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ABSTRACT . ¢ .
: -Based on the premise that research findings about
children's larnguage-acquisition right .support theories about the
.learning of reading,. this paper reviews research that has addressed
the development of language groduction and the relationship betyeen
language ability and reading achievément. The first section of the
literature review deals with research offering explanations qf
language production development, and includes discussions of the . ‘
nativist and cognitive theories of _language acquisition. The -second
section presents research concerned with the interaction between
-language ggveIOplent and learning to read, and ‘covers those studies~
that (1) directly apply language theories to reading achievement, (2)
sﬁe a différence between oral and written language and, therefore, a
difference in learn to speak and learning to read, and (3) v
‘considef oral languige competency to be important in learning to
read. The paper concludes that reading teachers must tecome aware of
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LEARNING TO SPEAK AND LEARNING TO READ
. .  J ‘
o The way in which children acquire con;petence in their native

language reveals much about the nature of language itself. For ex-
ample, stud1es of chlldren s early utterances have leant support to .

v Chomsky's (1959) criticism of §1m}ne; 's (1957) behaviorist approach . )
to language and to the emphasis on meaning that, is the chief legacy

of the Chomskian, revolut.ion in linguistics.* .Itcmight be supposed

that research findings about childreri's langyage acquisition w:)uld

' » play a smldr suppo¥ting role for theorres about the leammg of .

N ’ \
reading, a language rel\ated activity. +In thlS paper, research will ’ -
. be rev1eWed that attempts 'eo explain the development of Ianguage pro-
duct1on and . that addresses the issue of language ab1]i1ty and, read-

ing achlevement

/ ' T, Explanations of Language Production Devilopnent

‘ A recurring discovery of research.in theldevelc)pment of language
'productmn is the regular, systematic, and often universal nature of

,*‘ VT that development. Examples include the systematic evolution of word

f"f ! ‘ meaning (E. .Clark, 1973; and Nelson, 1974); the Lm1versa1, mportance | -

Rof word order (Slobm, 1971i and Brame/ 1976); and the regular order ‘ '

. of -empearance of sounds (Jakobson, 1971; and Foss and Hakes, 1978),
: ; .

¢
-

/ . *See Watrdhaugh (1971) for a d1scu551on of behaviorist, nat1v1st
- " and cognitive theories of language acduisition and relevant flndmgs L
from studies of: children's speech. - -
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forms of negation (Bellugi, 1927), forms’ of the interrogative (Bellugi, -

1965), mflectlons (Gleason, 1958), obllgatory shtactic features
&Rrown, 1973), and transformations (Menyuk, 1969) Con51dermg that '

. a behanorlat_theory of language car not accmmt for all swch regu-

‘F‘ N ot
larities (Wardhaugh, 1971) nor for the limited role -o/f‘expansmn and

imitation in language’ leamlng (Brown and -Bellugi, 1964 and Cazden,
1965); other explanatiops must bé sou'ght‘. The two main alternatives

are the nativist and cognitive theories‘of,language acquisition.

[N <

Nativist Theory

Chomsky (1959) hegan the attack on the behaviorist concept’ of

’language characterized by the title of Skmner s book about language, |

Verbal Behavior (1957‘ \ﬁomsky has since delineated his theory” of

T
an.innate facility for language learning, or universal grammar (1967,

1968, 1972 1980). There are general, blologlcally determmed restrlc-

tions ¢n the kind of hypotheses that chlldren can form about the lan-

’

guage they learn (e.g., that sentences are of the form sub;ect‘-predl-

cate, that natural languages make use of trans*fonnatmnal ‘rules, that
the latt'é‘r depend upon structure, and that phonological-rules are
applied cyclically). 'fﬁe ger}era‘l' restrictigns const"itutc‘eitm‘iversal(
graml;lar;—the 's_pec.ifiq hypothc;ses about t}.le language that the ch‘i\1d_

learns characterize the child's language competence and define his“or

’her' articular grénmﬁr.~ Rosemont ;'(1974) hasi s the langaage-speci- f'
2 eémp Z€

f1c1ty of the inmate mental structure that Chomsky hypothesues%

pomts. out that (homsky's quarreI is w1th emp1r1c1sm in general r,a;her

L4
than with behav1or1sm in part:rcular.

1)

) - -
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. McNgiIJ'é (1%70) concept of an innate léngugge acquisition device
(LAb) is:consistent Qithj!hopsky's theory. Giordano (1579) outlines
support for the’innateness hypothesis, esppciallx for langﬁage‘ability

_ béiﬁ;'aiséréte from oéher latter-developing forms of aGStract idea-
tion.' He goes on to describe an approach to reading readlness instruc-

'2 \ tion that 'would make use of the ‘same inherited aptltudes that promote

' oral language learning. Lenneberg,s (1967) detalled descrlptlons of \\\' |
/ : phy51ca1 correlates of language have leant Support to Chomsky's theory: .
| Eveloff (1971) contends that ‘the blolog;cal potential for lan- |
guage must be developed by others' of the species relating to the
child within emotional and cognitive limits. He describes ways in
whiGh)neurthysiological, cognitive,fand affecgivé ?acto;; are re-

« lated. A symbiotic bond, partly the result of the child{é adaption

to novelty (a cognitive function), plays an imbortant role in the

childls language le%rning. The parents' desire to commmicate con-

tributes to the child's linguistic growth during the prelingual and

babbling gtages; the child's need to overcome sepgration and to en-
hance his or her ﬂglationship with the parents i§’;mportant during

‘ the ;lages Qf limitation and early.arficulate utterance. Eveloff
also explains the begifning use of syntax ‘and the acquisition of con-

sensual knowledge. . .

Cognitive'TheSry

A cognitive explanation of language acquisition emphasizes biolog- N %
y ' " . - ;
ically determined mental abilities, but sees no need to characterize

any such abilities as language-specific . Several observations poinf
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to a relationship between speech development and the development of‘v
general cognitive ability. Bloom (1970), in describing telegraphic
speech as conceptu%;lz based, says that at that stage the child is a-
ware of more types of meaning relationsh}ps'than he or she can reveal
through the lingo;stic'oevices that he' or she controls./ Greater con-
trol,,greatet langusge competence, results from three factors: 1linguis- <«
tig expefience, non-linguistic experience,.and cognitive-perceptuél
develebment.
ship between. complexity of the concept and complex?ty of'the utterance
becomes evident; the more complex the former, the 1ess‘comp1ex the
latter. Conceptualization and production share acces the chi}d's
still imited processing capacity. McNeill (1970) accounts fqr béééj
phrases (one-word uttérances) as their belng the left-overs when parts
of sentence- 11ke concepts are lost before productlon. ‘Greenfield and’
Snith {1976) point out that cognitive development is in adtance of |
:llngulstlc‘development at the one-word uttetance stage. Menyuk (1969)
explains observed development in children's sentence‘structure in
terms- of growth in memory Capacity. Even the developmental acquisi-
tlon of speech sounds .is partly explainable in terms of 1ncrea51ﬁg
control of such product1on processes as voice- onset tlm;\TPort and
Preston, 1972) ] .
| Besides memory and control of specific roductlon processes, other
X

general cognitive ab111t1es come into play, such as those that char-

'hacter1ze Plaget's stages of development Foss and Hakes (1978) point

s

" out that the child's umderstandlng of abject permanence surely contri-

. LI

'butes to the onset of one-word utterances and that the change from

>

6 T A

As mean length of utterance (MLU)-increases, a relation- - |, -
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¢ .
the sensory motor to.the preoperational stage seems to parallel the }

s -~

transition to utterances longer than one word,j in which words must be

_ seens as parts of wholes, Flavell (1977}, argues for the existencé of
A x \ :

.

cognitive, rather than'linguistic, universals; He tells that chil- -
. \\» - . > ¢

dren use :.the same strategies to interpret both nor{-linguistic events

- L]
L]

and language. . : . - . R
Slobin, among linguists makes the strongest claim that general
o

cognitive' and mental deve10pment 1s the cr1t1ca1 determinant of Q
guage acqu1s1t1on. Contrlbutmg factors are growing ab111ty to deal
with the world, increasing short- and long-term memory dbility, and

: *st-rengthening informatioh processing ability (Slobin, 1966). Slobin
asserts that fundamental structures of particular grammar are in place
by ‘age threée, and tha,t/‘further linguistic development reflects 1ift-’

_ing of performanc:e restr1ct10ns -and general cognitive growth (1970}

]
‘ He demonsttrates that Rassian children's development of gramnatlcal

a

_.‘t <

categories is determined by the semantic d1ff1cu1ty represented by the

b d ’ / a

. . ~
category (e.g., singular and plural foms“appear early, arbitrary/mar-
. , . kers df grammatical gender ap—pear late) (19665. " Slobin. also ’pQ' Ats
out that b111ngua1 chiddren express a concept earlier in thé la.flguage
in whl-ch it has the simpler form (1973). ' f

/
\ ~ o s

The d1sagreement between the' nat1v1sts and the cognitive theor-* .

ists is not nearly as fmdamental as the1r common d1fferences with the

behav1or15ts. In many cases it reflects a difference in emphas1s and. .

/
in choice of data. It seems that there may be linguistic and cogni-

tive universals. The former restrict the forms into which hunan lan-
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¢ ‘
- guages may evolve and the child's innate acquaintance with them‘rects

-- makes most efficient -- his or her application of the latter td the )

task of dearning language.

¢
II. Interaction Between Language Development andl Learning to Read
\Several courses of action_follow from a direct“-application of
knowledge of Ranguage development to reading learning. For exampie,
it will Be recalled’ that Giordano- (][97.9)' suggests a reading readiness
progran. that is a direct application ofy the nativist theory of lan- #
guage acquisition to read:[ng. Diffe‘xjences.between oral and written
language, however, raise questions “about the value of such direct ép-;
',plications._ Still, there remain other areas of overlap between oral

languagée and reading learning. ’ : .

Direct Applihat ions

Two expl.anations of the reading process emphasize the parallels
9tween oral and written lm;uaée, their common dependence upon syn-
tactic and semantic constraints. Goo'dmafl (1967 and 1973) calls read-
ing a psycholingi;istic guessing g:ﬁne with graphophonic, syntactic,. and
semantic clues. By sampling, Igredicting, testing, and confirming,
the reader determings the writer's message with minimal dependence
upon graphemes. F. Snuth's (1971) descrlptlon of the reading process
1n terms of reduction of uncertainty is smllar. The amount of de-
pendence upon visual features varies with the amount of syntactic

and semantlc information that is avallable. Studies of CIVdren s

oral reading errors, even in “the first grade (Weber, 1970), reveal
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a_gramatical awareness of breceding text, which lends support to
~such theories of reading.
o d Examples of efforts te_coordinate the reading and language-pro- “;t:
cessing abilities of‘éhildren'include.compﬁ?isonszéf the language
in reading texts and the oral language of children. Strickland
(1962) found that ths/fonner was morg advanced than the latter, an@
that readlng*texts seemed to lack a scheme for controlling 1ntroduc
tion of sentence structures. Ruddell (1974) ‘tested fourth graders'&
comprehension of texts d;itten with common and uncommon syntactic A
. > ‘patterns, using close tests. He found better comprehension of high
‘frequency syntactic patterns Shuy (1969) called for a.new system
of ‘language arts instruction, hasizing self 1n§truct10n stressing
the innate ability of students, end using texts that refléct chlldijn
oral language. ‘ ‘ : : : . .
' Bougere s (1969) and Dahl's (1975) studies are examples of at-

tempts to 1dent1fy oral language predlctors of beginning readlng

success. Bougere failed to find 51gn1f1cant results for most of her }

hypotheses and Dahl's data is still being analyzed.

Differences Between Oray/;nd Written Language

Carroll (1966) points .out some important differences between learn-
ing to speak.and learning to reed. Reading is_téught;_mhgle speech is
acquired informally; reading is broken goﬁh into componente of the
task\\ﬂe abstracted, while speech is experienced 1n its full complex1ty
and remains 51t$at10na1 readlng is taught before writing,\while lis-

tening and speech develop in a parallel fash1on; readlng mdy e taught

9 o %’f
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and meaningful to the ¢hild. : -

. ‘D. Olson (1977) describes fundamental differences between utter-

. ance and text, traceable to their belng dlfferent means to dlfferent
goals, not opt10na1 routes to the same goal. He argues agamt the
presumptions that knowbedge is not dltered when it is trans formed in-
to statements and especially that st'atements. are not altered when they
are written‘down. Written language was invented to serve science a.ndl g

‘ philosophy and their vision of reality, with an emphasis on truth con- .

ditions, explicitness, and cor-nrentionalizgd laﬁguagge forms. The func-

) tions and structures ot: language were altered to .meet the demands of /
autonomous text, a pro’:ess that began at least as long ago as Luther's
time. When children first experle‘nce text, they encounter someth}_ng -
comple‘hely forelgn.’ Their previdus experience is with utterance, a

form of language that serves social needs and in which meaqung is

negotlable . = ' T A

-

~

I4

- Schallert, Klelman and Rubin (1977) also axmlyZe differences b;-
tween oral and wntten languag& Speakers tailor .their messages with
. specific listeners .in mind, and they receive feedback from the listen- .
| ers. | Theyl use less complicated pyntax kand'.less dive‘rse- vocabulary than
writers. And they use intonation for prosadic ,tueéﬁ Thus readers
flay require more cofrq)rehensive knowledge schemata than listeners,
greater knoWledge of syntax and vocabulary, and _greater skill at tak-

-

J.ng another's pers;‘v;cilve.

.
A
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Rosemont (1974% maintalns that lang;.lage that is transferred to a

LR RPRORRT R

, p - .
e ' non-speech medium is_no longer'natural language. . ;

Tatham (1970) tested second and fourt}; graders . readmg compre-

. R hensmn with two different te /;rs one that used frequent oral lan-

£3

= ' guage patterns g.nd )e/that used infrequent oral-language pa‘tterns. '

'.' . A slgnlflcant nunber of ‘children d1d better with the test that used
' £ Ve . . -
» frequent péng, and the difference in results on the two, tests was

greater for second graders than for fourth graders. ,Tatl;am concluded

that the sacond“graders ‘lack the ability to relate oral la&age

. . 4,

.lcpmpetency to wriéten language.
. The point of theSe findings seems to be that written languagé is
not as simple a matter as "speech written down," and that our know-
ledge about oral language abllLty may not have direct 1mp11cat10ns

v
for reading leammg

Oral l.angpage Coupetency and learning to Read

<

There remains to be considered another aspect of language com- .
petence, the ngt.ure speaker's ability to reflect upon language. ThlS
metallngmstlc ab111ty is evidenced by lmgu15t1c intujtions, the ‘
speaker's capac1ty to mal.ce Judgements about such properties of utter- ‘

_ances as gramma.tical‘ity, synorymity, and ambiguity, Another gspéet
of such ability may be knowledge of such concepts as "letter"' "word"
and "sentence" (cf., Down;.ng’, 1973 regardmg ""cognitive clarlty"
about, such concepts, as a prere\%ulslte to learning read). Thls* .

may be one aspect of language competency that overlaps with’ reading

’

-\
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abilitys | ¢ 9g€ that formal reading

?
l Lt .}I} ,"}é‘ * '

eé%s/lﬂnglmbased

skill,.e.g., Pig Latin or reading, and prlma'dy 11ngu-15t1c_ act1V1ty,

* instruction beglns

Mattlngly (1972) makes the d‘ﬂ{tmctlon

e.g., Spe ing and listening. He maintains hat'reading de‘pends upon

llngulstl,c awareness, and that -- unlike dur ng sﬁeakmg and 11sten-

ing -- t/hat awareness is never inaccessible during read1ng. Nurss
/ '

(1980) reV1ews literattire about linguistic apareness and read1ng and

c1tes C. Chemsky"s report, at a 1979 conference on the subJect that

before third grade, ch11dren are unable to

syntactic structure and meaning. She had

Hakes,

report that before age six, children's ng

‘to‘malge grammaticality judgements.

ﬂ
based on content -- what 15 assér-ted -- rather than on forn, McGhee '
,q974) reports that not untll\age six_or sgven do c’hlldren understand

uns, r1dd1es, and other "11ngu1st1c" jpkes.
P @ ‘

- Still, an’ob\}ious question remains;y whether linguistic awareness

<

. 7
-- coinciding as it does with formal -

duct of or a prerequisite to that i truction. Nurss’ (1980) concludec

that at least word consciousness 15 a product F055 and Hakes (1978)
point out that ‘lmgxllstlc mtun/ ions may reflect the|child's trajn

ought , but they

sition from preoperatlonal to’ concrete op /Ke/raﬁonal

also point out that this gfep has only Begun at age fiive awhen read-

‘ﬁla}im{lany of our. schools. They ques -
e child's knowledge of spoken 1 gudge is .
. '—-'/M N ) ‘ , ' ‘ ‘
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great enough that it does not present gny* problems with learning to .

- read For example,’ chﬂdren at age five-and #1% usually dp not know
. 3 . .

e what phonologlcal un1ts are and so can not know what graphemes are

- , : meant to correspond to. They c1.te»We1nschenk (1965) that even German

- .

ch11dren -- lezn'nmg to r-ead aﬁnguage with more regulay phoneme_

’

N o grapheme correspondence than English -- have difficulty 1eam1ng o <
= o v » 6 2 N 3

.
- A " . r * {
. (rezad. _ .- L
. . _%,.g—."

I The cqnclusmn seens “to-be that teathers of readmg must proceed \

véth qare. They must be aware of elanents of language comthence lgxt

\ caixtlous about a.ssumlng direct carryover to readmg tasks. And they
ought to se sensrtlve to 1nd1\r1dual differences £7ong ch11dren with «
. . " respect to thelf Ievel of development. . o ’ A
N -, AL .
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