitive
code learning tﬁe’ory" (his choice of words making his position evident),
using copious veferences. His conclusion was that the cognitive code
theory had more theoretical s\.:pport.29

‘The final citstion in this series puts the problem very succinctly.
Pulgram noted that behavioxists (but not all str;;ctuulists) nade auto-
maticity the goal of second langusge teaching (with which he finds nothi;ig
wrong), but also made it the method (with which he finds much wrong). |
He blames much of this’ on the lag in scholarship between the theories of
psychol‘ogisté and linguists on the cne hand, and methodologists like
Brooks on th other. 30

Thus, it should be clear that msny psychologists, linguists and
second-language teachers have rejected behaviorism, structuralism and
the audio-lingusal netht;dologb We would, therefors, expect that the
newer theories of language and language acquisition would have p;:ociuced

a second-language methodology. We shall now explore that thesis.

New langusge teaching methods
i

£s we move into this ares, it is necessary to stipulate a defini-
tion of go;nls in a second-language methodology. Ritchie's statement

)
seems to give a sufficiently wide, yet detailed explanation:

The genersl goals of sny course in & FL aye: ‘

(1) the acquisition or formation by the leamer of knowledge about
the utterances of the FL that sllows him to interpret those
utterances phonologically, syntactically, and semsntically,

(2) the use of this knowledge in linguistic performance or’bqhavior
in commmicating with native speskers of the lmagusge.

A course which accomplishés (1) but fails to accomplish (2) will
leave to the student the (often difficult) task of relating gbstract
knowledge to concrete application. On the other hand, if a course
attompts to accomplish (2) without allowance for the accomplishment
of (1) the students will be left to organize the data, nske generali-
zations, etc., themselves. Under these circumstances they are quite

Q 15)
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likely to learn inefficiently and to miss altogether the deep and
far-reaching generalizations which native speskers intuit and which
make projgftim (i.e., the understsnding of wholly novel utterances)
possible. ‘

Working from this definition, Ritchie pointed out that the actual
classroom activities which are\d.osigned to accomplish (1) and-(2) séem
to be incompatible and, therefore, should take place during different
class periods. He then suggested the following order of activities:

s. the acquisition of k;wwlue‘d'go (learning per se)

b. practice in bringing knowledge to bear in performsnce (per-

formance per so) .

c. use of knowledge in actual commmication (performance as
commmication) (p. 114.} .

Ritchie projected the following class schedule and techniques:

A. Oral gresmar practice

B. Oral pronunciation practice

C. Aural comprehension laborstory
D. Conversation

E. Written or written-oral homework. :

The first three periods aye not, related in sy fixed way so that
they may be interchanged. The place of conversation, however, is
fixed for ressons that should be apparent below. The place of home-

, work is fixed by its nature. Both oral practice hours and conversa-
) tion are carried on in the classroom with live teachers/ Aural
comprehension lsboratory is s mechanical lsngusge lsb. /

The new material for a given lesson is presented to the student
for the first time by sixple repetition during the second half of

< the convarsation class. Tho material will tlways be assigned to a
lesson in such a way that it is possible to generste Q!ut of h
reasmsble conversations. : :

The material will be presented first sentence-by-ssutenco: and
then in the form of a dialog or tWwo. No structural inm orsatior. is
to be explicitly given at this point. It is to be acquired by the
student ‘through the written-spoken progras that constitutes the
homework. The reasons for this are two fold. First and most impor-

- tant, the student will have sn opportunity during this initial
. contact with the new material to extend his previcus knowledge to
the uttersnces he is being called upon to repeat without benefit of
explicit explmations; it is excoedingly important that the student
got into the hsbit of projecting what he already knows onto new
" material and that he do this an his own since this is precisely what
he must eventually be sble to do in conversing with native speskers.

s
*
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Second, time in the class that is used for oxplanation is wasted if
the written-spoken program is a successful one. Another function of
this presentation iy, hopefully, to providoe a situational matrix for
the syntax exercises to be done in the homework. Without a pre-
viously given situation these exsrcises are likely to become meaning-
less to the student (pp. 116-117).

Homework in Ritchie's system consists of the storasge of information

- * about utterances. The primary activity consists of ‘'reading” in the *
sense of converting visuslly-represented ahstract concepts into concrete

speech utterances, leo suggosts, for example, that the student be given

the following phmenﬁc-’sy'nﬁctic :epusetxtitiélls:

hi ¢« DBE ¢ hir (he ¢ BE ¢ here)

'

% ¢ BE ¢ hir (thoy ¢ BE ¢ here)

| He is theﬂ‘nokod to produce either in written or spoken form, or
! both, the utterances that those represent (He is here; they are here).
- Using the homework time as the concept-forming period allows the studcnt'
to work\at his okn pace (p- 118). | |
Insofar as the entive grammar of s laaguage is concemed, Ritchie
stated: |

. . . granted that both Spanish and English have relative clauses
and that one can compare native-speaker intuitions sbout velative
clsuses in Spanish with those in English--that is, compare the set
of rules that genorates tplnigh relative clauses with that which
gonerates English clauses--on what basis do we justify the state-
pent that they are 'tho same' or that they are 'diffevent’ ! - Bach
set of rules is s subset of a larger, intricately intarrelated set
of tules, and part of the identity of any rule or any set of mules
censists of its relations with the other rules in whichever grasmar
it sppears. It soems that the only way for & leamer to gain @

. gpuitful, simple, revealing intuition of tho structure of & given
foreign langusge is to rely on his imnmate knowledge of general
iinguistic structure (p. 129). ‘ ' i \

. The znmaindni of the articlos in this section drsw on the Chomskian
notions of competence and performance, susmarized here by Musket-Tabokowsks:
< 1 i

ERIC - &

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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First should come Chomsky's definition of performance: ‘the
actual use of language in concrete situations' (Chomsky, 1966,

. p. 4), that is, what the speaker actually produces on 3 particular
oceasion, without our considering the questions of how and why he
does so. ‘ ”

The distinction in usege of competence seems WOTe complex, due
both to the abstractness of the notion of competence and to the fact -
that both Chomsky and some of his followers (lodor and Garrett, 1966)
attached to it a number of different meanings. Obviously, competence

. should not be useJd synonymously with grammar, which according to ~

Chomsky's decfinition, is a model of competence. It should also be

mado clear thag gompetence should not Le taken to mean the same

what Chomsky calls a lanpuage-acquisiticn device (L.A.D.), that 1s,

general competence ability. Comparison of Chomsky's definition of

competence ( 'the speaker-hearer's knowledge of his language!) and
grammar ( ‘a.description of the ideal speaker-hcarer's intuitive com-
petence' )allows us to make afurther important distinction. Ouec should
differentiate between the highly abstract notion of competence as it
is assumed for the purposes of theoretical consideration, that is,.
the tacit knowledge of an underlying system of rules intemnalized Dy
an idealized native speaker who knows his language perfectly and

from whom performance, is the exact reflection of competence and the

less absolute notion of real competence as it is really possessed

by speakers of a jiven language, whose internalized knowledge of

their language may be far from absolute perfection and whose actual

utterances &nclydc nistakes, false starts, redundant repetitions,

and so on.>

Indicating that she was drawing on this distinction and other
Chomskisn concepts, uuskat-Tabakowska pointed out that the amount of
primary linguistic data to which a child leaming his native language
is expused is much gredter than the amount of data that can practiﬁally
be provided in the case of foreign-language learners. This, she felt,
explains the considerable differences most often observed in the dura-
tion of the language acquisition.process between native and foreign
language learners. She also felt that the presentation of primary
v _ linguistic data in the case of a child leaming his native language may
- "include als§ examples designated as nen«sentegies“ (fron Chomsky, 1965,

p. 25), while in thercage of foreign-language leamers it should ve

' . . 33
carefully planned and controlled. She agreed with Dakin™ that we

Ado not know how pupils arrive at exblanations or new hypotheses. . lie

b

Q ]8
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can only set up conditions in which it would be both simple and necessary
for them to do so. Thus, it is the function of the lapgu_kge teacher to
present linguistic dats. She suggested compensating for scarcity of
\ .
exposure by systematizing the data:
1. Choosing primary linguistic data according to the ‘accepted model
of desired competence. .
2. Grading the data according to the extem{ of complexity.
3. Opdering the data according to the interrvelations which nold
between them S
4. Arzmnging the data from the point of view of 'significant,
- generslizations . . . (which) . . . efpress underlying regu-
larities in the languasge’ (Chomsky, 1962).
5. Presenting them correctly (p. 53).

Muskat-Tabokowska hedged, however, when she indicated that the
axo:mt of grammar presented by rules should be determined by ''the level
of general mental development of pupils, relatioms Between the aims and
the duration of the course, and so on". She further suggested a
cybemeti' model of'instruction.r again based.on the assumption that there
would eventually be an accurate method of determining co&petence (p. 54).

Jakobovitz' suggestions for a foreign language methodology are
quite scanty. He analyzed the old behaviorisn and its related metho-
dology as proceeding from surface to base, whereas he saw the newer
ideas sugpesting the opposite directions. Thus, he rejected imitation,
practice, reinforcement, etc., in faver Qf"trmsfomation e}ercises at
the phonological, syntactic and semantic levels! (p. 24)- Unfortunately, he
was very vague sbout the exact nature of these exercises, and made no
attempt to place them within a total nethodolbogy.“

Vivian Cook egamined the relationship between first language
acquisition as seen by the Chomskyites and second-language teaching.

She cgmcluded that ' . -

19
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. . . there scems to be little similarity, then, between the process
of first language acquisition as it is understood todsy and the pro-
cess of second lamnguage learning as implicit in present-day tesching.
A method for teaching foreign language that could justifisbly claim
to be based on first language acquisition would have to -et at least
the following requirements:

1. That it would allow the lsarmer to progress by forming a series
of ‘increasingly cosplete hypothues about the language.

2. That, consequently, it would permit, and indeed encourage, the
leamer to produce sentences that are ungrammatical in texms of
full native cowpetence, in order to test these hypotheses. .

3. That it would emphasize the perception of pattems rather than_
the intensity of practice.

4. That its teaching techniques would include partial repetition
of sentences, verbal plsy, and situtionnny sppropriate expan-
sions of the leamer's sentenees.ss

The most recent suggestions for a foreign language methodology found
in thc; literature are those of Georgia Fuller. Im thirty-twe pages of
manuscript she sttempted to trace the finding of psycholinguistics fnd
also to pres::ribo s sothod. She lsucceedod in doi_ﬁg ‘neither. An "
sppendix to ‘herl work contains a few examples of rhytim drills based on a
Spanish text in current use. Beyond this, lier.nost cogent contribution
was to indicate that "most teaching ytérial usedﬁm\w could be reinter-
preted or reshtpod to have situational relevmce. ‘Porhaps /the ideal
would be one that grasdually guides the student to talk ﬁout himself
_ and express his o thouiﬁts n36 ' ' .

Thus it seems clear that no ccherent foreign language methodology
based oo Chomskian or pmt-Chonskim psyeholinguistics now exists.

Hhat we have found, rather, nre bits and pieces--a few techniques which

-~

ltteqat to draw from isolated sspects of psydlounguistic theory.

Design of the Study

-

The remainder of this paper will be devoted to the following:

A. Examining the works in psycholinguistics representing the nativist
" position; : ) , ,
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B. Developin'g‘u fox:eigﬁ language methodology based on that position;

C. Criticizing that nethodoliogy in terms of the concemns of second
lmmge teachers, ~ns represented by the Minnesota Guide to Foreign
‘Language Pm;ram (Appendix A) and the "Rive:}s criterka’ ('Appendix
B). (These two formulations were chosen as being current' instru-
ments by which to evaluate foreign language programs. Few such
instrusents ex:i.s.t. These two are sufficiently di%ferent in naturxe
to\provide a rathei' wide bdsis for judgment.};

D. Examining the newer position in psycholinguistics, the compromise
between nativism and empiricism;

E. Developing a fom{gsx- language methodology based on that, pc;sition;

F. Criticizing' that methodology as in C above. Ny

NOTES

-

louis G. Kelley, 25 Centuries of Language Teaching (R;ley, Mass.:
Newbury House, 1969). ,

{ zRalph M. Hester, ed., Teaching a Living Language (New York: Harper
& Row, 1970).

Sxarl C. Diller, "Linguistic Theories of Langusge Acquisition,' in |
Teaching a Living Language, ed. by Ralph Hester (New York: Hayper &
Rw’ 1970)’ w. 3"6.

fwiigl Rivers, Teaching Foreign Language Skills (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1968), p. 73.

SFritz and Grace Heidu, "A Comparison of Sentence Structure of Deaf
and Hearing Children,' Psychological Monographs , LIT (1940), pp. 42-103.

6 \oal Miller and John Dolla¥d, Social Leaming and Imitation (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1941).

7¢. A. Lashley, ''The Problems of Serial Order," in Cercbral
Mechanisms in Behavior--the Hixon S sium, ed. by L. Jeffries (New
York: , Wiley, 1951) .

8james Jenkins, "R;ydx'olipguistics: A sugvey of Theory and Research :
/ Problems," Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XLIX (1954), pp. 25-34.

| 21




d 17
. ‘ .

%. o - npsycholinguistics: The

. Osgood, '"Psycholinguistics: A Survey of thé oxry and Research

Problems,” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, XLIX (1954),
supplemsnt.

10voan Chomsky, rev. of Verbal Behavior, by B. F. Skinner, Language,
XXXV (1959), pp. 27-28. '

, 13y Tikhomirov, rev. of Verbal Bghavior by B. F. Skinner, Word, XV
¢ (1959), pp. 66-72. : -

12, Luria, '"The Directive Function of Speech in Dévelopment and
Dissolution," Word, XV (1959), pp. 66-83, 115-129. “

13ya1lace Lambert snd Leon Jakobovitz, "Verbal Satiation and Changes
in the Intensity of Meaning,' Journal of Experimental Psychology, LX
(1960) , pp. 376-378.

6 14 Miller, E. Galanter and B. Pribram, ‘Plans and the Structure of
Behavior (New York: "Hemry Holt, 1960), p. 176. :

155 Murdock, mnd A. Babich, /'The Effect of Repetition on the
Retention of Individual Words," American Joumal of Psychology, LXXIV
(1961), pp. 601-610. ‘ ' -

16g, Lenneberg, rUnderstanding Language Without the Ability to
Speak: @& Case Report,” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, LXV
(1962), pp. 419-425.

17Hi a Taba, Curriculum Development: Theory and Practice‘tﬂew
York: McGraw-Hill, 1962), p. 74. -

18ya11dce Lambert, . ''Psychological Approaches to the Study of Language,"
Modern Lsnguapge Journal, XLVII (1963}, p- 55.

lgg;niel Ausubel, "Adults Versus Children in Second Language lLeam-
ing," Modern Language Journal, XLVIII (1964), p. 423.

20 1je Briggs, and Nancy Hamilton, "Meaningful Leaming and
~7 Retention: Practice snd Feedback Variables," Review of Educational
Research, XXXIV (1964), pp- 546-552.

2lyi1pa Rivers, The Psychologist and the Foreign Language Teacher
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964), pp. 25-26.

221pid. , pp. 35-98.

235, Richard Diebold, Jr., "A Survey of Psychoqinguistic Research,
1954-1964," in Psycholinguistics, ed. by C. Osgood (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1965).

24;.11d McNeill, "Somé Thoughts on First and Second Language Acquisi-
tion," Cambridge, 1965. (Mimeographed.) M

¢




18

25 - '
Sol Saporta, rev. of Language Teaching: A Scientific Approach,
by Robert Lado, Language, XLI (1965), p. 548.

26je1son Brooks, ''Langusge Leamming: the New Approach,’’ Phi Delta
Kappan, XLVII (1966) , p.\360.

°27Berna;d Spolsky, "A Psycholinguistic Critique of Programnéd
Foreign Language Instruction,” IRAL, IV (1966), pp. 120-126.

X
285 1pert Valdmsn, ed., Tronds in Language Teaching (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1966), pp. Xv-Xx.
) 4

29 Chastain, "The Audio-lingual Habit Theory vs. the Cognitivé~
code Learning Theory: Some Theoretical Considerstions," IRAL, VII (1969),
pp- 97"1060 ’

30 st Pulgram, "Homo Loquens: An Ethological View," Lingua,
XXIV (1970), pp. 309-342. ¢

3lwilliam Ritchie, "Some Implication of Generatiye Crammar for the
Construction of Courses in EFL," Language Learning, XVII (1967), p. 11l.

32 ysbjeta Muskat-Tabokowska, "The Notionms of Competence and Per-
formance in Language Teaching,” Lanpguagpe Learning, XIX (1969), p. 42.

333. pakin, "Exercises and Problems.' Department of Applied Lin-
guistics, University of Edinburgh (mimeo). ‘

34 oon Jakobovitz, Foreign Language Leaming: A Psycholinguistic
Analysis of the Issues (RowTey, Mass.: Newbury fiouse, 1970).

3Svivian Cook, "The Analogy Between First and Second Language
Leaming," IRAL, VII (1969), pp. 215-216. ’

36Georgia Fuller, "Classroom Application of Recent Linguistic
Theory and Research,' Paper presented at the American University, -lay,
1970. (ERIC Document 040-382, 1970.)

A



19

CHAPTER 11
THE NATIVIST APPROACH

A Caveat

As is often the case with opposing schools of thought, the leading
exponents of each school tend to use.the sage dats to support oppo;ing
points of view. _The \rsearch in psycholinguistics is no exception. Many
studies cited in this section on innateness will also appear supporting
an empiricist position. While one could go into great detail.questioning
the interpretations of the various theorists, the approach here wiil be
to present the two major thecries without cr{ticul anslysis initially,
but to criticize the foreign language methodologies they produce. The
weaknesses in the nativist position will become apparent in the method-

ology section.

Research Supporting the Nativist Position

\

According to at least one recent survey of the field, the work of

David McNeill represents the purest (most extreme) of the nativist

$

positions.l McNeill's view is seen as being based on the argupents of

2 3

Chomsky* and Katz,” nsmely that "the specific content of a child's

cepacity for language is manifested in the form of linguistic univer-

sals"‘

sand that 'langusges possess the universal properties contained in
the theory of grammar because all languapges are acquired. The renewed
forsulation of grammar by children sutomstically imposes features cor-

responding to the fundamental capacity for llnguage.“s

2+
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McNeill's own recent review starts out in a less polemic msnner:

1 normal children, not 'impaired by deafness, brain damage,
or other physical or psychic disorders, begin to babhle at about.
6 monthg, utter a first word at 10 to 12 months, combine words
at 18 to 24 months and acquire syntax almost completely at 48 to
60 months. All children pass stch a sequence of 'milestones',
always at sbout the same ages (Lenneberg, 1967). They do so
rogardless of the language they acquire, or of the circumstances
undor which they acquirve it. Such massive regularities of develop-
sent tromind one more of the maturation of a physical process, say,
walking, than of a process of education, say, reading. One might
oven say that children cannot help learning s lsnguage, whereas
they can easily avoid learning to read. '

The acquisition of lsngusge thus shows some of the character-
istics of physical maturation. Yet, at the same time, it is
obvious that language is leammed . . . . Both leaming and natura-
tion are necessary canditions for the development of lengusge, but
neither is sufficient. To understand cuch s problem, clearly we
mist consider both the innate and the acquired aspects of lina
guistic competence, as well as the way in which they combine.

Despite this broad-minded snd conciliatory beginning, McNeill's

development of the problem deals almost exclusively with the nativistic
pls

¢ ,
spproach, as ;QS foliowing pages will indicate.

¢
« H
A

Syntax:

This is the area in which the greatest humber of studies have been
done and, for most of us, the most easily understood phenomenon.
Most of the studies have followed a general pattemn. 'lyp.icgny, a small
group of children is visited, at howe, ance or twice a ponth,. where
everything the child says and everything said to him is tape recorded.
Once the data is thus compiled, there is often sn attempt to write a
transformational-generative grammar which describes the child's
complete corpus. The hope is to capture his total linguistic system at
the time tlrc corpus was collected without distortion from adult ;ramnr
It is often dome by performing a distributional snalysis of the child's
speech. e procedure often followed is that described by Brown anq

Fraser. Essentially, an investigator snrches' for words that sppeax in

) 20
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the same contexts, the asgumption being that such words are members of

the same grammatical class in the child's grammstical system. Words

with different privileges of occurrence are assumed to belong to dif-
ferent grammatical classes.7 Using McNeill's example, supp;sc that a
corpus collected from a 2-}ear old, ore "Adam'" in this case, contains

the following utterances:

my cap
that cap A
a shoe .
that horsie
other dog
a daddy
big shoe
red sweater

Because the words on the left all seem to occur in the same rela-
tionship with the words on the right, that is, have identical privilege
of occurrence, one can conclude that two ®#ifferent grammatical classes
are present, and the child's grammar at this péint cofisiders a
"sengznce” to be any word from the first class followed by sny word
from the second c&ass. Thus, nonoccurring combinations, for example

that sweater or big daddy are allowed by the child's grammar but are

not observed because of sampling limitation. More complex grammatical
categories obviously demand more complex rules,

It is importsnt to note, however, that nane of this procedure
necessarily comprises a sFatencnt of a child's linguistic competence,

his knowledge of language. It is a summary of his performance, whereas

a statement of competence is a theor;‘about what a child knows. A

distributioﬁal anslysis, such as the one above, at best, provides a

description of a child's grammatical classes, plus some hints as to his
‘ ~

grammatical rules.  Studies which have been set up along these lines

are Braine's (1963), Brown and Frazer (1964), and Miller and Ervin (1964).

v
20
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-

. A second strategy has been used with some success. Rather than
-

'lttempt to describe the total corpus collected from a child at some

. point in time, one exumines the éﬁergence of a particular grammatical

systen as it is manifested at different times. Thus Belluéig studied
10

the development of negation and Kiima and éel;ugi sty&icd'the

development of questions. The advantage of this strategy lies in the em-

phasis it places on observation arising from the very fact that it does

-

what a distributional analysis typically strives to avoid--it exploits
the fact that adult grammer is the endpoint of linguistic development.

A distributional analysis attempts to discover parts of a gramnér from

H
a corpus. The second strategy begins with a part of adult grammar and

judges if there is sufficient evidence in the corpus to justify ascribing
it to a child. The Qenands’on the second strategy are weaker than the
demands on the first, for the second must only recogn{;e the applica-
bi;ity of a known theory; it does not have to discover an unknown

theury. The foilowing quotation from Brown, Cazden and Bellux. sum-
parizes many of the dangers and opportunities of following either
strategy when interpreting a corpus of utterances collected from a child:

Ve operate on the general assumption that the child's ternminal
state oi knowledge is of the sort represented by current trans-
formational graumars.. However, we do not simply attribute to each

\sentence that the child pipduces the analysis that would be appro-
priate to that sentence ifjit were produced by an adult: if we
were to do that the inqu ould be largely vacuous. Insofar as *
the child's particular senterice--and all related sentences--depart
from adult forms the grammar is tailored to the departures. The
nost informative departures are analogical errors of commission
such as goed . . . . Harder to internret, but still important, are
errors of omission such as the absence of the auxiliary did . . . .
Omissions in @& sentence are at least easy to detect but omissions
in the distributional range of a form are harder to detect and
‘harder to interpret since it is necessary to weigh the probability

- that an omission is simply a consequence of the size of the sample
that ‘has been taken. Finally all the errors that occur must be .

oy
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_considered in comparison with conceivable errors that do not
occur. Even this full procddure will not render the comstructidh
coxpletely determinate in all respects. The indeterminacies are
tentatively resolved by assigning the usual adult representation
inscfar as that representation does not depend on forms that have
never appesred in the child's speech. :

!

< Thus, with this background, we will begin with studies of the

smallest "sentende' type, that speech referred to as holophrastic, the

possibility that the first single-word uttermces of yo:pg chi ldren
express complex idsas--that ball um;‘ not simply a spherical object of
sppropriate size, but that a child wants such sn object or that a child
believ_es he has crested such an object, or that someoms is expected to
look at such an object.

Seversl investigators gf children's language (delLaguna, Stern
snd Stern, Leopold, MeCarthyu) have said that the singloﬁ words of
holophrastic speech are equivaient to the full sentences of adult

grammar. It is true, of course, that adults typically require a full

sentence to express the content of childyren's holophrastic speech. But

this is not what McNeill means by the term holophrastic. ther, he
uses it tc mean that'children are limited phonologically tC’uttering
single words at the begimning of language scquisition, even though they
are capa'nble of comceiving of something lilgs full sentences.

McNeill uses this supposition, along with evidenice from Leopold,
4eumann, and Stern and Stemls to make a case for the fact that holo-
phrastic speech is expressif\e of c:'hildren's emotional states, as well
as being fused with action (imperatives) and thus he sees the. simplest

or earliest utterances as exaiples of predication, one of the concepts

he sees as being primary in the development of commumication.

08
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We mcve next to the two-word uttexances, the components of which
on the basis of a distributional snalysis, Braine coded into "pivot”
and “open" classes.t4 The. pivot clas§ contains a small pumber of words,
o‘ch of them f;equsntly.uscd, the words in the first c&luln oélthe
utterance list on p. 21 for‘-exw‘l*e- Woxrds from the. pivot class always
sppesr in combination with words'fron the open class,/and the pivot
class is slow to take in new yanbers.\,The position of pivot-words in
two-word sentences is fixed, first for some pivot élasses and second
for othegs; ‘the open class contains the words not in the pivot class.
There is typically a large number of open-words which are therefore used
infrequently in two-word senteﬁces. The open class-is quick to take in
new members and i:y stand ‘alone in a child's speech. Given a two-word
sentence, the position of open-woyds is.fixcd with respect to the posi-
tion of pivot-words. Opgn—words also appear in combination with each
other, although noé necessarily in fixed relative %osition. The poussi-
bilities are thus P+0, 0+P, C+0, and O.

McNeill compares the pivot snd open classes from three studies,

15

Brown snd Bellugi's, Brxine's and Miller and Exvin’'s. In doing so,

" he poses the question of the significance of the pivot and open distinc-

tion, snd bies its inpprté\nce on the fact that it would be highly
implausible for children to have learned by rote the 2500+ combinations
possible in such a set of pa-ttems. It is also impossible that children
have imitated some of the patterns they came up ;ith. such as allgone
shoe. What is suggested is that children '"juggle'' sentences spoken by
their parents and create the pivot-open distinction in their initial
atteapts to forrulate their grammars. The most compelling reason, how-

ever, is that pivot words never occur alone or in combination with each

2%
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othez. McNeill feels it/inpossible to think of such a development as
not reflecting s -restriction m the use of words--that is, as not
roflectin'g a grammatical system of soms kind.m "
Braine, the initistor of the pivet-open distinction, maintained,
however, that :\m distinction was leamed through a process which he
called "contextual generalization," very similgr to a stimlus or
N response generalizstion, except that it takes place across temporal
positions. Pivot words are so called because to Braine they sxe the
only words for which a child knows the proper temporal locations in a
/ sentence--that they occur first, last, etc. _Bccmse at first a child
knows the location of few words, pivot words are used with high frequency.
Membership in the pivot class increases more slowly than that of the
open class presumably because it is more difficult to leam the'pos.i-
‘tions of vofds than it is to learn new vocabulary regardless of
17

position. :

McNeill and Bever, Fodor and Weksel have criticized this view of

&*

Braine's, poinging out that the restrictions on the use of pivot words

(that they rarely appear alone oT with other pivots) is not accounted

for i)y Braine's theory. A second difficulty is that, as sentences

incresse from two to three words in longth, the surface structure can be

accomted for Ly Braine's theory, but not the underlying structure .318
There is yet another finding which supports the early categoriz-

4ation intop the pivot and open categories: the rfurt.her refinement

of th;/ﬁivot class. Adam, one of Brown and Bellugi's subjects,

developed the grammatical classes of adult English through what the

authors called "differentiation.” The pivot class members in the list on

p. 21 were further categorized over a five-month period, in three

ERic o 30
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“—states, each time by differentiating the pivot class then existing

into one or more adult classes plus a new residual pivot class. At

the first stag{e, ;ﬂ;ere was the undifferentiated pivot class. “At the
/"4/ .

second stage, there was’distinction between articles, demomstratives,

and the residual pivot cless. The- thinrd stage was the &ifferenti-

»

ation of the residual pivot class into adjectives, possessive and a

snaller residual class, in this case containing other, one, more, all,
) \

e}c.lg McNeiil sees the crucial aspect of the process being the fact
;hat entire adult clasges are mﬁoved from an ancestral pivot class in
one step--separate words do not straggle out at different times. men(
the son of the Russxan lmgnist Gvozde\;, developed a vaot class
squivalent to Adam's and formod adult grammatical categories through
a comparable process of differentiatim.zo
Thus the open-pivot distinction fits into a plan of generic dis-
tinction which the child makes. A generically appropriate pivot class
is one that ignores but potentially admits all the relevant distinc-
tions of the adult grammsr. For example, Adam's pivot class comtained
every available nent-:er of several adult grammatical classes (articles,
demonstratives, adjectives, poss.essives, etc.) even though none of the
clnsies were themselves recogniged in Adam's grammar. This implies that
children classify words (as ‘p.ivot or open) in a way consistent with more
subtle distinction‘s they are yet to draw, a very real type of pre-
cognition. .

This brings us to the very thorny problems of linguistic capabili-

ties, linguistic universals and the problem of abstraction. As McNeill

puts it:

31
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Ac:ﬁrd;ﬁng to one traditional view, langusge is a systemstic relation
be expression and content. In s transformational grammar such
¥ g - 2 view is embodied in the distinction between deep and surface
structure; the deep structure of a sentence is associated with mean-
ing and the surface structure with sound.. Deep and surface struc-
~N - ture are in general different £rom each other but stand in a
specific relation, which is explicitly described for every possible
sentenée by the transformations of the language. c
One inherent aspect of each sentence therefore is the exystence
of an sbstract deep structure. It is the phenomenon of abstrac-
" tions which all children face and overcome, that eliminatés stimulus-
rt:spmse theory as a possible explanation of 1sagusge ncquisi-
on . .. o
The phesiomsnon of linguistic sbstrection presents a msjor
~ theoretical challenge im the explsnation of language acquisition.
Fluent speakers somehow gain knowledge of the deep structure of sen-
tences. They do so even though they never encounter such informe-
tion in the form of examples, stimuli, or anything else. Moreover,
children make use of information organized as deep structure very
early in the scquisition of lsngusge. From the first momefit of
speeeh, indeed, children have the ability to commmicate mpsning and
do so in a msnner wnderstandable to adults . . . . [this] seems to
mesn that the most sbstract part of language, its propositional
content, is the first to develop. Children present evidence of
employing something relsted to the deep structure of sentences
before grammar is acquired.?l

This sbstracting ability is what leads McNeill to the concept of a
Language Aoquisition Device. discussed by Chomsky, or the LAD as it has
became known (altemntwely, the ngungo Acquisition Syste-. or LAS,
the feminine form--McNeill, p. 1087). As it is seen by its proponents,
the LAD receives a certain corpus ox utterm:ces. Some of these utter-
ances are grammatical sentences in the ls_."\gmge to which the LAD is
exposed, but besides grammatical entencgs, the corpus also contains
blm';ders,'false starts, inte‘rrup'tions.\fand a certain amount of nonsense.
Given such a corpus, the LAD in a two-year-old, for example, is so
sorstructed that it can develop a theory of the regularities that under-
lie the speech to which it has been exposed. It can exclude the
‘nongrammaticality in the corpus by constructing a theory sbout the
regularities of the lsnguage. This theory is the LAD's grmfical

6.
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cotpetence, it;s kﬁmledgé of the language behind the corpus. After
de'veloping suc}n a grammatical theory, the LAD becomes ablerto go far
beyond the corpus with which it i:egm. The LAD cah. distinguish the
infinitely wmany gramtia% sontenées ;.n its langusge. from the infi-
nitely many nongrammatical alternatives, snd it can judge how far from
full grammaticality each of the later devintes.zz

It is iq)qunt to specify the components of the LAD. One of these

is a set of procedures for operating on a corpus--for oxample, conduct-

ing a distributional snalysis, or locking for transformations of 3

certain kinds. The other is a body of linguistic information--for

example, that all gentences include noun and vgﬂ phrases, or that there
are sentences, for. that matter. McNeill maintains that the LAD contains
only one of these cempc:lm.-m:sz3 (he cannot decide which) while Fodor
suggests that it contains both. 24/
whatever LAD coatains, however, must be universaily applicable.
For LAD must be able to acquire sny langusge; it cannot be biased
toward soms language and away from others for reasons of internal
structure. Thus LAD may contain information and procedures bear-
ing on the genersl fors of language but presumably contains
rothing bearing on tgg form of sny particular lsmguage to the ¢
exclusion of others. .

This argument is based on the theory of grampar--as opposed to the
grammar of a single language--as being a description of the general
form of natural language. Its purpose is to state the conditions that
gramears describing individual languages must meet. For example,
gramsars must all be transfornational, and the base component must
jnclude rules stating the relations that hold among such syntactic

categories as NP and N. When the grasmar of a particular language

represents the linguistic knowledge of the speskers of the language,
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and also conforms to ihy theory of grammar, one can claim to have

explained the grammar of the lanibage.zs
~ - } :

Within this theory of gramsar, McNeill further hypothesizes that,

-~

because the LAD and children stcept the l;ll types of dats and deal with
them in the same way, the theory 65 the'iAD is ipso £scto a theory about -
children, that they have the same “"internal strﬁéture."27
¥hat, then, are the universals in the theory of grasmar, which the
nativists pres?-a'to be a reflection of chi;dren's innate capacities?
| | Some arw phonological. Every language, for example, employs consonants
\\\\\ and vowel types, syllsbic structur», and not more than 15 distinctive

28

“features. Other univérsals msy be semantic--universals that ~re essen-

tially constraints on possible concepts of what is thinknblc.zt

In the case of syntax, some universals describe the ch.f;cterispics
of the deep structure of sentences. Every language utilizes the same
basic syntactic categories arranged in the same way--such categories as
séntences, noun phrases, verb phrases, etc. Every language utilizes the
sswe basic grammatical relations smong these categories--such relations
ss subject and predicate of a sentence, verb and onect of a verb and
-odificntion within & noun phrase. Every lang;age can recursively
include sentences within sentences. And every language distinguishes «
deep and surface structure and so is transfornation:llso

T;; trans formations of a language are mostly, though not exclu-
sively, idiosyncratic. However, the types of relations that exist
between deep and surface structure gre universals. For example, English

relates the underlying and surface structure of auxiliary verbs by per-

muting the order of verbs and affixes. This transformation appears in

English and French and is possible elsewhere, but is not universal.31

-
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However, the relation of persutation is universal. The transformational _

idiosyncracy of cach anguuge arisés‘frén the way in,yhich‘a few univer-

( :

sal transformational types, such as persutation, are exploited.
_Thus, using the concepts above, HcNeiil arrives at the fbrlulutiog '
" . of the nativistic hypothesi¢ about the acquisition of iyﬁt-x:

Much of the d p structure of sentences is described by various
syntactic univirsels; most tranformations are idiosyncractic uses
of universal types of E:lition. Making the assumption that such
linguistic universals exist because of innate abilities, we can say
that the abstractions of the deep structure are those universal
categories and relations that reflect children's innate cspacities,
and that are made abstract when children discover the i ansformations
of their language. .

A language is thus acquired through discovering the relations
that exist between the surface structure of the sentence and the
universal aspects of the deep structure, the iatter being a manifes-
tation of children's own capacities. The interaction between chil-
dren's ir .ate capacities and their linguistic experience occurs at
this point, in the acquisition of transformations--and it is here
that parental speech may make its contribution.

If a langusge is scquired through discovering the transfor-
mations that relate surfsce structures to the universal aspects of
the deep structure of sentences, then these universal aspects must
be present in children's earliest speech, at least, they must logi-
~ cally be present before the transformations that depend on them are
" acquired. 'An aspect of children's capacities will not appear until

it has ‘matured’ but everything in earliest speech that is not
transformational should reflect sn aspect of children's capacities.
The early linguistic constructions of children should th.refore be
the universsl parts of the deep structure of sentences, but, in
effect, pronounced directly. It is for this reason that children

are able to express meaning from the onset of language acquisition.32

McNeill then takes the phenomenon of holophrastic speech, ncting
that it has the conceptual content of full sentences, and uses this to
substantiate the most primitive manifestation of a basic grammatical
' .relution--predication.33

Adam's speech, above, is thus seen to contain many examples of
predication, as well as other relations: direct and indirect objects,
modification and possessives, the latter being & variety of modification,

according to Chomsky's view.s‘
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To quote from McNeill again,

s . It is impossible to say from Adam's ecvidence whether or not these
e relations had equal topnure in his gramsar at 28 months. All four
' conceivably existed at the holophrastic stage. Buf it is equally
possible that originally Adsn' g utterances expressed anly predi-
cation, to which was first added modif¥ication (including possession)
then direct object of verdbs, then subject, and £inally indirect
obI:cts of verdbs,--this being the oxder of the frequency of these
relations in Adam's speech at 28 months. \
atever the order of emsrgence of such relations, however, it
is ficult to imagine that they were, in any senso, discovered
by Adam. For example, Adsm apparently expressed the objoct of &
_preposition before he included prepositions in his speecq, as in
write paper snd seversl other examples. It is difficultito see
how he could have. discovered such & relation from surfacy structuxes
without slso discovering the preposition; the prepositiost is the -
only feature on the surface that identifies the relation. It seems
rather that Adam used the different basic grammatical relations, as
they becape svailable, to organize his other linguistic experiences--
for ox‘lﬁngs scquisition of such prepositional phrases as write on

the paper. \
Other evidence can be interpreted in this way. The two other

children followed by Brown and his collaborators give this same type of
evidence.® Evidence for Japanese children was discussed by McNeill
and McNeill.37 Slobin reviewed a mumber of diary studies and fotﬁd evi-
dence for the early emergence of the basic grammatical relstions in
Russian. Serbisn, French, German, Georgian, Italian and mlglﬁan.ss

The problem of how the child accomplishés this categorization is
also sn interesting ome. McNeill adopts Choasky's notion of syntactic
festures to account for the pk’xmonenm. Children aie seen as being able
to cross-classify various words, at least temporarily wntil further
f‘eatnres can be employed in the classification. The resultant categories
are thus predicate, subject, main verb, object, modiiier amd head.:"’9

The distinction between pivot and open classes appears in a distri-
butional snalysis because a child's lexicqn is derived from the basic

grasmmstical relations of modification, predication snd msin verb, and
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f sentences constructed from this lexicon are limited to two and three

. words. Each of the observed relations yields N or NP as a contextual
feature. Pivot words are either modifiers, predicates, or main verbs;
open wordsH:ppear with pivot words ;n the complementary relations. Upen
words appear without restriction because they are unmayked; pivot words

v
sppear with open words because they are marked. Modifiers, for exaup le,

~

cannot occur alme because they have the obligatory feature [¢ N] and

¢ cannot occnx/ 'with each other because they have no contextual feature
[*bet _]. Nouns appear aﬁcne because they have no contextual feature
and appear with pivots because pivots have nouns as a contextual feature.

We are now ready to move from what McNeill sees as totally innate

|

The deep structures of sentences are largely a reflection of child-
ren's innate linguistic abilities. It is for this reasom that such
information can be totally abstract in sentences. Ueep structures
become abstract when children learn the transformations of their
language. The interaction between linguistic experience and innate
linguistic ability thus occurs here--in the acquisition of transfor-
nations. . . . :
[This interaction] can be viewed as & history of the way that
children, beginning with & wniversal child grmaso diverge in the
direction of the grammar of their local language. :

knowledge, to what he sees as '""learned."

The emergence of inflections gives some indication of this inter-
action. Be}lugi observed the order of noun and verb inflections of two
children, and also noted the reclative frequency of the same inflections
in the speech of the children's mothers. The study underlined the fact
that the order of emergence was the same for the®two children, even
though the children's rate of development was radically different, one
child taking twice as lomg to acquire the six inflections in question as
the other. A second point was that forms employing the same phonetic

variants (the plural morpheme, for example) do not appear at the same
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time, so it is not phonemic development that regulates the acquisition

I

of inflections.' Finally, the order in which inflections emerged in the
speech of children was weakly correlated with the frequency of the forms
in the speech of the mothers.41 ‘

* The phenomenon of overgeneralization of inflections ﬁgn,also
attracted a good deal of attention. Most parents notice that children
regularize stxong verbs (runned, goed, setted, etc.) and nowums (foots,
!ggagii\foothos); Ery%p. howevex!, found that strong verbs appear in- .
ehildmn‘v\ speech initially in the correct irregular fomms. The explana-
tion of the early nppenrance of suﬁh correct irregulsr verbs and nouns

has to do with the frequency of these forms in adult speech. Strong

|

verbs are by far the most frequent verbs, and strong nouns occur com-

monly also. Children are thus given many cpportunities to discover the

[ oF SN

association of the underlying morphemes of the past mnd plurals of
these words, and they must make many such discoveries. Thus the
irregular forms and the small number of cases to which the varied

\ ' inflections applied were leamed early, then the simpler -od or -8 was
noticed by the children who then generalized ther to both regular and
irregular <:ase.-:=*..42

Slobin, who saw much the same phenomenon in children's acquisi-

[ o tion of Russian infle.ctions. refers to such encroachment of regularity
as 'inflectional imperialism.’ McNeill notes that there are ﬁo politi-
cal comnotations in the fact that inflectional imperialism is a major
factor in the acquisition of Russian; the terms applies only to

\ . language. Gvozdev and Zakharova found the same type of "igperialism"

43
in their studies of Russian children.
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McNeill sees this overgeneralization or impesalism in the acquisi-

tion of morphology as clearly showing that overt practice has little
‘ t

influence on linguistic perfornnhce. When :one form impexialistically
drives out another, it is A form which has received little or no overt

N

practice which displaces another which has received a great deal of
overt practice.44

%he role of imitation has been examined by several studies. Brown
found that only 10% of children's speech at 28 to 35 Honths is imitative,

as for exaxple in such exchmges as the following:

Adult ' Child
. \
" Oh, that's a big one. big one
But he was much bigger than Perro Big as Perro
Salad Dressing ‘ Salad dressing
That's not a screw Dat not a4§crew
Are they all there? All dere?

However, McNeill feels the fact that children imitate the speech of

"adults does not .mean that the process of acquisition is imitation. He

cites the exaxples givenféyrlier to indicate that not everything in
child grammar originates in such a fashion. It runned, ‘wllgone shoes,
for example, have no models in adult sPeech. but they are grammotical
within a child's system.4b

Ervin also looked into the possibility of imitation of "advanced"
grammaficality (relative to spontaneous speech) being found in
children's free Speech. She found that the grammatical organization of
the imitations was identical to the organizationrof the free speech.
There was a stfong tendency-among children to include nothing in the
surface structure of sentences that could nat be related to deep

structure--nothing for which the transformation derivation was not
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known. The principle encompassed imitation as well as spontaneous
sBLech. If a child did not yet include the progressive inflection

-ing in his speech, he also did not imitate it in the speech of adults,
particularly if the adult model was long relative to his memory span.47

The resistance lof children to new forms sometimes goes to extrava-
gant lengths. Consider, for example, the following exchange between -

one mother and @er child:

—

Child: Nobody dom't like me. -

Mothex: No, say 'nobody likes me.'

Child: Nobody don't like me. .
/ ,(eight repetitions of this dialogue)

Mother: o, now'liste& carefully,; sz& ‘nobody likes me.'

Chidd: Oh,! Nobody don't likes me.48 ’

e \ »
A technique which ciildren do use, however, is that of soliloquy.

Weir found many examples of grammaticql play in the pre-speech play of '

her 2 1/2 vear-cld son. The child selected a’'particular parar.gm--

sometimes grammatical, sometimes phonological--and then elsborated a

stream of éxamples, the linguistic equivalent of répeatedly bui lding

w
up and knocking down a tower of blocks.49

. Combining all this evidence, McNeill maintains:

The role of parental speech in language, acquisition is not to supply
opportunities for children to practice. The practice of forms
already in a child's grammar contributes nothing to the viability
of the forms when they come into conflict with a child's changing
system . . . . The practice of forms not yet in a child's

gramar simply does not occur. The dominating factor is a child's
own system of rules. The contributions of parentag speech are
always most severely filtered through this system. 0 :

The notion of expansion has, also been discussed fairly frequently in

the literature. It is the process by which an adult, imitating a child's

” i
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teloegraphic sentence, typically adds to the child's sentence the parts
he judges the child to have omitted. For example, the child says big
doggie, and the adult says Yes, that's a big dog. Cazxden looked into the

. effectiveness of expanding child speech by deliberately incressing the
nusber of expansions given to a group of children. The experiment com-
sisted of having every child in a given nursery school spend 1/2 hour a
day, 5 days a week, looking at picture books with an adult xho system-
nticzall‘y expanded everytt;ing the child said. At the beginni?g and end
of the experiment, three months later, the children were given a specially
devised test'6£ linguistic perforsance. thse "expansion" children were‘
compared to two other groups of children, taken from the same nursery
school, who received in one case what Cazden called "no&e!s“f:;spin the
other case no special treatment. "Modélllng" was commenting on every-
thing said by a child rather than improving it through expansions. If,
for example, a child said doggie bite, the expansion might be zg;! he’s
biting, whereas a model aight be yes, he's very sngry. Children in the

modeling group likewise spend 1/2 hour a day, 5 days a\week. looking at
picture books with an adult. The results shoued,.relgkive to the group
of childrcn who received no special treatment, there was a modest gain

in linguistic performance among children whe received expansion, and n'
large gain amcisy c&lldren who received models. Cazden interpreted her
results by pointing to the fact that in expansion an adult 15 closely led
by a child--te must use the child's words and something like the child's
syntax. The oppositg is typically true of modelling--he must avoid the
child's word and often his syntax; Apparently, therefore, constraint by

a child's own utterances is not beneficial to linguistic developnent.Sl

-
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McNeill, howéver, dismisses this evidence, suggesting that perhaps
<,
inappropriate expansions were used, and therefore feels the question of
the effectiveness of expansions remains open.s2
Instead, McNeill sees a much narrower role for parental speech in
the learning of transformations. Heé feels that in order for a child to
observe s transormational relation not yet part of his linguistic com-
petence, he must have in mind the deep structure of a sentence obtained
from the speech of someone else; a structure that can only be in a ..ild's
mind must coexist with another structure that can only be in the speech
of an adult. McNeill notes that expansions, prompts and imitation meet
this demand, but echoes, talking to oneself, rote practice, and @many
utterances simply overheard by children do not. The effect is to
reduce even furtQFr the effective size of the c~ pus on which all
language acquisiti&n is based.sa
Such situations as expansion or imitation, which potentially com-
bine a child's deep structure and aif adult's surface structure,
may not, of course, result in the discovery of transformations.
In the case of imitation, discovery is systematically blocked by
a contradictory tendency to imitate in terms of a child's own
grammar. The usefulness of expansions and prompts, while not
systematically blocked, depends on a child actually noticing that
both a deep and surface structure are available. Children may
not always do this.>? v
The transformationalists have found that, just as languages differ
greatly in their surface structures, they also differ greatly in the
transformations that relate surface structure to deep structure. How-
ever, there is a small nmumber of wmiversal transformational retations.
For example, permutation of the order of stems and affixes occurs only
in certain languages, but the relation of permutation is universal.

Besides permutation, the a: . tion of clements (as in the English passive)

and the deletion of elements (as in the English imperative) are universal
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transformational relations. So is the requirement that deletions from
/
the deep structure be recoverable. It is felt that there may be a few

other relations universal in scope, but their .total nuwber is probably

less than ten.535
The innateness concept must carry a great deal of theoretical weight
in this area. McNeill tries to explain it:

Universal transformations may play a crucial role in language acqui-
sition, for it is possible that they describe relations to which
young children are innately predisposed. Indeed, that would be at
least one reason why they are universal.

If indeed the acquisition of transformations proceeds through
the formulation and refinement of hypotheses, the hypotheses appar-
ently take the most general form possible. Children are not cautious
theoreticians. They do not, for example, attempt to find an inte-
grating principle that covers two or three local observations, to
which they add the results of other small theories devised else-
where . . . their goal is to find hypotheses with the largest
rossible exceptions. The comsuquences are visible .through language
acquisition--in inflectional imperialism, and in the differentiation
of grammatical classes . . . .

It is worth comsidering the possibility that children cannot
avoid formulating hypotheses about language. Given any kind of lin-
guistic experience, children very quickly develop rules that cover
‘the experience . . . . The tremendous generality of children's first
grampars suggest the existence of such a phenomenon throughout lan-
guage acquisition. Generalizations appear immediately. What requires

- more time and further experience is the modification of these gener-
alizations. Language acquisition thus appears to be the opposite
of concept formation, where strategies for organizing forwation lead
to the discovery of rules. (Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin, 1956).
Indeed it is different from most forms of learning studies by psy-
chologists . .

Being universal, child grammar is not the grammar of any lan-
guage but is instead something that can become the grammar of lan-
guage through a process of formulating and modifying linguistic
hypotheses.

In so evolving, language for a child moves from 2 maximally
diffuse to a maximally articulated state. It starts with an inti-
mate and extremely general relation between sound and meaning; it
progresses from there to a less intimate and general relation medi-
ated by deep structures; eventually it arrives at the camplex and
systematic relation between sound and meaning that comprises a
transformational grammar . . . . These events take place for the
most part before age 4 1/2.5°
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Phonologx

As we move from syntax to phonology, we come to an area, casy to
observe, but about which it has been difficult to theorize. Although
Jakobson proposed an éxplicit theory of phonemic development in 1941,
the theory for phonological development has not been so readily come by.
Phonological developncnt refers to the emergence of rules for cngining
sound into pronounceable sequences in a language and for rellting such
sequences to the surface structure of sentences.

The direction of development duriqg the first year of life has been
documented as proceeding from the back to the front of the mouth for
consonant-type sounds and from the front to the back of the mouth for
vowel-like sounds. The direction of development duriﬁé the second year

of life is exactly,gggrsite. First to sppear as speech sounds are front

consonants and back vowels. The back consonants and front vowels that

were first uttered in the period of pre-speech are among the last organ-
ized into & linguistic systen.57

The development of a phonemic syster, according to Jakobsén, is the
result of filling the gap between two sounds, /a/ #nd /p/. The process
of development is differentiation. /p/ is & consonant formed at the
front of the mouth; it is & stop; it is unvoiced and it presents a nearly
total lapse of acoustic energy. /a/ contrasts uithv/p/ in each of these
respects. Each is an extreme example of its type, and the contrast be-
tween them is as large as possible. In order to establish & phonemic
system, the space between /p/land /a/ must be differentiated. The first

such split occurs on the consonant side and results in a distinction be-

tween a lebial stop /p/, snd a nazalized labial /m/. There then appears

A4
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a division of oral consomant into labial and dental categories. After

A Y

this there occurs the first division on the vocalic side. Narrow vowels
are set off against wide vowels, as in /i/ versus /a/.58

Jakobscn argues that the sequence of phonemic development is invari-
ant and universal mﬁng children., All children pass through the same A
steps, although children may differ from one another in the rate of
advancement. Moreover, the phonemic system created by the first two
or three steps in phonemic development is universal among the languages
of the world. The child possesses in the beginning only those sounds
which are common to the world, while those phomemes which distinguish
the mother tongue from the other language of the world sppear only
latcr.sg

Thus we see the similarity between phonemic development, as traced
by Jakobson, and syntactic development as tracgﬁ by McNeill, Brown, et
al. Both begin with a primitive form that is/;niversal. In both, the
starting point is not any particular language; but is so organized that

it may become any language through a process of differentiation, and

both are differentiated by sets of distinctive features.

Lateralization

There is a final issue treated by the innatists, which is impor-
tantbto foreign language learning--lateralization. Lenneberg noted that
it has been known for more than a hundred years that the leff side of the
brain sefves a special function in language. Lesions to’'the left side
of the brain produce more damaging aphasia than do iesions to the right
side, and they take longer to recover from, if indeed there is any re-

covery at all. The emergence of lateralization therefore seemed a
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promising place to look for the physiological underpinnings of language
acquisition. Lenmneberg related lateralizatiom to the existence of a
critical period in liﬁguistic development. The ability to recover from
dunage to the left side of the braim declines with age. A newborn with
a damaged left hemispheve develops language no;Lally with the riéht hemi -
sphere. A two- or three-year old loses language in some :degree after
damage to the left hemisphere but then quickly recovers with the right.
Beyond puberty recovery is always limited or nonexistent. The degree

of recovery is thus correlated with the degree of lateralizatign before
injury. Many language teachers have encountered parallel finding;

in the work of Penfield. Unfortunately, the development of the later-
alization of speech functions has not really been studied, and thus this

area needs more work if it is to fit neatly into the innatist position.®0

Summary of the nativist position

1. The innate Language Acquisition Device of children contains stra-
tegies for differentiating words into ever more discrete categories.
The device is seen as having a structure éarallel to that found in
a transformational grammar. |

2. . All children approach the 'eamiag of syntax and phonelogy in basi-
cally tne same way, starting with universals,.gradbally differenti-

ating and learning the transformations which are language specific.

In the earliest stages, children use one- and two-word sentences

L
.

which correspond very directly to base structures.
4. Children tend to apply the most encompassing generalizations possi-
ble to cover inflections, word order, etc., rather than fitting the

many variations they hear into a complex pattern.

46



42

5. Neither imitation of adult speech nor adult expansion of child speech
is seen as a method of permitting children to acquire language; the
underlying forms must have been develbped by the child before he can
assimi late new expx;essimms.

6. Children often soliloquize--run t\l\xtough their repertoire of words

| and sounds--and these solilogquies are often unacceptable by adult
language standards.

7. The brain seems to have a critical period for language development--

the period prior to puberty.

L3

Nativist Foreign Language Methodologies

FLES Methodology

In that FLES programs deal with students before the age of puberty,

it would seem the process of learning a second language could proceed
J

along the same lines. However, the program of instruction' would be

much different frou those typically found in FLES programs. Instead of

the twenty minutes per day class schedule, with dialogue ﬁemorization,
questions and answers, dramatization, mixed in with gmgs and games, the
implication is for a much less structured situation. If expansionms,
prompts and imitation are not effective as teaching devices, then the
child must be allowed to "soak up' the language in a somewhat natural
situation. The only type of program which would seem to fulfill these
conditions is the type being used at St. Lambert's School in :.ontreal
under the direction of Waliace Lambert et al., and which has given rise
to some forty similar programs in Canada and at least two in chis

comtry.61 The basic factor in the program i5s the fact that a foreign

('1 '::
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language is used as tﬁe exclusive medium of instruction for most of the
kindergarten-elc;entnry school experience of the child. The child thus
encounters a great deal of raw language data, and the LAD can operate
upon it in the same way it operated upon his first hnguage.. There is,
of course, none of the pattern drill type ‘instruction found in most
FLES classes.

‘ The program consists of the child's éncountering all his kinder-
garten and first grade experiencg through the medium of the foreign
language (in this case, FrenEh). In figst grade, he begins to read and
write in French. /Efg; second grade on, the child receives approximately
one-half hour a héy of instruction in his native language, primarily to
learn the graphit skills. This is the pattem up through the fourth

grade, which is as far as the program hgp gone at this moment.

Post-adolescent Foreign Language Methodologies

As we move from the ideal language learning period, the issue
becomes less clear.  Does the theorist move in the direction of attempt-
ing to recapture the language ability of ghe earlier period, or does he
attempt to compensate for the fact that the nature of the learner has
changed? One answer to the question has been given by Leonard Newmark
and David Reibel, who maintain that the adult language learner is perhaps
quantitively, but not qualitatively different from the child leammer.
They recommend, therefore, the exposure of the adult to large amounts of
raw language data in realistic language situations, rather than the
sterile world of pattern drills. ‘They further maintain that this method
and only this method is both sufficient and necessary to produce
second-language competence. Unfortunately, they offer little research

to prove their claim. Because their answer ignores a basic tenet of

3
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the nativist doctrine--a critical period of the brain, it will not be

treated further here.62.
The alternative, unless we are to admit that the two types of

learmning heve little iﬁ common and can therefore draw no parallels, is
tb devise a methodology based on the principle; of first language
acquisition, realizing that the method must do for the post-adolescent
learner such of what the LAD did for the child leamner of s language.

The resultant method would contain the foilo«ing principles:

1. The first part of the course would be devoted to the examination of
language universals, (in the native language) and the imparting of
the knowledge of the relations to watch for in this specific second
language.

2. The actual using of the language would begin nith kernel sentences,
simple transformation being then demonstrated and encouraged.
Relatively poor phonology would be permitted at this point.

3. There would be a recurring pattem of exposure to additional, graded
language dats, preferably in an environmentil(i.e., via audio and
visual media) approach, guidance By the instructor toward the
formulation of rules, imprecise at first, and then more encompassing.

4. Additional talk about the second language (in the native language)

. would poiqt up the phonological féatures and phonology would be
improved by referring to these features as errors were made.

S. Students would be encouraged to soliloquize on phonological or

syntactic paradigms.
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Evaluation of the Methodologies

‘§£§§ (Foreign Language in the Elementary School)

Although it was not intended as such, the St. Lambert French pro-
gram could be considered a project in which nativist principles are
permitted to operate. The results of that program have been most
posit#ve. By fourth grade, students are equally proficient in English
snd French, and also as proficient as monolingual comtrol groups, not
only in language, but also in disciplines such a§ math.63 If we assume
that the program will continue to provide experiences in two languages
for the 13-year sequence, then the program, when evsluated by an instru-
ment such as the Minnesota Guide to Modern Foreign Languages, (See
Appendix A) would rate very high indeed.

It would seem that item A-1 would be well provided for: students
would indeed be able to enroll in foreign langusge classes without
sacrificing other worthwhile educational eXPeriences; for the lion's
share of the foreign lsnguage learning would iaka_place in elementary
school. If one assumes that at least part of the instruction in the
secondary school is in French, then the students would sacrifice nothing
while gaining a truly bilingual command of both languages.

Item A-3. There would be no artificial screening of students
going into or staying in the sequence.64 (Lambert indicflcs that there
is no drop-out ir his program, and’ that there even seems to be some
increase in measured intelligence--possibly a result of greater intel-
lectual stimulation.)65

Item A-4. Articulation would seem to pose little problem, for if
the students are progressing as rapidly as their monolingual counter-

parts, the normal instruction given in each language should be suitable
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for each grade level. One serious problem, however, would be that of
providing for the child who transfers into the school district. This,
and the fact that not all) parents might want their child in a bilingual
programs, suggests that there should be at least some monolingual:
sections at each grade level.

Item A-5. So long as there is coordination ofeghe variou. disci-
plines within the school dlsfrict, one should be able to assume adequate
coordination of the foreign language skills as part of the various
disciplines.

Item A-6. The preparation of the teaching staff might pose the
biggest problem, in that it might be difficult to find sufficiently
well-prepared teachers to staff such a progras.

Items A-12, B-2, 8. The language-switch program might well have an
edge on other foreign language programs in that it would provide
language experiences for all children. It has been shown that children
of varying ability can profit from the prugrum, and if the language is
merely the medium, meny fields of interest can provide stimulation for
children.

Item A-13. Finding adequate texts would also seem to pose little
problen, for normal instructional texts in various disciplines could
be imported directly from the culture area being studied.

Item B-7. Another strong point of the language switch would be
its integration into the total school curriculum. There should be no
conflict between the goals of the language program and the other

instructional goals.
-
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Item C-1. The evaluaticn of such a program would definitely be
that of a real-life situstion, one of the mos t realissic for school-age
children: the measure of being able to communicate in the élassruom.

" Itews C-2, 5. Beginning in the first grade, there would be the
opportunity to evaluate all four language skills. Standardized testing
could easily be used, and in both languages, so long as the tests
reflected adquately the content of the gdisciplines being taught,

In applying the Rivers Criterion fl, we can note that there should
be no difference between the objectives of the foreign-language program
and those of the other disctplfnes. The objectives would be multifaceted.
Put in traditional FL terms, there would be functional mastery, reading
knowledge, cultural knowledge, even informal linguistic analysis, all
included in the one program.

Criterion #2. When compared with traditional FLES programs, the
lenguage-switch program has been shown to be more economical, for it
does not require sdditional staff or additional materisl. When compared
with the typrcal secondary-school programs, it seems to produce far
greater proficiency with a much broader range of student ability.

Criterion #3. Whether or not the techniques maintain the interest
and the enthusiasm of the learners would depend on the techniques used
in 1he svnool a> a whole. There is no reason for the FL techniques
being different from the techniques used in other classes.

Criterion #4. As in A, it has been shown that a wide range of
student abilities can profit from this type of instruction.

Criterion #5. The demands of this method should pot be greater on

the teacher than those on any elementary classroom teacher, provided the

teacher has near-native fluency in both languages. In fact, the load
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would be less than that on an American elementary school teacher who
must prepare a separate lesson plan if she is teaching her owm FLES
program. In comparison with the FLES specialist, the language-switch
teacher should again have less demand on her. There would not be the
need to contact 200-500 different students per week, and to attempt to
. entertain thew in 20-minute episodes at the rate of 10-13 per day. In
comparison with secondary teachers of French, the language-switch
teacher would not be obligated to provide the tremendous expenditure
of energy audio-lingual and direct method teachers t&pically do,
especially in first-year classes. In addition, the tencﬁer in this
program would have at her disposal the wide range of activities typically
found in elementary schools, including large group and small group
activities, individual work, quiet work at secats, plus the opportunity

for "diversionary’ activities like physical education, art and music.

Post-adolescent Methodology

Since there is no extant model of an instructional system built
upon nativist principles for the post-adolescent leamer, the evaluation
of the methodology is a difficult problem. The standard evaluatory
guides cannot be brought.to bear. Several points should be mentioned,
houever.’ This methodology wéuld impose & double burden on the learmer,
the learning of the fundamentals of transformational grammar (a task not
all that easy for university students) plus the language itself. In
order to understand universal relations and features, ; fairly sophis-
ticated knowledge of linguistics would seem necessary. Another
difficulty would be the large amount of time devoted to talk about the

language, rather than the use of the language itself. Given the fact

04
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that there is usually only a set amount of time available for the
language course, one can well question the quantity of time devoted

to the non-language activity. The environmentzl spproach would be a
costly-one, if we assume that it would require multi-media
presentations--tapes, and at least filmstrips, if not moving picture
format. A final objection would be the well-known reluctance of sdults
to soliloquize, thus negating some of the supposed benefit of the
method. (However, one might encourage sub-vocal soliloquy.)

Thus the attempt to formulate a second-language methodology upon
nativist principles of first language acquisition is largehabortive,
except for the FLES sequence. In the next chapter, we will attempt to
describe a less monolithic approach to fi?st language acquisition and
a uote‘fruitful attempt st extracting a second-language methodology

from it.
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GQIAPTER 111

THE COMPOSITE APPROACGH

Research Supporting the Composite Position

As Tucker and d'Anglejan pointed out in their recent article in

the Britannica Review of Foreign Language Education,

The language leamning process involves an interaction between
various enviroamental and hereditary facters. As a starting point
for the discussion to follow, consider the implications of two
facts: (1) nearly all children, from diverse backgrounds, with

di fferent IQ's and with various psychological limitations, do be-
come fluent speakers of some code, and (2) nearly all children who
first acquire one code but then move to a location where another
is used very quickly become fluent speakers of the second. Obser-
vations such as these, together with recent developments in psycho-
linguistic research and theorizing, have led investigators to examine
critically once again the nature of the relationship between tue
process of acquiring a native language and the process of second-
language leaming. :

One of the teams of examiners consisted of llebb, Lambert and

Tucker at cGill University. They characterized the current approaci

.

in this manner:

The dominant view in psycnolinguistics seems to be that learnin: is
not involved in the acquisition of grammatical competence: it is
argued instead that the essential principles of grammar are unleammed
and somchow transmitted by heredity. !e say ‘somehow' because tais
literature is more concerned with criticism of Jearning theory than
with explicating a nativistic mechanism. The argument rests on two
bases: a primitive view of the child's learning, drawn from experi-
ments with rat or pigeon, and an equally primitive view of heredity
.and environment as altematives in the explanation of behavior. Is
a given attribute imnnate, or is it learned? And it seems to ve
thought, by these writers, that if it is leammed it must be learncd
by'conditioming and the reinforcement of overt response. .W%th such
jdeas, with no awareness of the nature and extent of cognitive
leazaing in which there may be no response to reinforce at the Flmc
leaming occurs, and no recognition of the large class cf behavior
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that is not learned but is dependent on prior leaming (Hebb, 1953),
it is inevitable that a psycholinguist will have difficulty seeing
the place of leaming in the mastery of grammar. Obviously the more
superficial features of language (vocabulary, idiom;-accent) are
leamed, but the mastery of what Chomsky (1965) has called ‘deep
structure' cannot be leamed because--for one with such views--it

is not a matter of conditioning and reinforcement.2

This article goes on to point out the nativ‘st psycholinguist's
stress on the regularity of development in children, even from different
cultures, and their implication that the development)‘must be based
exclusivély on genetic factors. liebb et al. note th;t this argument
overlooks the great clements of identity in the early environment of
children everywhere, and a uniform early experience can contribute as
much to uniform developrnent as a common human heredity. (p. 218).

Thus, how learning occurs and what learning is, in the position of
Hebb et al., is as much determined by the léarner's environment ;s oy
his heredity. They belicve that experience has an essential part in the
development of any cognitive process, including those processes that con-
trol language, but that this in no way decreases the over-riding impor-
tance of heredity predispositions. They see man as born to talk, in-
nately provided with both the capacity and with a motivation, a need to
iearn, at least in the c#sc of the native’language. (p. 219)

Part of the difficulty in-reconciling the views of psycholorists
with those of linguists has been the sometimes willful ignoring of
learning theories which suggest anything other than S-R relationsivips,
and the ignoring of man's enomous capacity for latent lcarning, in-
cluding perceptual learning and association of ideas. iiebb et al. citeq

Brogden's works of 19333 anc¢ 12474 in which a dog or cat was exposed to

a stimulus combination--sound followed by light~-with several repetitions.
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This was enough to establish leaming--the animel's association of the
two events--but the learning was latent. To demonstrate it, a further
step was necessary. The light was conditioned to an avoidance response,
and then the crucial test was made; the animal was exposed to the sound
and again made the avoidance response, which showed that sound and light
were in fact associated.

Perceptuasl leaming was first demonstrated by Leeper, who showed
that undergraduates' perceptions of an ambiguous figure were modiéied
by the prior examination of a related figure; the leaming was latent
with no discernible primary or secondarx reinforcement.> Latent pexr-
ceptual learming, without response reinforcement, has also been shown
to occur in the behavioral development of a mammal as primitive as the
rat. The rat was reared in a wire mesh cage, too small to permit any
locomotion but permitting visual inspection of the experimental room.
That visual-perceptual learning occurred was shown by the fact that at
paturity the rat was decisively superior;in solving maze problems to
one reared with a similar degree of physical restriction, with light,
but without being permitted a view of his immediate environment.6
Here the perceptual learning of infancy had a lasting effect. liebb et
al. concludedqthat it can hardly be less so in man, in view of the far
more extensive leamning that is characteristic of the human species.

As they noted:
The S-R (stimulus-response) conception of leaming with its emphasis
on the development of connections between point of stimulation and
motor organ of response was a fundamental advance in psychological
thought because it freed us from the shackles of 19th-century sub-
jectivism. No doubt Watson's doctrinaire narrowness was an aid in
winning that fight, but the fight has been won and the current

narrowness of 'learning theory' (NeoBehaviorism) is no longer a
strength. With a broader view of learning as a modification of
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transmission in the CNS (central nervous system), we can include
change or elaboration within a transmission route, or potential
route (paradigm of perceptual leaming); and cross-connection
between such routes (paradigm of S-S leaming) . . . . In addition
to perceptual learning and sensory preconditioning, both repeatedly
demonstrated in the laboratory, there is a fomm of transient one-
trial learning without reinforcement that can be called simply the
acquisition of information. It occurs in animals, in the delayed-
response procedure in which a monkey is shown the place of food and
only later allowed to go find it. At the adult human level it is
possibly the commonest, easiest and most typical form of learning,
occurring constantly during waking hours. When we hear or see or
feel something and remember it, even for a short time and even if
we make no response at the time, that is learning . . . . Latent
learning without reifforcement is one of the facts of human behavior,
a normal consequence of perception. (p. 216-217.)

<3

" To account for these various types of learning, and as a basis
for the composite nativist-empiricist language acquiéition theory, the
Hebb team resurrected Hebb's cell assembly theory7 to wﬁich the
similarities of Braine's storage bank concept and Herriot's schema and
strategy will be shown later. Hebb had postulated

. . assemblies of the first order (directly related to a spe-

~ cific stimulus), second order (excited by first-order assemblies),
third order and so om. The notion . . . is that there is a hierarchy
of representative (or cognitive or mediating) processes. At one
extreme is ansactivity characteristic of actual perception, a pri-
nmary level coghition or mediating process, vivid and specific but
narrow gaugey for example tHe perception of a line or particular
shape, or a vowel sound, or a pressure on a particular point on the
skin. At the secondary level is the awareness or perception of
larger aspects 0. the object or event, lacking some of the vividness
of actual perception; at a tertiary or higher level, an abstract
idea of a class of such objects, or if the same object as seen or
heard or felt in its different aspects. How far one must go, in
this description of successive levels of abstraction, is not clear;
but it is quite clear that the different levels exist, psychologi-
cally, and clear also that there is an intelligible physiological
basis for such a progression. For one thing, it closely parallels
the progression of simple cell, complex cell and hypercomplex cell
demonstrated physioclogically by Hubel and Wiesel (1968). The
simple cell is directly excited by sensory imput, the cgmplcx cell
by simple cells, and the hypercomplex by complex cells.

.
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Phonology

As we move to the specifics of the nativist-empiricist theory, we
begin with the work of Martin Braine, who stated that ''the available
information indicates that phunol&gical developments take the form of
2 progressively developing system of contrasts.”g‘ This conclusion is
based prin#rily on the study of veltenl® with corroboration in the works
of Leopold,!! Gr€goire’? and Govzdev.!® Between 11 and 16 months of
age Velten's daughter, Joan, developed as follows: her first two words
/ap/ 'up' and fba/ 'bottle’, 'bang', indicated s distinction between a
a vowel and a stop consonant. It was characteristic of Joan's early
development, as of Leopold's daughter and Braine's son, that conso-
mants tended to be voiced initially and unvoiced terminally, so that the
voiced and unvoiced realizations of consomant phonemes were in coxple-
mentary distribution. Joan next'developed a stop-continuant distinction
and a contrast between initial voiced phonemes, and so forth.N

Braine concluded that the data on phonological deveiopment con-
firmed the general lines of Jakobson's thinking (a2s noted in Chapter I1i)
as being, not a gradual approximation of the adult phonemes one by one,
but the acquisition of successive contrasts between distinctive features
of maximum differences and generality, e.g. vowel vs. consonant, stop
vs. non-stop, voiced vs. unvoiced, etc. (pp. 22-23).

Braine saw the literature as';uggesting that for the acquisition of
phonemes, distinctive features are lesarned. Hg found this concept gen-
erally consistent with the Gibsonian concept15 that perceptual learning
takes the form of a progressive differentiation of stimuli impinging on

the sense organs, in this case auditory stimuli, and that receptive

control is primarily a perceptual process, the newly learned auditory
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distinction guiding production by providing the child with a criterion

for monitoring his ovn motor output.16

17

Reviewing different literature,  Herriot came to a similar com-

clusion: f£irst, the child sppears to have an internally consistent set
of principles complete at any given tioe, and secéndly, he depends for
‘his scquisition of these principles upon hearing his own and other
uttertnces.17

It is supposed that the leaming of distinctive features is
necessary for the leaming of phonemes, and therefore it is
reasonsble to suggest that it is these features that are being
acquired during'the pre-language stages of development. They
vary in the esse with which they may be perceived md articu-
lated. A basic distinction, that between an open vowel and a
closed stop consonmt, has been distinguished by linguists in
the cooing stage, which precedes the babbling stage (Leopold,
1953); other distinctive features, o.g. low versus high vowels,
also occur early in the child's articulatory development; but
still others, e.g. voiced versus voiceless in stop consonant,
may not occur til much later (age two) . ,

[Given the difficulty of substantiating innate distinctive
features, the alternative is] to postulate a set of experiential
distinctive features. These features will be the cues which the
child utilizes himself, and will differ in the early stages from
child to child. The essential aspect of the distinctive foatures
is that sound moy be compared according to several criterxia on
which only one need be different for the sound to be considered
to be of different cstegories. This essential aspect may be a
“ ature of mmy different systems, which spproximate more and
more the adult system as crude perceptual and articulatory dis-

tinctions become refined.

Thus the Chomskian claim that there are language universals (vowel
vs. consonant, etc.) is not negated by nor does it negate the above
account, if one realizes that early similarity in the phonological devel-
opment  of all children may well be the result of language umiversals,
rather than genetic characteristics. The acquired distinctive features
concept makes it much easier to explain why there is general sameness
in development across cultures for a period, then s divergence based

on the charsacteristics of the individual languages.
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Grammar

Since Braine was the scholar who originated the open-pivot dis-
tinction in referring to the distributions of words in a child's early
grm.nnr}g it soems fittink that we look further at his argument. He
and otherszo noted that the carly word conbinations‘of children tend
to follow & certain pattem: a few individual word; are singled out
ln& used in a particular uttersnce position in cosbination with &
variety of other words. The words singled out he named pivot words.
They tend to sppesr sequentially in the very early development; oue or
two may first be singled out and used in a variety of word combinatioms;
a week or two later, another pivot ma§ appear, and a thixd or fourth
after a further short time interval. Braine indicated that several
other obser. rs noted that the characteristic nature of the comstruc-
tion and the oddness of many of the combinations make it clear that a
productive pattem is involved, not mere imitations of adult phrases.21

' In Braine's snalysis of the construction, he observed that the

words that sre combined with the pivots also occur as single-word
utterances, whereas the pivot words themselves may not occur alone, a
position also taken by McNeill, as we have seen in Chapter II. Thus,
Braine said the construction consists of the three utterances forms X,
P.X and XP_, where X is the class of single-word utterances, and Pl and

1 2
P. are the pivot words of first and second position respectively. He

2 )

A
proposed that the basis of the construction is the leaming of the
position of the pivot words; the child begins to combine words by leam-
ing that & few words belong first and some others second. In the absence

of other leamning which might restrict generalizatiom, the position




6l

comp lemsntary tc that of the\pivot is occupied by any single-word
utterance in the child's vocabullry.zz

In Braine's analysis the period of time during which the pivotal
construction sppeared to be the only productive comstruction is of
short duration. It lasted about four sonths in the thre? children
described in his earlioer vork.z3 He ststed that it is clear from
other work that the period is variable and can be considerably shorter
than four months, the transition to a more complex grammar not be1ng
sharp. He also noted that, from the beginning, a small number of
utterances do not fall into the categories X, PX and XP; these consist,
apart from some ster¢otyped expressions, of sequences of X-words, or of
longer utterances one of‘whose components may be a pivotal construction.
As developsent procseds, the proportion of these more complicated
utterances increases; often there is a relatively sudden and dramatic
increase at some point, and it becames clear that a construction more
poworful than the pivotal construction has developed, which will
generate more complicated strings that often turn out to have a kind of
subject-predicate structure. The increased output of word combinatioms
is presumably a consequence of a more powerful grammar becoming produc-
t1"~.24 Admitting that the pivot fenstructian lasts for only a short
period does much to ans;er the criticism of the theoory by Bever, Fodor
and Weksel noted in Cha#ter I1.

Braine also cited a mmber of studies which trece the development
from two-word utterances to multi-word utterances. Although they show
pany similarities in development, there are also many slight

divergenccs.zs This observation corroborates Bloom's recent work 1in

(;‘1



which she noted that the process of grammatical acquisition seems unique
, 2
for each child, although generally similar for all children. ©

Y

Transformations

The leaming of transformations is a popular subject for all
language acq‘t?ition theorists. Brainezs analysis of the English pat-
tems of negation, inversion in yes-no questions, verbal elipsis, and
wh- questions concluded that the child first leams the position of the
suxiliary components iﬁdependently in cach sentence type, often with a
different group of auxiliaries for each structure. As the same auxili-
aries develop in each sentence type, the child presumably leams to

V4
perceive the correspondences between them (can-can't, will-won't, the

absence of auxiliary in the affirmative, etc.) and the transform
relation is acquired. For the wh- questions, Braine felt that the data
he cited provides good evidence for the leaminy of an inversion rule,
or for the carrying over of an inversion rule in the yes-no questions.
He further woted that at the time when the transformations are pre-
sumably acquired, the auxiliary system is substantially simpler than in
the adult language; have ...-en is lacking, forms of be do not occur
with a modal (e.g., subjunctive, imperative),Fand the progressive forms
with past participle and adjectives (be being, be getting) also appear
to be absent. Braine cited the developmental point as being that the
locations of the various types of auxiliary elements in each sentence
type are leamned before the relationships between sentences arc lea.’.r'ned.z7
The active-passive paradigm can be explained by bringing together

9 a0
the work from four sources: Bever pﬁmgl,za Hebb gﬁhg},z Braine”

Herriot.31 The statement of the first group reads, ''[we] had to assume

and
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that the underlying form fram which the paséive derives is not & cor-
responding active but rather an abstract structure never realized in
speech" {p. 219). This accords precisely with the idea Hebb et al.
arrived at independently, as follows:

The perception of mn event, first, is a sequence of idess or part-
perceptians. Secondly, this sequence may differ from one observer
to sunother or for the same observer on different occasions, when
perceiving the sams event; and finally, it seems that the sequence*
of ideas, in perception, is what determines the sequence of verbal
conceptusl processes snd thus the subject-predicate velation.
Suppoge A acts on B. If we are attending to A at the time, the
ordeyr of events, in mental content, is (percept of A) (of A's .
activity) (impingement on B); but if et the time of the event we
are attending to B instead of A, the order is (percept of B)
(disturbance of B} (arising from A). In the first case the

voerbal report that results might be A hit B, in the second B was
hit by A. :

All this may be obvicus, but it sugpests something less so;
that is, the basis of transforsation from active to passive wnd
vice versa. It suggests that the basis is not grammatical, as
such, but depends on the intermediary of the perception or the
rocall or imagery of the event. The recall may take eithexr of the
tvo orders (actor) (acted-on), and (acted-on) (actor), and deter-
mine active or passive voice accordingly . . . . Instead of
elaborate formal rules of trsnsformation to encompass all the
complexities of semtence structure that even the four-yesr-old is
capable of, the relation of active to passsive may depend on a
non-verbal parallel mechsiiss (&s Bever et al. suggest), and we
propose that this is inherent in the noreal mechsnisms of imagery
of a complex event. (pp. 219-220)

Although Braine admitted he did not have a thorough explanation for
the passive acquisition, he did conclude a speculative section on the
issue:

Thus for the passive as for the adjective transform, the leamning of
the derived phrase structure probably precedes the learning of the
transformetion, the passive resulting from leaming s.. sort of
correspondence between sentences of the form Subject + verb ¢
object and Subject + Gi' + Agentitive-instrumental, where Gintr

is a past participle. ?ﬁ? 44).

Herriot's account is an interesting one in that it refers to Braine's

work and incorporates it:

b b
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Braine's (1953) theory of contextual generalization (for which
there is little support among generative linguists) hypothesized
that the position of an item relative to surrounding items was
learned at every level of the hierarchy of the phrase marker tree
of adult speech. For example, the position of & certain phrase
in a sentence, or a certain word in a phrase, could be leamed
and the item used in the same position but with different content
in a novel utterance. (pp.‘108-109) ’

Herriot took the early Braine theory a step further and suggested
that the theory can be made much more inclusive by bringing non-linguistic
contexts into the explanation, e.g. the child might notice that a word
appeared in a certain position in a certain situ;ti,n. This reasaning
and that of Hebb et al. above bear a striking resemblance. Herriot con-
tinued.

It is possible, for example, that the child comes to learn that

when a noun follows a passive verb form in an actor-action-cbject
situation that noun is the actor. The child can see that the dog's
biting Jane, that the dog is the actor and Jane the cbject; however
he hears the sentence 'Jane's being bitten by the dog'. He recog-
nizes that the usual sentence order of actor first and object ‘last
is reversed in this case, since the evidence in front of his eyes
assures him that Jane isn't doing the biting. After experience with
other such instances, he comes to realise that this reversal ohly
occurs when the verb has certain passive grammatical features about
it. As a result of this leaming, he can comprehend the passive
construction in the absence of the situation to which it refers.

The perception of position in the sentence, of grammatical inflexions,
and of the non-linguistic context of utterance is therefore neces-
sary for such learning to take place. (p. 109)

The learning of negation is treated similarily by Braine and HexTiot.
Braine's treatment is based on his analysis of two other studies, those h
of Bellugi3? and W. Miller33, He and they saw the primitive negative
first appearing at between 21 and 30 ﬁonths. It consisted of adding no
er not to a sentence, and this particle usually preceding, but sometimes

following the remainder of the sentence. There was no productive question

pattern noted at this stage apart from a rising intonation. 34

b,
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While this simple negation was still sonpﬁimes found in the next
stage of development, about three months later, most negations were made
at that point by placing s negation item before the verb phrase. The
item was can't or don't in predicative sentences, don't in imperatives,
and no or not otherwise. The affirmative forms can and do were not
in the children's vocabulary at this time, indicating that the usual
transformation was not yet present and that can't and don‘t were mono-
morphemic.35 A very similar negative formed with a negative modal
"prefix’' to the verb phrase was reported by W. Miller for his 1964 sub-
ject.3® At this stage, as in the previous one, the negative seems to be
expressed through phrase structure rules. After this stage the negatives
appeai to be produced by 'pure' transformations.

Herriot's account suggested that the child's rules may be derived
from an inductive process. For example, just as the past tense 'ed"
morpheme is overgeneralized for a period to all verbs, so the negatives
no andAggg are always placed at the beginning of the sentences (and he
moted that this is where they often appear in adult utterances to the
child). Hawe&er, exceptions have to be allowed for. Why also appears
at the beginning of sentences, probably Qore frequently than no and not,
so the child has to make an exception to his first rule and say ''why
not?" By the time the adult degree of skill has been attained, the
position of the auxiliaires and the negative and interrogative morphemes
will have been mastered.37 Herriot continued:

A series of transformational operations pe;formed on deep structure

does not need to be inferred. Once again, the child's early utter-

ances appear to be explicable in terms of Braine's theory conceming
.position of an item within a linguistic context; also, the child

will have had to learn the non-linguistic contexts in which each
transformation is appropriate. Therefore, the [nativist] inference

';"\)



that surface structure is not available to the child until these
transformational types have been mastered is to be rejected.

(pp. 112-113)

The development of plurals and past teqse morphemes was 8lso
treated by these theorists, as they dealt with data from Berko38 and
others. Braine used Ervin's 1964 work39 to substantiate his theory of "

- this line of development. In the 24 children Ervin tested longitudi-
nally for English noun plural inflection, the inflection had two main
allomorphs: /z/ following stridents; and /z/ following other nouns
(the /z/ being automatically devoiced to /s/ following unvoiced stops,
according t§ general English phonological rules). The /z/ allomorph
developed first, as it did in Berko's study, and the devoicing took
place after unvoiced stops from the outset. The allomorph appeared
first with familiar words, and ;hen after an interval of a few weeks,
it generalized to newly introduced nonsense words; words already end-
ing in stridents in the singular were not inflected. Some tine after
the above systen was eétablished, the /fiz/ allomorph made its abpearance.
At this po%nt the previously well-established plural quite often under-

went changes, such as foot-footses terporarily competing with or

replacing the pre-existing foot-foots. (Pr. 16-27)
Braine summarized the developmental sequence for plurals and for
the past tense morpheme as follows:

First, appearance of an allomorph--not necessarily the predomi-
nant allomorph--in familiar words; second, productivity ot tue
predominant allomorph: third, appcarance of a secona allomorph
which replaces or varies freely with the rrevious one; finally,
condi tioned variation of the allomerphs. Wherever successive
changes in an inflection have been followed in the child an )
essentially similar developmental sequence has appeared, with
minor differences reflecting the phenomenon of the adult
language. (p. 52)
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The Hebb et al. explanation specified the experiential component :

With a visual stimulus of one finger the child learns to say
finger, and with the stimulation of two fingers he leams to add
z2/; with stimulus of one toe, to say toe, and with the stimulus
of two to add /z/; but how can this learning generalize to quali-
tatively different stimuli? Having learned to say doggie on sight
of one dog--a new stimulus--he says doggies on sight of two of the
animals. This is also a new stimulus, and how can it give rise to
that response? But let us ! ok at the problem from another point
of view. Seeing a dog the child has cognitions at different levels:
part-perceptions, perceptions of the animal as & distinctive whole,
but also perception of the animal as a something, a thing. The
latter would have occurred with fingers and toes as well, so that
the /z/ sound would have had a chance to be associated with the
sight of two fingers--and two things; with' the specific perception
of two toes, which are also two things, and so on. When another
sot of things (two dogs) is encountered, an already established
association of things with /z/ would permit him to spontaneously
pluralize the form. (Pp. 218-219) '

Herriot was in general agreement with this analysis as he noted:

Such inflections as plural 's', past tense 'ed’, and participial
'ing' are used regularly in certsin types of situations (where
there is more than one item, where the event being referred to is
past, and where something is going on) . . . . Comprehension may
well precede production . . . Brown and Berko (1960) showed that
older children could use a nonsense woxrd as a form class in a
sentence after they had heard it so used in another sentence. This
illustrates the combined effects of sentence position and inflec-
tions on comprehension and, as @ vesult, on production. (p. 114)

Braine attempted to pull the work tugether into a coherent theory

in the following manner:

It seems clear to common sense that the developmental sequence
described results from step-by-step learning of the allomorphs
and of their conditions of usage. It is of interest that this
learning sequence bears some similaritv to the behavior cbserved
in the studies of the leaming of 'paired associates' in experi-
mental psychology. Leamming an inflection and learning a set of
paired associates both involve the acquisition of a mapping; for
an inflection, the mapping is of a set of allamorphs on a set of
lexical items; in paired-associate experiments, subjects have to
learmn a mapping of a set of 'responses' on a set of stimuli. It
is well known (Underwood and Schults, 1960) that in leaming a
set of paired associates, a subject learns two things relatively
independently: (a) what the response items are and (b) which
responses go with which stimuli. Errors indicating knowledge of
a response item but a lack of knowledge of which stimulus it
belongs with are frequent and are obviously analogous to such
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errors as footiz by children. Indeed, for the experimental
psychologist used to seeing simple mappings leamed in a few
minutes in the laboratory, the child's leaming of the allomorphs
of an inflectional morpheme provides an interesting slow-motion
example of the acquisition of a large many-one paired-associate
mapping. (p. 53) ~

-

Grammatical Categories -

{ Another aspect of this composite theory of language acquisition
deals with the learning of grammatical categories. Braine found that,
as in phonology, the predominant order of development is from broad

to fine distinctions. (p. 54) This general trend has been noted often,
e.g. Braine40, Menyukdl and Slobin4Z. An undifferentiated lexicon is
the first stage. NPs and nouns separate off very early, whether or

not they are always the first class to be distingﬁished. The succes-
sive subdivision of a generalized class of noun modifiers into articles,
adjectives, possessives, is.described for American subjects in the

works noted above, and a similar subdivision was reported by Gvozdev

for his sond?.

\
Hebb et al. felt that the child may have functional criteria by
the way he is built, his brain activities beine such as to process
certain classes of words in a way special for each class.

The result may be the same as if the child reported, 'I use this
word as a qualifier, that word as representing an activity.' but

he need no more have such ideas than a dog that chews a bone knows
he needs calcium in his diet. The brain produces those results as
nonlogically and nonformally as the sieve, in a cement-miXxing
establishment, sorts out gravel into swall, medium and large. G
believe that the child finds empirical criteria for nounness.

Also we believe it is possible to indicate what they are in 2eneral
terms. They differ at two stages of masterins language. In the
first stage it would be repeated coincidence of the vocalization
of the mother with the appearance or attention-getting activity of
a striking or noticeable object, a space-occupying perceptible and
imageable thing. Brown (1957) observes that tue first nouns
mastered refer to 'concrete, tangible objects,' verbs to ‘observable
physical actions.' The idea here is that many neurons are excited
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when a child's attention is drawn to some visual object and the
mother at the same time makes a particular vocalization; different
groupings of neurons are involved from one such occasion to the
next, but a small sub-group which is excited by the vocalization
every time this occurs will organize, and their organized activity
subsequently will be the abstract idea of a name; in this situation,
then, the child will perceive a particular word (lower-order
cognition) but also perceive it as a name (higher-order, abstract
activity accompanying the lower order). In the same way, action-
words will become perceived as such.

In a second stage, however, another basis of detecting nounness
and verbness will be operative. It will be that of the relation of
a vocalization to already-established nouns and verbs. Thus to take
the example of Braine (1968), modified a bit, the child hears
‘People Kivil,' 'The dog kivils,' ‘Bobby kivils,' and categorizes
kivil as referring to an action, because it is put in the place of
action words. Here we propose that the sequence of a repeatable
vocalization following a word perceived as a name (i.e., a noun)
excites both the lower-order cognitions of that vocalization, and
also (by association with the higher-order cognition of the noun
preceding) the higher-order cognition normally accompanying a
familiar verb. The theoretical proposal is very like that of
Braine (1963), but we believe that the additional element of the
higher-order cognition removes those difficulties encountered by
his explanation that were pointed out by Bever et al. (1965)

. . . Once a higher-order cognition such as nounness becomes
established, it can have a pervasive influence on the processing
and assimilation of new verbal inputs. For example, the sequenc-
ing of nouns and adjectives plays a substantial role in memoriza-
tion and recall; the noun-adjective order is a much more useful and
efficient schema than the adjective-noun sequence (even for English
speskers who are more habituated to the latter) apparentiy because
the noun serves as a ‘conceptual peg' on which a long and complex
series of succeeding adjeciives can be ‘hung' or stored in memory.
(p. 221)

Imitation
Braine stated that "the common idea that language is learncd
through imitation has been shared by few serious students of language
learning.“df‘iﬂowever, the role of imitation must be explainec¢. It is
clear that many children's utterances contain materials which could not
be mere imitations, e.g., allgone shoe. Young children's imitations arc

45 : N
often defective. At least in part, such imitations must bec the Tesult

of a recomstruction of the model sentence as it was understood. On the

7
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other hand, to sowe extent the child can imitate sentences whose
structure he does not understand. Ervin has concluded that overt
imitations cannot be a hajor factor in the development of grammar.46
They can however, be grammatically progressive, as the adult clarifies
the child's sentence and repgats again.”’ Thus the adult's imitation
of the child's utterance contributes to grammatical development, but

seems not to be necessary to it. The discussions of Slobin“s, Bellugi49

and Cazdesns0 seem to suggest that, at any given stage of development,
there is probably some optimal level of richness in the verbal environ-
ment which would maximize grammatical progress. Imitatioms and expan-
sions are part of a matrix of interactions in which child and adult
understanc each other more or less and which partically controls the
complexity and variety of the input to the child.

The phenomenron of pre-sleep monologues of her 2 1/2 year-old son
described by Weir (cited in Chapter II) is interpreted by G. Miller as
playing a role in grammar acquisition by bringing constructions that the
child already commands up to the level of complete autcmaticity.“
Braine concluded his section on imitation: regardless of whether or
not it plays a direct role in grammar acquisitions, this phenomenon is
revealing about the child's motivations; he obviously finds linguistic
structure sufficiently interesting to play with it.'52

Hebb et al. noted that imitation does play some role in langua:tc
acquisition, for the child ends up with the vocabulary, accent and
other speech mannerisms of his social group. They felt that the imi-
tation itself, the overt motor speech, depends on the prior perceptual

learning,.s2 In this sense, the child can imitate only what is already

A
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within his competence; in the early stages at least the imitation is

more & product of learming than a mechanism of leaming. Imitation of
course occurs in other fields than language, and this fact should be

kept in m. .4 as we consider the acquisition of languagé as an essential
part of the socialization process, rather than an isclated, idiosyncratic
aspect of intellectual development.

Herriot, too, saw imitation as having an important role in lan-
guage acquisition:

The part played by imitation now becomes apparent, since the wmother's
utterances (or rather, salient phonological features of them) can
provide the model to which the child may approximate more and more
closely . . . . The extent and specificity of imitation is evident
from the degree to which a child copies mother's regional ac-
cent . . . . In addition to the phonemes, it may well be that various
distinctive features of phonemes are leamed. (p. 121)
And thus we come back to the concept of experi ¢ntial distinctive fea-
tures. Herriot does not speak to the question of imitation in gramnar
acquisition, but rather in the acquisition of phonemes,

What about the omissions children make in either imitation or spon-
taneous utterances? The explanation consistent with the nativist-
empiricist approach was supgested by Braine, namely that the child
learms the most fundamental syntactic distinctions (e.¢., between subject
and predicate, between primary and adjunct predicate positions, betwveen
transitive and intransitive predicates) before he has learned some of the
m;re detailed rules for expanding the components of the major synractic
positions. The higher nodes of the phrase-structure tree are acquired
before the intermediate and some of the lower nodes.54 This explanation

seems consistent with the data and reflects a psychologically simple and

very natural view of development, r.amely, that development consists in
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the successive mastery of linguistic distinctions. This explanation thus

speaks to the question of telegraphic speech raised in Chapter II.

Lahgusge Capacity and Lateralization

Braine characterized the claim that preadolescent children are
specially equipped for language learning, that the learning process
available to children be;omes unavailable at some age, as a common lay
view which has been casually advanceq as a self-evident truth on a
number of occasions by generative grmaﬁams, e.g., Bever, Fodor and
Weksel® and Bellugi and BrownS®. Braine, however, found no discussion
of the supporting evidence in the literature. -He did admit that the
knowledge of one language may interfere with the acquisition of parts
of the structure of a second language.57 Such interference effects
occur at all ages. Interference would be expected on the general grounds
that all new leaming tends to be affected by past learning.s'8 Thus,
interference effects of this sort have nothing to do with the theoret-
ical issue, which concemns the existence of a supposed genetically
based ability which disappears or is dixﬁ;nished.

The evidence for age-specific ability seems to be contained in
two observations:

(a) Children who acquire a second language nomally leam to speak it
without an accent, whereas an adult normally retains an accent long
after he reaches fluency. While this difference may ir;dicate some
special facility at the phonclogical level, it prbvides no evidence
that the facility extends to the acquisition of syntactic or semantic

structure of vocabulary. It is not even known whether the child's

phonological facility has a receptive component (e.g., an ability to

7
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ﬁidentify sounds of the new language at lower signal-to-noise ratios than
the fluent adult with an sccent).

(b) Some adults spend long periods in foreign countries without picking
up the language. As evidence for special capacities in children, this
particular observation seems to be of little value. An a.ult whose
source of income does not depend on knowledge of the new language and
who lives in a subculture where his native language is known, need not

v
be motivated to leam. Similarly, there are American children in for-

eign countries who go to English-speaking schools and play with Engli:h-
speaking peers and“live for years without acquiring the lm'guuge of the
country in which they were living. The child whe is sent to a local
school or nursery in a foreign country is subject to what must be very
effective conditions for language learning: massive expos;re to the
language combined with overwhelming pressure to learn. There is no
evidence that an adult receiving concentratéd exposure of this sort
over a long period will fail to learn.>?

In comparing child and sdult achievement in language leaming, it
is important to remember that the natural standard of attainment--
gbility to commmicate with peers--is tiased in favor of the child, who
needs know only a small part of the vocsbulary that an adult need know
for satisfactory commmication.

Braine provided some indirect information on age as a factor in
language acquisition by using Israeli census figures on the spread of
the Hebrew language, concluding that if there is a decline in language

learning ability with age, it is probably a slcw decline associated with

middle and old age, mot with adolesceace. (p. 71)
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There seems to be only one experiment which compared children and
adults. Using Russian, Asher and Price gave the same controlled exposure

2
to 8-, 10- and 1l4-year old children and to college students. In three

short sessi;ns over a fourbday_period, the subjects heard Russian commands
uttered on tape and learned the meanings of the commands just by watching
an adult model obey ﬁhem. Half of each age group simply watched the
model act out the command; the other half copied the model, acting out
the comﬁand. There was no other teaching of Russian of any soxt. In
the retention tests that came later, the subjects were tested by seeing
if they could act out Russian commands without the adult model. Several
of the tests used combinations of words which were not identical to those
used in the training. The results were that the adults obtained nearly
perfect seores on all tests; they were superior to all the children,
doing about twice as well as the 8-ycar olds, with the intermediate are
groups in between .0

It should slso have occurred to most forcign language teachers that
the post-adolescent students do not need an inordinate amount of time to
learn things they see immediate use for; e.g., they quickly leam to say
‘and respond to short greetings or to utter curses and dirty words in the
new language, though from the linpuistic analyst's point of view, these
may be quite complex structurglly. |

Observed from the total cognitive viewpoint, the child is develorinc
his intellect simultaneously with his language and can "want to say' only
what he is learning to say. The adult, on the other hand, can want to

say what he does not yet know how to say, and he uses whatever means he

has at his disposal. It is c¢esy to see how the phenomenon of interference

s
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referred to sbove can result from his attempt to do more than he has yet

learned to do in the new lsnguage, smd thus he fills in the gsps in his

training with what he already knows from his native langusge. As Newmark

and Reibel pointed out, if elready learned habits exerted force against

learning a new language (as implied by active metaphorical extension of

the tem “interfergncc”) one would expect the strongest habits to exert

th? greatest force; specifically, if a person knows imperfectly snother

foreign language in sddition to the one he is trying to learn, we should

expect his second language to be urable to compete with the native one

in interfering with the third one. But in fact, it is cosmonly observed

that the two imperfectly learned languages may infect each other to a

greater degree than the native language will infect either one. Also,

if learning a new language followed the psychological laboratory model

of leaming a new set of "habits', we should expect interference in

both directions: any reduction of interference (which in the view

often proposed is held to be proportional to the increase in the skill

in the new language) should be accompanied by a weakening of the habits

in the native language. But in fact one observes no direct ill effects

on natiVe-habits as a result of increased learning of‘a second language.

Newmark and Reibel indicate that there may be indirect ones; if, as a

person learns a second language, he abandons the situations in which he

speaks his native one, he may actually forget the latter. But such loss

of native habits is like any other loss of skills which are not exercised:

the proper learning of new skills--in contexts sharply set off from those

appropriate for the old ones--does not interfere with the old ones .61
It is important, however, to distinguish the question of whether

children have special abilities for language learning from the guestion
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of whether children and adults typically learn sccond languages in the
"same way." The adult can rarely afford the time the child supposedly
spends (although even the time factor is questioned by Newmark and
Reibel, as they point out that the child is extremely busy with many
activities besides language [p. 155]), and the educated adult can have
access to other resources, in the form of written materials and formal
instruction in the language. However, illiterate adults learn new
languages when they have to. They presumably face essentially the same
tasks that children do, that of discovering the structure of the
languagé on the basis of spoken text materials. There is no evidence
that they solve this task in a substantially different way than do
children.®? .

The issue of age-specific ability was also treated by Jakobovitz
who reviewed the Penfield sgxeech63 with which many foreign-langyuage
teachers, especially FLES teachers, have become familiar. Jakobovitz
noted that while Penfield is clearly a specialist in neurophysiologny,
he does not claim any special expertise in foreign-language teaching.
One must therefore clearly separate what he said as an expe;t in
neurophysiclogy frow what he said as a concerned Canadian citizen
interested in promoting bilingualism in his couhtry.(_’4 Even while
maintaining that unless the child is exposed to'human speech before
the age of puberty he will most likely never speak a human lahguage,bs
Lenneberg seem@d to be unable to make éubsxantiated ¢laims about scconu
language acquisition.

Stern's 1963 UNESQO report on the teachins of foreign languages to

younger children indicated that one of the advantaces of beginning

~
language leamning in adulthood is that it provides the preafest.amount

81
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of leaming in the least amount of time. This was in direct contra-
diction to an earlier statement in the same report indicating that
pre-sdolescent second lengusge learning was easiest apd most effective.66
The question of age-specific language sbility is tied to the
question of lateralization, also treated by several researchers and
scholars. Herriot indicated that localization of language functions
in particular parts of the brain ‘s a hazardous pursuit, that a strict
and detailed localization of fumction is untenable given the research
an brain injury and sphasia. Even the lipgéistic thecry of Jakobson
and Halle, that the oxder of lphssié degeneration was the mirror image ;
of the order of acquisition, has not been supported. Her&iot concluded
that s highly specific innate comtent might require a specific locus, ﬁ?
and this is precisely what is abseant even in adult language use1;s.67
On the contrary, the facts lead to a hypothesis of psycﬁological f;nc-
tions involving interactions of many parts of the brain, as in Miller,

68

" Galanter and Pribram.°” On the other hand, it might be argued that it

is not a specific I;Eus which is required for an innate célpaueut, but
rather a specific sysvem which could depcnd-for its adequate function on
many different parts of the brain. However, in this case, injury to
- gny one pért of the ﬂﬁain which serves the system should irretrievably
disrupt lsnguaée behavior in childhood; and the extraordinary capacity
‘- for recovery in children is well documented.69

To Herriot, it seemed necessary to suppose that during childhood,
physiological function is sufficiently piastic to relearn language; this

implies tiiat there are no specific mechanisms located in particular parts

of the brain which are responsible for language acqui§ition. (p. 130)

~
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The Composite Theory of Language Acquisition

.

Before specifying the composite acquisition theory based on the
foregoing studies, it might be well to indicate what the theory is not.
1. 1t is not the innatist theory of hypothesis testing. Chomsky seems
to have given impetus to this line of thinking, and Katz summarized it
succinctly:

[Language scquisition] is a process of implicit theory construction

sirilar in character to theory construction in science but without
the explicit intellectual operation of the latter. The child

_ formulates hypotheses about the rules of the linguistic description
of the langusge whose sentences he is hearing, derives predictions
from such hypotheses about the linguistic structure of sentences he
will hear in the future, checks these predictions against. the new
sentences he encoumters, eliminates those hypotheses that are con-.
trary to the evidence, and evaluates those that are not eliminared
by a simplicity principle which seiects the simplest as the best
hypothesis concerning the rules underlying the sentences he has .
heard snd will hear. This process of hypothesis constructiom,
verification and evaluation repeats itself until the child matgﬁes
past the point where the language acquisition device operates.

The difficulty with this theory is that the acquisition device must
somehow be fumished with examples of what is not grammatical as well
as what is grammatical. Braine found that there was little in the
lieavature to suggest either that young children are typically given
much information about what is not a sentence, or that they are able to
profit from such information if they are given it. Those corrections
which do seem to occur with reasonable frequency have to do with re'a-

‘Kg tively trivial rules, e.z., special allomorphs of already acquircu
morphemes (bought for buyed) and presuppose a chilc whose gramnatical
development is well advanced. ‘oreover, the universality with which
language is acquired r. muc  the same age despite large cultural vari-

ation in child-reariny nr-ctices (Lenncberg, 19(7) makes it hardly

conceivable the corrections should ve a necessary condition for learnin-,

843
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since the care with which adults correct children's speech must be
assuwed to vary widely, both within and among cuitures.-"'1

As noted in Chapter I, Chamsky has himself pointed out the degen-
erate nature of the input-to the child, ﬁoting that much of the actual
speech to which it is exposed consists of fragments of sentences. He
has used this as an argument for an important innate component in lan-
guage acquisition.72 According to Braine, it provides an equally
powerful argument against a hypothesis-testing mechanism, since it is
hard to see how a useful test of a hypothetical grammar could be made
against this kind of input.73

From laboratory work on the learning of simple artifical seman-
tically empty systems, it is clear that human subjects rather readily
acquire at least a limited class of grammatical structures merely as a
consequence of exposure to sentences, i.e., with no other input than a
sample of the sentences of the system.74 A recent experiment75 indi-
cated that the learning mechanism in such experiments robustly resists
the inclusion in the input of some ungrammatical sentences along with
the grammatical sentences to which they had not been exposed and
rejected ungrammatical strings to which only some of tie subjects had
been exposed. These experiments imply that humans have a learring
mechanism which is adequate for the discovery of at least some sinple
grammars and which cannot consist of generating and testing hypothet-
ical grammars because the input information is insufficient for sucu a
test. Moreover, to some extent this mechanism apparently provides for
the forgetting of strings which contain unsystematic departures from

the predominant pattems oi formation of tihe innut, an important con-

sideration in the development of the theery which follows shortly.

3
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2. It is not mediation theory. Mediation theoxy is a development out
of stimilus-response association theory, i.e., out of the notion fhat in
all iearning 'what is leamned"{is reducible to associations between
events, primarily between ''reponses' and ''stimuli". Iﬁ association
theory, an organism's own responses can themselves serve as stimuli for
further responses, leading to the formation of association''chains'.
(This is the direction of much of Skinner's work.) Mediation theory
adds the assuﬁption that some of the parts of an associative chain can
be covert, unobservable, the covert steps being said to '"mediate'" between
the observable steps. ‘tediation theory represents one of the ways in
which association theory explains the fact that organisms can respond to
stimuli in ways that are neither innate nor directly learned. ilowever,
adding the mediation assumption, that part of the chain need not be
overt, seems formally equivalent to allowing that some of the transi-
tions in a finite state diagram can be empty. Empty transitions do not
increase the generatsve powers of finite state syste .s. lience, medi-
ation theory as presently constituted cannot provide the answer to

criticism of associative chain and finite state models.

Criteria for an A@gguatg_jygpgy

The most comprehensive statement to date comes f{rom bBloom:

An ideal account of lansuape development must specify at least
three interrelated components: linguistic experience, nonlinguis-
tic experience and cognitive nerceptual organization, with the
three components inte:actine to affect the development of lin-uis-
tic competence. The three componeints are represented scheinatically
in Figure A.
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Cognitive-
Perceptual ; Nonlinguistic
Develops Experience Linguistic

7 Competence

Figure A. Interrelationships of hypothetical components in
language development

In the course of development, the three components presumably move,
at varying speeds, in the direction of concentricity. Overlap of
all three (the cross-hatched area) would schematically represent
what the child knows about language. But there is also overlap
between each of the three components and one other component (lined
areas) with immediate effect on linguistic competence. That is,
there are interrelationships--between development of cognition and
nonlinguistic experience, between development of cognition and
linguistic experience, and between linguistic experience and non-
linguistic experience--that do not result, by themselves, in
langusge competence. With movement toward concentricity of the
three components, these areas of overlap are progressively super-
imposed. They appear to represent, in some way, the mismatch between
linguistic expr$§sionfand cognitive awareness observed in the course
of development.

3
.

A Theory of Acquisition

Coming from three slightly diiferent perspectives, the theories of
derriot, Braine and Hebb et al. can be combined into a single theory
of lanpguage acquisition. The work of other scholars can be added to
support this composite position. llerriot's contribution is uf scher .
and strategy; Braine's is the model for the acquisition device,; the
liebb team provides an explanation of the neurolopical mechanis:.

Uiven the difficulties with both the purely behaviorist approach
and the nativist approach, it is the theory of schema and stratesy

which seems best able to account for all the findings, includin, deep
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structure. It can also account for behavior in general. The schema has

7

a long history as a concept in British78 and European J psychology. The

strategy is the result of evidence of the hicrarchical structure of
behavior derived from diverse fields, owing its inspiration perhaps to

Lashle)po and its popularity to :tiller, Galanter and Pribram, who call

it a plan,81

According to Lunzer, schema and strategy are to be distinguished

as follows:

The difference is mainly one of emphasis; it is the difference
between structure and function. So long as we are describing the
_actual sequence of events involved in the regulation of behavior,
the language of strategies is quite adequate by itself. However,
when we want to describe the connectivity of the various centres
which are invoived in such strategies, it is more advantageous to
use the term schema. The strategy corresponds to the actual
operation of the organism at any given time; the schema to its
potential for regulated behavior. The strategy may be likened to
the flow' of current in any phase of the operation of the machine;
the schema is the wiring diagram itseilf.

Strategies and schemata are hierarchial in nature, and may
themselves be sub-strategies or sub-schemata in a hierarchy of
strategies or schemata. Schemata may overlap with each other.
Sub-strategies may be controlled by an initiating super-strategy,
which may exercise different degrees of control over the transition
from one strategy to another. Some transitions may be very highly
determined, others free-wheeling. As a result of much less deter-
mined transitions, schemata associated with the strategies which
succeed such a transition will be ac%ivated. Transitions may occur
from one strategy to another at different levels in the hierarcny
of strategies. Different levels of schema may therefore be
activated as a result of such transitions. Thus schemata are not
to be considered as super-strategies, but rather as on the same
level as strategies, though fulfilling a different functionm.
Strategies control the organization of present behavior at every
level, while schemata correspond to the functional impl%cation
between the possible lines of behavior at every level.B

Such a theoretical system seems to be flexible enough to deal wita
the psycholinguists' findings. Strategies are implied by the psycho-
iogical reality of tne phrase-structure analysis of sentences. lhese
are hierarchial in nature, as are strategics. They contain sub-units

¢ e~
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for the construction of which the sub-strategies are required. The
wits of a sentence are produced sequentially in time, and the transi-
tion from one unit to another may be determined to a greater or lesser
degree. For example, transition at a high ;evel in the hierarchy,
from subject to predicate, may be almost obligatory; but there is con-
siderable choice at lower levels of the hieraréhy (e.g., whether one
qualifies a noun with an adjective or not.). Both top-to-bottom and
left-to-right dependencies are therefore accommodated within the con-
cept of the strategy.83

The development of language skills follows the’same course as that
described by Piaget for the development of schemata.s4 Take, for ex
ample, the leamirc of inflections. Schemata are formed as a result of
continuous interaction between organism and environment. The schema is
accommodated to certain salient features in the environment which strike
the attention as being inconsistent with one's existing schema. In the
case of inflection, the child may start with an over-simple rule
(schema) whereby he produces "s'" or "es" for all plurals. This has to
be modified to copy with exceptions whicn cannot be ignored. The same

may well apply to all syntactic rules, for examwle, transformations.

when too many positional exceptions to the rule negative morpheme first

are perceived, the —ule has to be chanced and more flexible procedures

adopted.85

beep structure is cepresented in schemata wilch mediate between
non-linguisti - schemata. It can be supposed that deep-structure
schemata are activated by non-linguistic schemata and in turn activate

. . L. 80
more specifically rrammatical and linpuistic schemata.

8 &
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The schema snd strategy concepts can also accommodate the model of
the leaming mechanism suggested by Braine. In his early work, Braine
proposed (a) that what is leamed of verbal structure are the temporal
positions of units in verbal arrays and contingencies betweer. morphemes;
(b) that the position learned is the position of a umnit within the nexﬁ
larger unit in a hieraxrchy of units; and (c¢) that position within a |
unit may be defined, either sbsolutely (e.g., first, last) or relative
to a reference (e.g., before X, first after X, secénd after X, where X
is some frequently occurring morpheme or "marker").87

The learning mechanism desrr’bed by Braine consists of two prin-
cipal components: (a) a scanner which receives the input sentences
(one schema) and (b) an ordered series of intermediate memory stores
(schemata within a higher-order schema), the last of which is the per-
manent memory store which contains the rules or pattem propertieé that
are finally learned. The function (sérategy) of the scanner is to scan
each input sentence, observe its pattern properties, and cause these T
be registered in an intermediate store. At the begimning of leamning,
the intermediate stores are empty, and the characteristics of the first
input string are listed in the first intermediate store. Once there is
some information in the intermediate stores, the properties observed in
én input string are compared with the properties then listed in the
intermediate stores, one order in the hierarchy of schemata triggerino
the next higher order. Those properties not already listed arc recorded
in the first intermediate store. When a property noted by the scanner

is the same as one listed in an intermediate store, this property moves

to the next intemediate store. As properties recur in the input, they

84
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mcve progressively through the series of intermediate stores and rentu-
ally reach the permanent :;tom:.88

In order to fit the requirements noted earlier, the intermediate
stores all have a built-in decay characteristic, i.e., the irformation
stored is lost after a period of time; Thi§ forgetting affects the
lear@ng in important ways. First, it means that unsystematic "erroxr’
in the bput will have little or no effect on learning: \r:ndoxn devi-
ation from grammaticalness may indeed be registered by the scanner, but
since s@ errors are by definiticn dissimilar one from another, they
quickly disappear without tra;ce. Second, broad and aﬁstract properties
of the input cérpus will tend to be more readily learﬁed than specific
properties. This tendency follows from the fact that the properties
leamned fastest are those that are shared by many sentences and thus
recur frequently. In general, tﬁe intermediate stores act as a kind of
sieve (similar to thst referred to by the Hebb team earlier) which
retains what is systemstic in the input. Specific pmpe.r.ties will be
subject to repeated forgetting and restorage, although those that recur
often enough will of course be leamed--among them, the exceptiuns and
special cases which are so common in natural languages.sg

It should be noted that this mechanism is consistent with the lebb

et ci. cell assembly theory in which assemblies of the first order

(directly related to a specific stimulus) excite second order assemblies,
which in tura excite third order assemblies, etc. ‘

Braine further postulates that the scanner has access to the infor-
macion in the permanent store (a rvlationship of the different

schemata). ‘Thus, once some learning has taken place so that the perma-

nert store is no longer empty, the scanner is in a position to attempt

210
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a preliminary analysis of incoming sgrings on the basis of its partial
knowledge of the structure of the input corpus. That is, the first ’
scanning step incorporates a recognitiom routine, as stimulgtion of the
first-order assemblies, a strategy involving lower-level schema.
Already-leamed information about the structure of the short string is
used to group the elements of lomger stxings, so that these may be
recorded as being comﬁosed of shorter strings. Also, paxtérn properties
registered may be recorded_as deviations from already leamed properties
or as sﬁecial cases of them.90 (Perhaps this version of a hypothesis-
testing theoryﬁwi}l appeal to those who wish so strongly for that type
of theory.)

It can be seen that the most complicated part of the model is the
scanning mechanism. The proporties of sentences that the scanner is
sensitive to, at least initially, are taken for granted; i.e., the
nodel does not account for their coming into existence. Moreover,
since it has to be assumed that only a few properties of any particular
sentence get registered at any one time, there is probably an unlearned
order among the properties determining which are preferentially regis-
tered. In general, therefore, the scamner is ''preset" to notice certain
features of the input and to ighom others. Thus, this model shares
one feature of the Chomsky-Miller model, in that universal properties
of natural language are for the most part built into the acquisition
model. However, the present model represents a different hypothesis as
to how these rroperties are builf in. Put into the schema and strategy

paradigm, this is to say that there is a “jological predisposition for

certain schema to be formed and activated.

91
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One weakness of the theory presented above is that is has little
to say about the development of transformations. ’k‘hile the nativists
maintain that it is impossible to develop a theory of the leafning of
transformations within traditional psychological frames of neference,gl
spproaching the problem as the learning of changes of form does seem
to g;resent 8 possibility. It is well established that organisms are
often sensitive to stimuli which are identifiable a:ly as altemations

of other slready familiar stimuli.>?

Morﬁhology provides many examples
of sf‘gnals nanifested primarily as altema::ions in already familisr
items, e.g., to understand sang one must presumably perceive the "under-
lying" signal sing, in addition to the past tense morpheme expressed as
a change in the form of sing. Many transformations can be regarded as
.instances of .".uch alternation, in which one signal (e.g., ''megative"
or ''question") is recognizable 'thro(ngh the changes made in the already
familiar form of another signal (the underlying sentence). Thus, if S
is a sentence comverted into S' by the singular transformation T, S'
can be analyzed as containing two components, S + T.

To see a thing as a hanged form of something else, the latter
.must of course be alre#dy familiar. Thus, to repard the learning of
t‘ransfomatims as the leamning /of changes in form, it would have to be

assumed that the leamner is fagiliar with the kernel structure before

he learns the transformmation; i.e., to a substantial extent, the kerncl

structure must be acauired befoXe transformations are learned. ‘the
e\n'.de:m:e93 indicates that this i3 the case, and the de§elopment of
negatives and questions seems qixi& consistent with the notion that
what is learned is an alternation in a familiar structure. For

example, the negative morpheme is first realized directly as no, not

9



—ox don't (or their equivalents in othér languages), the negative item
being sirply appended to the fentence or placed before the predicate
phrase. No transformation is apparent until after the kemel sentence
structure is fairly well deveioped, and tﬁe changes in form are
leamned in steps, the~ckange from some to any, for instance, being
leamed after thé change in the auxiliary (I want some--I don't want
some~--I don't want any). Thus, the negative sentence has the struc-
ture Neg ¢+ Sentence from the start; the development lies in the step-
b*-step learning of the manifestations of the negative morphemes.g4

To show the application of the general composite theory to other
aspects of linguistic behavior, we will déok briefly at its applica-
tion to the production of language by adults. Herriot's experiments
showed that when a sentence contained strong cues based on expecta-
tion, those cues were employed in preference to grammatical cues. lie
thus cunciuded that there was a close connection between specifically

linguistic and non-linguistic schemata.gs

Osgood supposed that the
same was true of production. He stressed the importance of content
before structure; one decides what one wants to say before how one is
going to say it. In particular, there are features of the non-
linguistic situation which act as cues to utterance. For example,
there might be a situ~cion when a woman bather was regcued on a crowded
beach by a bo}. The utterance might be "The tall boy saved the drown-
ing woman.'' Take the subject of this sentence, ''the tall boy". The
gramnatical construction Article + Adjective + Noun ig required
because the construction Article + noun would not distinguish the

rescuer from all the other boys on the beach. The physical situation

has constrained the grammar but so too has the requirement of

g
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cosmmication. For it is assumed by the speaker of this sentence that
tho ‘hearer wishes to be sble to distinguish the rescuer from other boys.
It nay t{llus be iné’omd that different non-linguistic cues may acti-
vate non-linguistic schemats end thence language schemats snd llpgupge
behavior. These nm-li_ng\_l.istic schemaga may be expectatiogs sbout the
outside world; perhaps the violation *of‘nn expectation is more likely to
lead to activation of langusge schemata: one is spt to mention
something unusual. The non-linguistic schemats may also be expecta-
tions about the commmication situation. These expectation schemata
nsy be sctivated by, for exsmple, visual cues which suggest that one's
auditors went infommation; or are in a position to give one infomtion
themselves .96

This sccoumt is concemed with the regulation of behavior by means
of language and of language by mesns of behavior. The latter process
is supposed to occur first in development, since it does not demand
complex feedback processes. But it should be stressed that the very
early connections between non- linguistic and linguistic schemata
postulated here are not contradictory to the theories of Bnner97 or
Pingetgs‘cmcerning the connection of language with cognitive develop-
ment. Bruner wonders why the pouer-hom; of language is not
harmessed sooner to aid cognition. Piaget replies that cognitive
development is according to stages, and that only when a certain’stage
has been attained csn language be used to help. The crucial stage
which both are concemned with is, in fact, that of operational think-
ing. This requires the representa.‘t.ion to oneself of the criteria of

one's behavior; in other words it requires the representation of

\

9
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altemative schemata. This representation of schemata must be diséin-
guished from the regulation of behavior by non-linguistic and
linguistic schematas. v 9 ,
Thés we come round to the criterion for an adequate theory of
language stipulated by Bloom sbove, Q;o interaction between linguistic,
non-linguistic and cognitive expcrionée. This theory has one other
important advantage; it brings langunég behavior back into a general

behavior theory.

Susmary of the nativist-empiricist thcdty

1. Humsn language is a result of the interaction of linguistic, non-

linguistic and cognitive development. Although. the human seems
. innately predisposed to learn language, the actual lesarning |

depends heavily on his environment, linguistic and non-linguistic.

2. The psychological theory which seems io best account for these
phenomens is that of schema and stratégy. while the cell-assembly
theory gives insight into the physiological and neurological
workings. . This theory bridges the gap ﬁetwoen the extremes of
behaviorism on the one hand and nativism on the other.

3. The language leamming mechanism is seen as consistinﬁ of a scamner
and a series of storage yfnks with bu*?:iin decli characteristics.

4. The acquisition takes placéxas the raw language data is analyzed
into an increasingly refined series of feature contrasts, the
scanner being "prbsqt" to notiée,éertnin features. .

5. It is important for the child to have con;rate experiences with

the linguistic and non-linguistic environsent in order for him to

extract the necessary linguistic data.

9
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The earliest grmer recognizes open aad pivot classes of uords.

' but_rapidly changes to a move productive grumar. functiens stiu |

10.

11.

12.

being leasned, however, primarily by position.

Although imitation is definitely a part of lenquge acquisitien.

it 1s not the major process involved. The child seems to use

»

imitation end verbal pley prmerily to bring his motor skills up

" to his conceptuel level (to make his performance more closely

approximete his conpetence. to use Chemskien_ terminology) .
Inflections are explained as being the _g;:uéeal development of -
genexiali zations (often ovcr-extended__,a't" first) from a rough add- |
a-s nt process to the fine disc,ti{ctiens involving several
anemorphs. They are learned _es’/ehengcs of known forms, in the
fact of linguistic and mon- u’ixgutstic experience.

Telegraphic speech ‘and omiésions (in contrast with adult speech)
aze seen as reflecting ;)ie phrase structure tree diagram, with the
lowest elements -most subject to omission. the major contrasts L
occurring at the higher nodes. ‘ | /
‘l‘he\ process involves a great deal of perceptual leexiing. char-
acterized by lack of overt response. |

Although the general pattern of development is similar for children
within em':l among cultures, there are many indivicual differences in
the routes taken to arrive at the same goal: adult command of the
language. |

Language learning capacity does not seem limited to any particular

period of life. Lateralization itself is not sufficient to RN

explain language acquisition.
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Nativist-Empiricist Foreign Language Methodologies

Since the rativist-empiricist thcory maintains no distinction
between pre-adolescent and post-sdolescent language-learning sbility,
a comeon set of principles can be shared. However, it must be recog-
nized that, although children and adults can leam in the same way,
they often do not, for the adult frequently takes short cuts via read-
ing and rule summaries.

The principles which could be used with learners of all ages include:
1. Furnishing examsples of ''whole speech" perhaps graded (rendered in-

creasingly complex) situationally, as the child experiences graded
real-life situations, but not graded grammatically.

2. Permitting the student to approximate standard language gradually,
allowing him to develop his system of contrasts both in phonology
and in syntax. That is, the instructor will not insist on perfection
in pronounciation nor in syntax in the early stages of the course,
but will rather let the student '"come close" to the starndard usage
gradually, just as he gradually perceives, then makes distinctive
contrasts in the language.

3. Providing ample opportunity for the student to try his version of the
language against the teacher's version, as the teacher expands, cor-
rects, or just comments on the student's use--an attempt to utilize
the optimal mixture of expansions, corrections, and commentary

found in first-language acquisition.

4. Giving the student the opportunity to practice (soliloquize on) syn-
tactic and phonological paradigms. For example, in French he can
be exposed to and allowed to practice the phonological set balle,

bille, bulle, boule and bol (vith visuals or the actual objects).

o 3
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5. Giving corrections and expansions as the student over-generalizes .
inflectional or transformational rules.
6. Teaching inflections and transformations within concrete situations
(e.g., for negation, interrogation, etc.)
7. Permitting the student, in the early weeks of instruction, to omit
parts of sentences which are far down on the phrase-structure tyee.
There seems to be no one method curreatly in wide-spread use which
euploys all these principles. What seems essential to the pethod is
that whole segments of the language be presented, either as actual
situations, or via an audio-visual simulation, and the student have the
opportunity to witness the episode several times, each time attempting to
reproduce the language involved. The teacher's role is that of encour-
sging, occasionally correcting, expanding his attempts and just talking
generally in the foreign language about the student's response. There
would be considerable class time devoted to activities which allow the
student to marshall his linguistic repertoire, the teacher asking ques-
tions like, "In the course of the day, what does Bill do?" so that the
verd portion of the phrase structure can be repeatedly filled, its posi-
tion leamed. This type of activity would also permit a certain amount
of creativity on the part of the student, a factor which is seen as being
fundamental to his acquisition of his first language.
In keeping with the concept of providing a mixture of linguistic,
non-linguistic and cognitive experiences, gestures should be used in the

9

classroom. Green's recent volume > should be useful, at least in Spanish

classes.

Allowing the student to observe the new language situation several

times without expecting him to immedistely use the material would allow
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him to use his perceptual leaming sbilities more than our present teach-
ing techniques usually do. The student can be permitted to take what he
wishes from the language situation he has observed, and the teacher
should not be disturbed if either phonology or syntax or both are not
"correct.” The important aspect of this methodology would be that the
student is exposed to suthentic language, and that he takes from it what
he wants to say--a technique and approach which is being highly touted
in other disciplines, but which finds acceptance difficult in foreign
language classrooms.

In contrast with the nativist method, instead of tailing about the
language (presumably in English), there would be a maximm of talk in
the foreign language, and much of it would be student-inirtiated. In
this way we can encourasge creativity and student selectivity in the
initial stages of language learning, rather than telling the student that

after he is proficient he will be permitted to be creative.

Evaluation of the Methodologies

Before proceeding to an evaluation of the methodology outlined above,
it is important to mention that the home-school language switch described
and evaluated in Chapter II is also permitted under a nativist-empiricist
theory. Its evslustion would be identical to what was noted earlier.

Because there is no extant model of this methodology, it is difficult
to use the criteria of the Minnesota Guide (See Appendix A) for evaluation.

However, one could assume that many of the administrative criteria
could be fulfilled, except for items 6, 7 and 13. Item 6--the preparation

of the teaching staff--would have to take into consideration a different
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type of training for Ehis type.Pf inStruction. but sincg the -ethdology
seems to bear more relationship to language arts methodology than to
speech correction (as extreme examples), it would seem that colleges of
education might be in a better position ¢o train teachers for this
foreign language methodology than they re for inculcating a methodology
which seems to be at cross-currents with the rest of secondary education
at the moment.

i1iem A-7. It would be important that much "supplementary' or
supportive material be provided, especially in the area of audio-visual
technology. This could be an item of great expense.

It is in the area of the instructional considerations of the
Minnesots Guide where this methodology might be considered strongest.
For example, in Items B-2 and 8--suitability of instructional method--
if we assume that the method is sound because of the way in which it
parallels first-language acquisition, there is a good chance that it
would be sppropriate for the various language skills and various student
abilities, at least as appmpriate as current methodologies. In addi-
tion, given the techniques of permitting and encouraging student
creativity, this methodology should appeal, especially to today's
students.

Under evaluative considerstions, one could assume that many of the
better evaluative instruments now in use could be used, so long s=s it
was remembered that the student will be spproaching mastery gradually,
which is in contrast to the current usuval practice of working on a
phonologicsl or syntsctic point for a period of time, then assuming that

the student has mastered !t, then testing him on it. In this regard, it

100



96

should be pointed out that this methodology would seem to be in sharp
contrast to the current stress on performance criteris, particularly
in the early stages of instruction.

In attempting to evsluate this methodology by means of the Rivers
Criteria (See Appendix B), one can compare it with the Direct Method,
which Rivers evaluates in her recent text.IOO

Item 1--objectives--could well be the same in this methodology as
for other contemporary methods. NWe would assume here functional mastery
of the four langusge skills, knowledge of the target culture, and
informsl skills of linguistic analysis.

Item 2--economy of techniques--might well give precedence to the
nativist-empiricist methodology, if indeed, attempting to duplicate the
process of first-language acquisition produces better vesults than
current methods. On the face of it, one could question the time spent
allowing the student to "be creative' and to "gradually spproximate
standard language.” On the other hand, one can point to many instances
in learning where the interest of the student and his desire to pick his
own way through the discipline produce better results than a highly
structured program. While Rivers criticizes the Direct Method for its
heavy use of unplanned discourse and the Slowness of pace this sumetimes
produces, especially with less-than-average students (p. 20), the present
methodology might permit the student to move st his own pace, or at
least through his own series of stages. The teacher, however, would
probably present a structured sequence of material.

Items 3-4. The heavy use of sudio-visual material would probably

help all students, particularly the less-than-average student.

101



97

I“em 5--demands on the teacher--would produce a mixed evaluation.
The actual presentational devices would be highly structured, as noted
above, and this would reduce the amount of planning and preparaticn
time for the teacher, at least in comparison with the Direct Method.
However, compared with recent audio-lingual materials which tend to be
highly structured, the teacher would spend at least as much time in
preparstion. Since there would be alternative ways for students to ap-
proach mastery, and perhaps alternative rates of speed, the teacher
would probably not have to rely so much on being a "ring-master" in
the classroom, with the constant obligation to keep the foreign-language
stresm flowing. |

There is only one aspect of the method which has had the benefit
of empirical study. The situational approach, as contrasted with a
structural approach, was studied by Hauptmn.ml American children
learning Japanese were treated in two ways: one group used material
soquenced in order of increasing difficulty of grammatical and lexical
forms while the other group was presented the same material in the form
of meaningful dialogues. The principal findings were (1) that the
situational approach produced results equal to or better than those of
the structural approach, (2) that the situationsl approach produced
significantly better results among students of high langusge aptitude
and intclligence; and (3) that there was no significant difference

between approaches among students of lower aptitude and intelligence.

(p. 235). Hauptman also cited theoretical backing for the situational

10
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spproach in the form of Bauer's suggestion of tuming to Gestalt
10¢ Brown's demonstration of support in the principles of

cognitive psychology,w3 and from Bandura and Nalters.to‘ Hauptman

psychology,

also cited Upshur's four experiments, the results of which indicated
that sequential mastery of foreign language materials is almost

105 The other

certainly unnecessary and perhaps even impossible.
aspects of the method seem to have no empirical support (nor rebuttal,
for that matter).

Although one might attempt to find empirical data for the various
facets of this method, such sn attempt seems outside the realm of this
psper. The task here has been to find a defensible theoretical

position.
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

Sumsary of Findings

Scott characterized the current period in foreign language educa-
tion as a search for a substitute trinity--transformational-generative
grammar, non-behaviorist psychology and a yet-unspecified methodological
component to replece structural grammar, behaviorist psychology and the
audio-lingual nethodology.l The hybrid of psychology and linguistics--
psycholinguistics--is often looked to to provide some valid basis for a
methodology, particularly from the study of first-language acquisition.

In this paper, we have attempted to explore the possible applica-
tions of psycholinguistics to second-language acquisition, this attempt
being unique in the following ways:

1. Heretofore, there has been no attempt in the literature to distin-
guish clearly between the two major positions on first-language
scquisition--nativist and nativist-empiricist (composite). In
fact, this paper takes three separate accounts of the composite
theory and interweaves them in what is hopefully a coherent manner.

2. The previous attempts to extract a second-language methodology from
first-language acquisition theory (See Chapter I) have tended to
reflect a given author's own prejudices in terms of second-language
method. There has been a tendency to pick and choose principles

which have suited the author's own methodological ends.

109



105

3. Even where there have been attempts to ¢xtract methodological
principles, there has been no attempt to measure them zgainst
any sort of evaluative yardstick.

By contrast, this paper presents two distinct Lheories of first-
language acquisition, extracts second-language teaching principles from
each of them, then attempts to evaluate these rudiments of methodology
by means of two representative evaluative instruments--the Minnesots
Guide to Foreign Language Programs and the Rivers Criteria.

We shall now summarize the findings of eacn of those stages.

The Nstivist Position

Both theoretical and empirical work in the area of first-language
acquisition have undergone major changes in direction in the past two
decades, motivated primarily by the work of Noam Chowmsky. One direction
has been that which is entitled '"nativist" and whose strongest expcnent
is David McNeill.

According to McNeill's theory, the acquisition of the mother tongue
proceeds in basically the same manner in children everywhere, for
children are born with language universals and a Language Acquisition
Device (LAD). The LAD contains strategies (content and/or processes)
for assigning words in a corpus to ever more discreet categories. The
child's LAD is thus seen as having a structure parallel to that of a
transformational-generative grammer.

Armed with the LAD, all children approach the learning of syntax
and phonology in the same manner, beginning by making the unversal con-
trasts which occur in all languages, then gradually leamming the contrasts
and transformations which are language specific. In their earliest

'“sentences'’’ children use one- and two-word utterances which correspond
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very directly to base structures (kernel sentences). The errors we
hear children make in their mother tongue are usually the result of
the child's attempt to apply simple, encompassing generalization to a
concept like inflections or word order, before he has had sufficient
contact with the language to see that the many variations can be fit
into an interwoven set of generalizations.

Neither the child's imitation of adult speech nor an adult's
expansion of the child's speech is seen as a method of helping chil-
dren to acquire language; the underlying forms must have been developed
by the child's own LAD before he cangsimilate new expressions. How-
ever, children often soliloquize--run through their repertoire of words
and sound--but these soliloquies are often unacceptable by adult
language standards.

One crucial facet of this theory is that of lateralization--that
the brain seems to have a critical period for language development--the
period prior to puberty. After the onset of puberty, language acquisi-
tion is seen as being increasingly difficult.

Attempting to extrapola.e from this theory to a theory of second
language methodology is a difficult business, perhaps an impossible ons
as Rivers has recently suggested.2 However, the second-language
methodology which would seem to have the closet relationship to the
nativist theory would include the following principles:

1. The early part of the course would be devoted to the examination of
language universals--the features all languages share--and then an
examination of the various specific features and relations which

will be found in the Janguage to be studied.
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2. The student's actual use of the language would begin with kemel
sentences, the teacher then demonstrating simple transformations
and encouraging the students to use them. Poor phonology would be
permitted at this point, since the students would still be devel-
oping their own system of feature contrasts.

3. The cycle of instruction wouid be (a) exposure to a graded language
situation, preferably in an environmental (i.e., via asudio and
visual media) approach; (b) guidance by the instructor toward the
formulation of rules, general and imprecise at first, and then more
refined.

4. The teacher would present additional information about the phono-
logical features which the students may or may not have discovered
at any given point, and the teacher would subsequently attempt to
correct phonology by referring to the feature contrasts.

S. Students would be encouraged to soliloquize on phonological or
syntactic paradigms.

Because the nativist theory of first-language acquisition puts such

a heavy emphasis on the mental equipment the child is born with (the

LAD), it is almost as if the child needs hear only a small amount of

language data, then sit back and wait for his LAD to fit this data into

the scheme of language universals and thus produce a full-blown trans-
formational-generative grammar for the child. Thus the methodological
principles which cean be extracted are few in number and hardly produce
anything approaching a true second-language methodology.

Even using the principles listed above, we immediately see a major
problem--the fact that the learner would have a double burden (a) learn-
ing the fundamentals of transformational grammar (a task not all that

easy forwiversity students) plus (b) learning the language itself. In
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order to understand language universals--features and relations--a
rather sophisticated knowledge of linguistics would have to be provided.

However, there is one strategy which would permit the nativist
theory to be aspplied to second-language acquisition--the strategy of
home-school language switch described irn Chapter I. In that program,
children are given the major part of their schooling from kindergerien
on in a second language, and, being under the age of puberty, the
child presumably still has access to his LAD which will produce
proficiency in the second language as it did in the first.

Evaluating a post-adolescent methodology based on the nativist
position i{s a virtually impossible task because of the sketchiness of
the '"method," but the language-switch program would rate very high on
the Minnesota and Rivers scales, if the assumptions of a well-

coordinated program are made.

The Composite (Empiricist-Nativist) Position

The second major direction in new thinking about first-language
scquisition has taken can be found in the work from three sources,
Martin Braine, Peter Herriot, and s team at McGill University, con-
sisting of W. Lambert, D. Hebb, and G. R. Tucker. Interwoven in
Chapter III, the theories from these three sources provide the theory of
first-language acquisition which can be summarized as follows:

Human language is a result of the interaction of linguistic, non-
linguistic and cognitive development. Although the human seems innately
predisposed to learn language, the actual learning depends heavily on
his environment, linguistic and non-linguistic. The psychological

theory which seems to best account for the language learning phencmenon
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is that of schema and strategy, while the cell-assembly theory gives
insight into the psychological and neurological workings. This com-
posite theory seems more adequate in explaining all the facts of
language acquisition than does either the nativist or the behaviorist
theories, yet takes essential parts from both these theories.

The language learning mechanism is seen as consisting of a scanner
and & series of storage banks with built-in decay characteristics. The
actual acquisition takes place as the raw language data is analyzed into
an increasingly refined series of feature contrasts, the scanner being
“preset” by heredity to notice the contrast in certain features. With-
out concrete experience with the linguistic and non-linguistic environ-
ment, however, the child cannot extract the necessary linguistic facts.
The first step in the process is the categorization of words into open
and pivot classes, subsequent steps being the increasing refinement of
classes, based primarily on the position of the word or element in the
utterance.

Imitation is seen as being a part of language acquisition, but not
the major process involved. The child seems to use imitation and verbal
play primarily to bring his motor skills up to his conceptual level.

The entire process of language acquisition involves a great deal of per-
ceptual learning in which there is little or no overt response.

The child's scquisition of inflections is explained as being the
gradual development of a generalization (often over-extended initially),
from an add-a-segment concept to the fine adult language distinctions
involving several allomorphs. Inflections are learned as changes of

known forms as the child experiences greater numbers of varied linguistic
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and non-linguistic situations. Telegraphic speech and omissions
(omissions insofar as adult speech is concermned) are seen as reflect-
ing the phrase structure tree diagram, with the lowest elements of
the tree most subject to omission (the major contrasts occurring at
the higher nodes of the tree).

In contrast to the nativist position, this theory sees language-
leaming cspacity as not being limited to any particular period of
life (such as pre-puberty). Although the general pattern of develop-
ment is similar for children within and among cultures, there are many
individual differences in the routes taken to arrive at the same goal:
sdult command of the language.

Extrapolating from this composite theory to a second-language
methodology is somewhat easier than from the nativist position, but
the following methodological indications are far from complete. The
"method" might well begin with the presentation of examples of ''whole
speech," that is, authentic chunks of language. The chunks would be
graded in terms of increasingly complex situations (as life itself is)
but there would be no grammatical grading. The student would attempt
to use the language soon after experiencing it, the instructor not
being concerned about poor phonology or structure, at least in the
early weeks of instruction, for the child would be developing his own
system of feature contrasts. The teacher would expand, or just comment
on what the child said (''modelling'), gradually increasing the correc-
tive portion of the commentary so that the child can develop sophisticated
inflectional and transformational rules.

The instruction would require heavy use of audio-visual equipment,

as the language situations should be concrete ones, as should be the
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situations which teach inflections and transformations as changes of
known forms. This also suggests the use of gestures,

There would be heavy emphasis on student creativity--from
permitting the student to omit parts of sentences which are far down
on the pﬁrase structure tree to encouraging him to soliloquiz: on
syntactic or phonological paradigms.

Before evaluating this methodology, one should note that the home-
schuo] language switch program could also operate under this theory of
first-language acquisition and receive the same positive evaluation ac
under the nativist theory.

Evaluating the nativist-empiricist methodology in terms of the
Minnesota Guide and Rivers Criteria is only slightly easier than
evaluating the nativisit "methodology" for there are only slightly more
indications as to how to proceed with the actual instruction. However,
in comparing the composite methodology with the Direct Method, as
Rivers did, we can assume that the composite methodology might be more
effective, since there would be less use of uriplanned discourse, and a
more structured teaching situation. It might well meet the needs and
interests of more of the students, particularly if creastivity were
included in teacher as well as student activity. This method might also
be more effective in that it would more closely parallel the type of
instruction found in other disciplines, with less stress on habit-
formation than, for example, the audic-lingual methodology.

One aspect of the method which has received empirical study is the
situational (as contrasted with grammatical) gradation. That procedure

has been found to produce good results.
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Conclusions

The conclusions of this paper may be summarized as follows:

1. The Nativist spproach to first-language acquisition does not lend
itself to producing a methodology for second-language instruction.

2. The Composite (Nativist-Empiricist) approach to first-language
scquisition produces some principles on which a second-language
methodology can be based. Despite the limitation of having no
elaborated methodology in practice, the methodological theory, by
extension, can be favorably compared with the Direct Method, and
to a certain extent, with the audio-lingual method, when evaluated
by the Minnesota Guide to Foreign Language Programs and the Rivers
Criteria.

3. The home-school switch program could operate under either of these

theories, and this program rates high on the evaluative instruments.

Implications for Further Study

1. The major question which needs further study is, of course, the
empirical question of whether an elsborated second-language
methodology based on the nativist-empiricist first-language
acquisition theory can be made to operate effectively--and this is
indeed a major question. From the theoretical construct provided
in these pages, one needs to progress to the elaborated methodology,
including materials and techniques for a given language or for
several languages. Then the students taught by means of such a
methodology must be compared with those taught by other nethodologies

and their proficiencies compared.
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2. A socond issue of interest to this writer is the question of whether
children or aduits learn a foreign language more quickly or more
effoctively. Adherence to the nativist-empiricist theory would lead
one to believe that adults would be just as efficient. The single
piece of research we currently have on this point hardly seems
adequate in view of the major effort expended over the past two

decades to implant foreign language in this nation's elementary

schools.
NOTES

lCharles T. Scott, "Transformational Theory and English as a
Second Language Dialect," Monograph Series on Languages and Linguis-
tics, 20th Annusl Georgetown Round Table, Ed. James E. Alatis, 1969.

zwilga Rivers, "The Foreign-Language Teacher and the Psychologist,
or Where Do We Go From Here?' to appear in W. Rivers, ed. Speaking in

Many Tongues: Essays in Foreign Language Teaching (Rowley, Mass.:
Newbury House, 1972).
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APPENDIX A

EVALUATION OF A FL PROCRAM

from Guide to Modem Foreign Langusges
Minnesota State Dept. of Education,
1966

Evaluation of a total educational program considers the amount and
quality of effort expended on a program and the observable results in
terms of student leaming. Specifically, the following questions may
be asked regarding a school's foreign language program.

A: Administrative Considerations.

1. Is the school schedule flexible enough so that students may
enroll in foreign language classes without sacrificing other
worthwhile educational experiences.

2. Does the school provide a foreign language sequence long
enough so that students may develop a real proficiency in the

lsnguage?

3. Heve provisions been made for continuity of instruction from
its beginning through grade 127

4. Have procedures been established to articulate the instruction
progrem between levels in any given school and/or between
elementary scheol, junior high school snd senior high school
when programs exist at lower levels?

S. Have adequate provisions been made to coordinate the program
within a building and within the school district?

6. Is the preparation of the teaching staff adequste to meet the
stated objectives?

7. Does the school system promote participation in in-service
training, night courses, summer institutes, and travel abroad?

8. Are teachers compensated for engaging in such further activity?
9. Is the staff utilization sppropriate and effective?

10. Is adequate supervision provided for the program?

11. Is the commmity involved in planning snd developing the progranf

12. Are foreign language experiences available for all children?
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Has sufficient space, materials snd equipment been prorided for
teachers to create a varied and stimulating progras snd to deal
with individual differences? (Are there tape recorders, record
players, slides, FL periodicals and books, realia, tspe record-
ings, etc. availsble?)

B: Instructional Considerations.

1.
2.

3.
4.

Have the objectives of the program been clearly defined?

Are the instructional methods used suitsble for leaming all
foreign langusge skills?

Is there esphasis on language as commmication?

Is the student taught spoken language sppropriate for camversa-
tional use as well ss litersry lamnguage?

Are there opportunities to compare the native with the foreign
culture?

Has the course been planned in sufficient detail to provide
sppropriate guidelines?

Has the progrsm been plamed in sccordance with the total
curriculum?

Arve msterials used in instructiom appropriatc to the sbility,
maturity, and interests of the leamner?

C: Evaluative Considerations.

1.

Do evaluation sctivities measure commend of a language in situ-
ations spproximating those in life?

Are all four skills evaluated?
Is there evidence of student progress in all skills?

Have the instructional materials and equipment used proved
efficient snd sdequate?

Is standardized tosting used?

Is the material learned enjoyed and used widely in and out of
school?

Is there incresased interest in foreign peoples and cultures?
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10.

11.
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Is there evidence of increased international wmderstanding as
shown by activities such as:

.
b.

c.

f’

Use of supplementary materials (books, films)?
Contact with speskers of the langusge?

Telips?

Civic activities?

Foreign language camps?

Pen pals, tape pals?

At the advenced levels in the longer sequences is use made of
modern literary materials interesting to students at that
particular age level?

Is there participation in special foreign language and related
activities in school and commmity?

How well do teachers use testing and other forms of evaluation
in analyzing the effectiveness of their teaching?
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APPENDIX B
CRITERIA FOR BVALUATING ROREIGN LANGUAGE METHODOLOGIES
from Tesching Foreign Lan e Skills by wWilga Rivers
(Chicago: Univ. o! Chicago Press, 1968) pp. 13-14.

1. What are the objectives of the method under discussion and are
these objectives mppropriate for the teaching situation in which
the teacher finds himself?

2. Do the techniques advocated by the proponents of the method
achieve the stated objectives in the most economical way?

3. Do these techniques msintain the interest and the enthusiasm of
the leamers, and at what levels of instruction?

4. Are these techniques sppropriate for all types of students?

5. Are the demands these techniques make on the teacher such that
he can carry a full day's teaching load?
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