R i T 4 . )
4057« | . \ ; -
v : - - ) -
l National Library  Bibliothdque nationale ' ﬁNADlA_N THESES THESES CANADIENNES ‘
of Canada du Canada B . ON MICROFICHE SUR MICROFICHE |
N . ' - : . . . ] . L
] . - o ) '
a ! W F
N
' . \
N - <

* NAME OF AUTHOR/NOM DE L'ayTEuR——___\KQCE N “’J\ SR R We i

4i‘ " TITLE OF THESIS/TITRE DE LA THESE \WME ACKRUISITioN ©F Wi QR[VES TR
' " - B . e ° . .
| o . ‘ . - T .
,urélvens'lrv/u/v)vfiiS/ri ‘ \J VR, 170\ 200N oﬁ A L_(S\:*Q ﬁ ‘
E DEGREE FOR WHICH THESlS WAS PBESENTED/ o . :
; GRADE POUR LEQUEL CETTE THESE. FUT m‘sfmff ' W\n ;T@ QF x (PMC'F
b ; s ) )
. " YEAR THIS DE&ONFERRED/ANN&' D OBTENTION DE CE GRADE \ C‘ .1 \ . e R
F’ NAME OF SUPERVISOR/NOM ouU DIRECTEUR DE ruzss “DR~ S GQ\{ T Pen D e IY SRS
: ' . . ‘ Ked o
) ‘Permission is hereby granted to- the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF L’autorisation est par la- présenre accordée 3 Ia B/BL/OTH?
b CANADA to microfilm this thesis and to lend or sell copies - OUE NATIONALE Dy CANADA de m/croh{mer cette thése et
L . : N '14' ~ .
Eo -.of the film. de préter ou de vendre des exemp/a/res du film.
- The adthor reserves other publication rights, and neither the . (" auteur se réserve les autres dm/ts de publ/cat/on nila
- thesis nor. extensive extracts from it may be printed or other- ‘

_ thése ni de /ongs extra/ts a'e ce//e-(:/ ne dojvent étre imprimés

S wise reproducéd‘withdut the author’s written permission. ou autrement reprodu:ts sans /autor/saz/on écute de I’ auteur
, o _
—

DATED/DATE__T\C K \ LM SIGNED/S/G/VE \ M/“d“ﬁ M Qﬁw N \—’V*Qj
~— : . K — o <& o S : .
PERMAN ENT‘EDRES\S/RFS/DENCE FIXE ;; ° | ‘
| | " EDMorToN , AL@er 1A
bt S E 1




e e e moar A o e T ST e T DN mnes L e e

’

.. Bibliotheque nationale du Canada_

l* National Library of Canada ad ’

L Direction du catalogage

Cataloguing Branch
Division des théses canadfennes

Canadian Theses Division

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4" \

b

- NOTICE

’

‘The quality of this microfiche is heavily depende;t upon

the quality of the original thesis submitted tor microfilm-
“ . ing. Every effort has been made to ensure the highest

quality of reproduction possible. \\\

it pages are missing, contact the university w\r\ii'ch_

granted the degree. '

¢

Some pages may have mdlstmct print especially .if
the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or it the university sent us a poor photocopy.

Previously copyrighted materials (journal arjicles,
published tests, etc.) are not filmed.
. . , ‘

Reproduction in full or in partofthisfiln'risngerned o

by the Canadian Capyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30.
. "Please read the authorlzatlon forms whrch accompany
_-thrs thesrs. o G

~ THIS DISSERTATION
" HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
 EXACTLY / AS RECEIVED

A §

o AVIS -

La qualité de cette mictofithe dépend grandement de la
qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous avons

tout fait, pour assurer une qualité supérieure de repro-

duction.

S'il manque des-pages, veunli’ez\commumquer avec

. unrversnte qui a conféré le grade

La qualité d’ smpressron de certames .pages peut
laisser a désirer, surtout si les pages orngmales ont été
dactylographiéesal'aided’unruban usé ou si l'université
nousa fait parvenlr une photocople de mauvaise quallte

Les documents qui font.déja V'objet d'un droit d'au-
teur (articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne sont pas -
microfilmés.

\ -

"' La rebroductioh méme partielle de ce microfilm est
soumise & la Loi,canadienne sur le droit d'auteur, SRC
1970, c. C-30. Veu1|lez prendre connaissance des for-
mules d'autorisation qui accompagnent cette these.

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE -
 NOUS L'’AVONS REGUE

e

T 4 B i e s WL % cton ¥ ST ¢, T At v el 1 4 T



THE OUNIVERSITY OFQQLBERTA '

S

THE ACQUISITION OF HH QUESTIONS

. N ' » . b - -’ - ) ) . 3
‘ ) \f\g,/”‘\ ) ) Y s . )
| {52/) TRACEY MARY DERWING -
’ . . he ’

- A THESIS I
SUBHITTED TO THE FAQULTY OF GRADUATE. STUDIES AND RESEARCH
IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE

| OF MASTER OF SCIENCE

[ IN
o S PSYCHOLINGUI STICS
HE | |
/. DEPARTMENT OF LI&GUIST;CS
S ! <
- o v m\“l‘ .; . |
: ' EDHONTON, ALEER&@_J‘_ | ;ailjag;‘
- .\/“ .. Yo oy
. ~ SPRING, 1979



THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

. . . 4 .
. o FACULTI OF GRADUA@E STUDIES AND RESEARCH

The undersigned ‘cerfify that they have read,; and

reccmmend to the Paculty cf Graduate Studies and Research,
,a’ . » . -4 . . N .

. for acceptance, a thesis /9ntitled The Acduisition of Wd

o

g~e§g § submltted by Tracey  Mary Derwing in partlal'b
fulflllment of the requlrements for the degree of Master of

Science in Psychollngulstlcs.  T ‘ A

.f\. P ”.\uperv1sor ,
o RN i'ﬁ‘y Z: ;%7/ ;
5 ' sefos 000 e .o.-oooaoo-o .

"External: §




This thesis is

dedicated to my parents,

Jim and Mary LOvel

v




“ABSTRACT

The claim that subject-auxiliary inversion in négativé-

WH questions is é%cquired ‘later than in their poéitive'f

counterparts is tested in an e;panaed ‘replicati§n Lof

.Bellugi's 1971 expefimeht. The “original results are

supported; however, it is_a;éned that the kime difference in

develbﬁmehtbis not due, asrhés been previousif suggested,'to
. N .

‘syntéctiq ‘complexity, but rather to semantic and contextual

constraints.,

*An unexpecféhjfinding 6f this study, thafi positivé gg
questions and Yes/No Ques;ions'may devélop simultaneoﬁsly,
is iqterprefed within a fdnctional’ﬁpameyofk,v In §qui§i9n,
ghé,contradictorylreédlts oﬁ previous reseércﬁ are‘diééﬁéged
and an . alpéinat;yéggh;sem;@ticailjjbaséﬁ _hYROtﬁ9$i$;Lis

formulatedito'gip‘ thém._'ff iS'.aﬁﬁuéHiﬂthat

ke more " data
- : X '

. . 3 . . e e ,‘L G . ;
must  be collected before - any. coaclusions can be drawn

‘conderning the relativé rates of development of = Yes/No and

o

WH questions,-

(

o
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CHAPTER ONE
o

OVERVIEW

In his  review - of ba51c 1ssues in" first language’
development}‘Roger Brown Hrltes that |

A1l over the. Horld the flfst sentences‘

of small : children  are belng
palnstaklngly taped,- transcrlbed, and .
analyzed  as if they were ‘the, last
sayings ‘of great . sages. -Which -is a . .
surprising fate for the likes: of "That = . ...
doggie,™ “No more mllk ". and "Hitfba;l"

(1973, p.- 97). e : o

e

‘These’ endeavours are not undertaken out of 1dle cur1051ty or;if

.'out of a de51re to amass a collectlon of amus;ng anecdotes,

but- rather they are motlvated by a de51re to understand/pow§57

people 1earn. The assumptlon is that 1anguage iis .such vaﬁﬁl,

'\—, \

central. and complex aspect of human cognltlve act1v1ty that'e”
“dlscoverles about 1ts developnent should shed llght f'the

. general problem of human 1nte111gence.,‘

Like.iany' other sc1ent1f1c 1nvestlgat10n, theorles of

4language development must be bﬂllt onthe ba51s of" the data
favallable' all too often, however,'these theorles seem -to- be?

founded on data whlch are too llnlted to support them, or 1n,‘

.; § 7



‘,the detalls of an experlment de51gned to test the clalms -of

b ‘ :

. Some_ instances, ‘on no firnm data 'a€ all;v To solve thls
prbblem,~current jheories must be exanlned carelllly and K
mcrltlcalli and new data systenatlcally collected to flll thef

‘gaps. or to resolve controversial 1ssues._

3 » N A .l‘*' : r

'Fhl,spe01flc 1llustrat10n of thls general problem is. the;
i,case of the acqu151tlon of negatlve uH questldns (e.g., ghi5th
: aggg t xgu ' l;gpggg?).m, Apart ' from' %;one:p'scattered :

”"naturallstlc observatlons, the only data avallable ond thlsﬁ )
psubject come' from' ene snall experlment 1nvolv1ng a151nglet

5 Chlld (Bellugl, 1971). Thls smali sample prOV1des the only
A!emplrlcal ba51s' for the broad«and sweeplng clalm that the

-'order in uhlch the gramnatlral constructlons are( acgulred

‘can' be ’eXplalned 1n terms of syntactlc complexlty measure §

‘ basedaon a transformatlonal ana1y51s of the.vsentence t;pes

e 20

hlnvolved.A 51nce, as. will be shown below, the llnqplstlc

a

theorles alluded td“fihf thls- putatlve explanatlon _are
"1nadequate 2on# 1ndependent grounds, }dt 1s.~1mportant to-'
l,establlsh that the ba51c data in thls area 'aret themselvesjﬁ;
‘accurate before mov1ng “on  td the constructlon of neu and.
more’adeqnate,theogies,“a - | |

S . : L L a;;m' . .
Chapter Two beloww~consist5' of " a rev1ew ‘ of th
L . , _ .
;llterature relevant- to thls study. Chapter Three present

prev1ous research - on . the developnentalf seguence of gg”

"questlons.i Thls experlment extends' the data base to Zuu,ﬁ“"

V'chlldren~ of - varled backgrounds. I_” a&so 1nsures that a L

U \ _‘; T i -



3
vériéty of both positiﬁe\and negatiye questions are tested..
The results confirm p&ior findings in some ‘areas and
contradict thenm in others. The thtoretical import of these

findings is diScussed' in Chapter = Pour,* where two

-

functionallyrbaséd.alternatives to the traditiomnal transfor-

. < '
mational analysis are offered as possible explanations,



,CHAPTER TWO
Y

THE ACQUISIIION OF SOME BASIC SYNTACTIC CONSTRUCTIONS.

‘ In this - Chapter the literature on the acqulsltign of
English .hegative and "1nterrqgat1ve constructions is
reviewed. - Although the focal iseue of’this thesis is the
development of negatlve WH questlons, it wlll be useful to
examine brlefly some general trends in the 1nvestlgat10n of

i

first langv ge acqu151t10n as well in order to establish a °

background for the present study.

Much  of the information reported on child language is
based von naturallstlc data which 1nvestlgators‘ have
coliected over extended reriods of time (cf Limber, 1570;
Slobin 8 Welsh, 1973- Br &, 1973; etc.). These »informal
longitudinal studies be:r close examlnatlon for clues - as to
how a child's 11ngulstlc abilities develop, Occa51onally,
:researchers primarily involved in naturallstlc observatlon
. have supplemented thelr flndlngs with data derived through

experimental technlques- however,: much more ;extensive

experimentation is warranted., = £y

-



Bifause of heavy rellance on naturallstlc data,‘ claims
made - about langque acqulsltlon afe often based on very
limited .samples,b with littlé controlled or, systematlcl
evaluation of ‘alternative 'hypotheses. The generalit; or
rspresentativeneés of the naturalistic‘ data is open ‘to -
serious question, éince so often the children studled are
the first-born of college-educated 'pa:ents and have .no'
siblings,  Ssince’ in many instances the child under
observation isAfhe offsprihg of the researcher himself, one"
suspects that the child is exposed to, and is encouraged to
exhibit, more word play than thé'avérage child and it may
.yell be the case that such children are not representatlve-

of the norn. Data drawn from a limited or skeved.osample~
.must be recoqnizéd for what they are and cannot be assamed
to provide reliable or'yalld estimates’ on ahich; to draw
general .conclusions about the nature of the ’language

‘acquisition process.

The-remalnder of this chaptor is devoted to some of the
1mportant issues in the study of‘ the lnature of 1anguageb
acgulsltlon, followed by a sorvey 'of the principal.
1nvestlgatlons of negatlves and interrogafives Which haye

-

appeared in the llterature. o e ’

1
v

- — s —— - —— e ——

2.2 Innate Linguistic Knohleggglgg. Cognltlve Capacities., .

Language achisition research over the past fifteen

‘Xears has been approached' from ‘two radically different



- 6 '

-

vieupoiutsuf;thOSe\of the nat1v15ts and of the @mplrlclsts.;'
Investlgators such ‘a UcNelll (1966, 1968) malntaln that
chlldren rely on innate, blologlcally-endowed knowledge of
grammatical relationships ’;n learnlng “a language. : The7'
proposed 1nnate propertles are strlklngly 51nllar to certaln'i
.aspects of ’the' base structures in 5ynt§ctlc theorles
‘propdsed by transfornatlonal grammarians.  For exampie,
McNelll (1966) has proposed that the "conflguratlons of tue
base structure of sentences“b(p.d‘102) are 1nnate lln901sthg
unlversals;' It »sbould be noted that these conflguratlons
are'arrived arvrurough vgg. hoc technlques thch have no
psychological‘.jusrification; not only are.they excluslvely
syntactic,. but simplicity considerarions figure very heavily
ih“determining their suapes. 'MCNeill and others'argue' that .
only on rhe basls of 1nnate 11ngulst1c knowledge of thls'
klnd are chlldren able to sort through the eomplex1ty and
.abstractness 1of language., HcNelll»_has sumuarized; his

p051t10n on this issue as follows:

(11t appears that chlldren ‘do identical

things in the ~ face of radically . /
dlfferent conditions of learning. . The e
proposal that linguistic theory : //
represents children's capacity for. y
language accordingly -gains empirical e
SUpPPOTtesey " [T]he  forms underlying - /
negatlon (Bellugi, 196&..;) and -

interrogation (Bellugi, - 1965) appear-
early and can be taken as evidence in
- favour of the proposal (McNeill, 1966,
“p. 110).

. 2 . . ‘ _
. McNeill is eéuating the early stages of the acquisition of

a negatives and interrogatives with ncloseness" to the



S ‘ 7
putative base structure of these sentence types, thereby
impiying_;hat there is a direct connecfion-between' abstract

'syntax .'and language learning, This unstated assumption is

v

h"yholly-unfounded.

_Brown and Hanlon share McNeill's concept of innateneés:f

_ The immature rules for interrogatior and
negation may  arise as McNeill has
suggested because they are much closer

"to the base structure +than are the .
transformed .- adult" forms, The
transforuations are certainly 3language-

. specific and so must be learned. The
base structure has a better <chance of

. being 'universal - and innate (1970, p.
. B 50). B : , ' s .
AV These researchers - aré concerned primarily ~ with

’ °

syntactib strﬁcﬂufe; they appedr'to follow Chomsky's dictdm
'(14%7, :1965) that syntax is central a@h N autonomousé'
: \ . . - , . . Lo o ,f ; o

~sema;:Iés,‘ pragmatics and other aspects of*lgnguage use, as

.

well 'as other moge “general cognitive phenGEega, ar®

~

generally ignored. Bloom recognizes some of’\thggéy'

shoftqomings in»her 1970 publication, ngguagg development;

gggg"ggg' func%ion in emerqging g ;ggggg;, She stresses that
'}anguage Vacquisifion is, insezzfable__ from “cognitive—
ﬁerceptﬁal . growth :aﬁd environmeﬂtéi influence. She-aisq
'ﬁoints oﬁt:.fhat, franéformational grémmar’ treats deep 
bstructgfe ‘as .an‘ugdeflfing syntactic representation,.hehce
ignoriné " (1) 'ﬁhe ﬁdistinctibn betﬁéén v‘underlying' .ahd
superficial linguistic s;}ucture -and-  (2) = the essentia1 
relevance of the »semantics kof ‘a »senteﬁce f;r ;-ﬁhé
specification og' its struéturg," In- other words, Bloom

q
RS



appears to view deep structure as a semantic rather ‘than a

symtactic representation. Despite r mlsglvlngs on these
spe01f1c points, however, Bloom's. workxis still largely done
vithin the transformatlonal generatlve framevork, as will be

I

shown below. ' '

Slobin's 1971 article, "Cognitive prerequisites for4i§e

development of.grammar," is a milestone in ‘the. srudy of’

language. acquisiiion; ' SlObin adopts the positiom that
children have general cognltlve capac1t1es whlch enable them
to learn a language. He offerS'conv;nclng ev1dence,for  his

"primacy of cognitive @development" stance, which suggests

that in order for a child to construct a grammar, he nust be

able to “cognize the events“encoded,in.language" and he must

b 3
2

o ‘"process, organlze and\store llngulstlc 1nformat10n" on . the

basis of these prlor_'cogmltlonS\ {p. 299; see also’

‘Macnamara, 1972). A& central tenet of . Slobin's theory is

that children are subject to short*term‘memory limitations
. ¥ P - i . ‘ . .

which derive from’ general, perceptual and information-

proce551ng pr1nc1ples.‘ - These principles constrain

L

llngulstlc performance and dlffer only in degree from ‘those

which are operatlve in adult speakers. Sloblnaalso proposes’

a number of psycholinguistic mniVersals;and corresponding

Qoperating principles" based on obser#ations'from-some fortyi

~ different languages. ‘ o o :

- —

‘A number of researchers have recently come to reallze

that rhere is a great deal to be galned by studylng the

A
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child’s acquisition oﬁ.language'in the\context of discourse
-interaction. ThlS approach had been i nored for some time,

largely because of the llngulsts' falth in the innateness of

y

‘base structures ‘and because of the (unfounded) assuuptlon

that the ch11d could not pos51b1y detect regularltles in the
o (

'chaos- of 1ll-formed_ and elllptlcal speeph_to which he vas~

rhoughtufo-be characteristically exposed. | Shipley, Smith,
and G%ﬁitman's attltude is typlcal of thls view: .

Chomsky "has argued with much justice

that a comparlson .between a haphazard

‘sample of speech.and the grammar itself

. (presumably a representatlon of the way

~that language is ultimately organlzed in

the mlnd) leaves little doubt that the

~task in lnferrlng the 1latter from the

former is difficult to. the point of
improbability (1969, pp. 337-338). ¢
But just”hou "haphazard"{is the speech that the child
actually  hears?: Chomsky' proposed the innate “language
.:acquisition.device" (LAD)  to account for the vau151t10n of.

syntactlc competence‘ according to h1m, the child hears onlylﬁ
. "degenerate" and ‘very “l;mlted"'samples of a very complex
'-language, and an innate, specifically '1nguistic dejice of

this kind is: the only possmble explanatlon for the Chlld'

'rapid mastery. of ggrammar- (Chomsky, ‘1965, PPe »56-58).,
Researchers who hauez actually studied the llngUlSth

"env1ronment of chlldren, however, see the matter in a: rathern.
dlfferent llght. Nevport, Gleltman, and GleltmanJ(l975),.in
a paper whlch appeared six years after the Gleltman’ study

Just cited, found that mothers do not address thelr chlldren

in typlcal "degenerate" adult language but, rather, they use «¢
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N

Wacoustieally élean, gramnatieally weli-formed, simple,-and
\rebetitive" speech (p. 111). Ervin-Tripp (1970) has also
‘neted , thaf» speech girected at children is . "rich in
quest ions, ver} repetitive and c;nsisfs of short ‘'utterances
with fewx erfers and false starts" (p. 8. Mothers'thas
seen .to; be' gery ¢lose1y attuned to . their . childten}s
1inguis£ic capabilities ahd’ tailo; .their own discourse
accordihgly;‘ In additioq, the "limitedﬁ samﬂles to which
Chomsky refers jhave been shown te be'qdite extensive, in
fact.  Suppes (1976), for examplek has estimated that
: betwee; the ages of two and-three years the average child
~ﬂears “from his parents,and other pe}spns almost a, million

utterances" (pp. 235-236). ] -
o : . . i&

eIt is also guite l;ke}y that children; uSing:something
akin to the operating principles ércgosedeby Sloﬁin '(19%i);
é&bp@“ strategies: of their%iown to* simplify or bias thelr
iiﬁghistic inpuf. Smlth (1970) states\that . : v_@

On the ba51s of our experlmental data,‘ . e
wve doubt that these children attend very

“much to the adult parts of adult speech,

More generally. then,. we doubt +that

‘their primary ' linguistic dinput 'is as

rich or as confu51ng as has- sometlmes

been suggested (p. 118).- ‘ :

Vi

‘Moreover, the child is not llmlted st§§ctly to syntactlc

A
.1nformat10n. He also. has access to and makes use of a
varlety of contextual factors, as Erv1n-Tr1pp (197&) points

out. ' R o e

<
¢

. Brown 31963) agre&s with the hativists,thatathe surface
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vdata seen 1nadequate vhen con51dere% in 1solat10n, that 1s,
"in too Static a form, as a set of t 111 photos, unconnected‘
model sentences" (Pe 288). He 1ffers,' however, in
thinking that it is the "changes produced in sentences as

richest data for the discovary

/’
they move between persons in discourLe [that ] ‘nay be the
Lf grammar" (p. 288),
l

Syntax, in short, is not transmitted lin A vacuum; the child
has nyriad %erceptual cues to draw lon over and above those .
provided by the linguistic utterance Etself, and- a variety
of general cognitive abilities which he canluse to make

sense out of what is said to him and to help him orgahize

his.grammatical knowledge of the 1anghage.

These research developments s ggest that much more is
1nvolved in the 1earn1ng of 1anguage than the mere mastery_
of\syntax. The context-of an utter/nce as well as its form,
is abSolutely essential to its int rpretatlon' therefore, a
- grammar which. 1ncorpora es this sort of 1nformatlon is bound -
to appronlmate more closely the chlld's actual linquistic
knowledge than one based on’ syntactlc relatlonshlps alone.

Hhile the "autonomy of syntax“ position may be a convenient
bone' for llngulsts deallng with language as a collection of
texts (e.g., sentences), 'iti is* not at all a plau51ble

_ : : )

position for the lingnist concerned with language learning

or language use.
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2.3 Nedatiop.

»

" The first- extensive examination of the ohild's
acqulsltlon of - negation 'is Klima and Bellugi's "Syntactic
regularltles in the speech of chlldren,"which appeared in
1966. The authors begin by outllning the staudard
transformatlonal approach to negatlon in adult speech,/yhlch
postulates a pre—sententlal ‘NEG morpheme ~in . the deep
~structure. This morphenme is moved by transformations to anm
:eventual'surfaoe structure p051t10n rolloiino' the temse
parker and first auxiliaryfv This "adult grammar" account of
negation is taken as the language learner 's goal'or‘endi
product; 'The syntactic constructions diseyssed are negation
and auxiliary verbs, negatlve imperatives, and negatiom and
1ndef1n1te markers, all of which are: descrlbgé 1n terms of;

varlous phrase structure and transformatlonal rules. .

| Klima and Bellugi investigated three oeriods_(not to be
-vconfused with the‘stages later propOSed. by Brovn; Cazden,
aud,Bellugi, 1969) in the deveiopment of\negation;,they vere
defined  on the basis of  the ichildren's mean lenéth of
.utferances(MLU), a measure ‘first suggested iby McCarthy
_(195u)tras being the moste *reliable, easily determrged(‘
,objective,'quantitativexand -easilj understood .measure‘ of
linguistic? maturity" (P?-s 550 551)«  The authors stress
that they are ‘interested not;sin, dlscoverlng . semantic
concepts or basic‘ érammatical notions, but rather-iu the
"louer level = syntactic phenomena : "like * position,

~
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permutabilityi'and the 1like™ (p. 197).. In other_words,.
~their'aim is to examine form while ignoring'function. Klima
and Bellugi's period 1 (MLO=1, 75) is <characterigced . by. the
-fact that the negative element (no or n ) resides outside;
the nucleusvof the sentence, as in the: utterance, lgvihgvégg
§gigigg,_ McNeill (1968), in  his work -on acquisition.‘of-
‘negation, is encouraged by this finding because it supports
+he nativist theory that the underlying JNEG-'elenent is
located _at' the beginning of the. deep structure of English
'tsentences. Lord (197u) has argued, however, that Klima d
Belluoi have been too quick to generalize their findings.,
She notes that’ her own daughter never exhibited the proposed.

pattern of NEG + nucleus and, _gn fact, ;hpr Chlld firstvd'

indicated'negation by'means of a“unigue intonation pattern.{

~Klima and Belluui also state tbat'there is no‘evidence
to’_suggest that cbildren. even understand. the neéativei’
embedded in - the auxiliary of ,adult'Speech.v It’uould be
interesting to inves ”gate thisieasily testable hypothﬁsis,
“as ‘it has been-. tiun' by a number offresearchers (e gy
Fraser, Bellugi, & Brown, 1963‘ Shipley,'Smitﬁ & Gleitman,
1969) that comprehe651on normalN?;%recedes production, ItJ"
‘may simply be that the negative appears 1n sentence initial
p051tion merely because it is of greatest semantic rmport to

the child, as it may be in general.“ Moreover, as Klima and

Bellugi themselves point out, mothers often reinforce their

negative statements, (. as in No, you can't have ‘that.

Consequently, the child may be operating on the basisugof
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saliency and surface structure.

In period 2 (MLU 246) Kllma and Bellugi find that the
first auxlllarles to appear are do and ag ,— but :only“in
their negated forms (i.e., as don't and g.g't).,»They choosev
to regard these as alternatlves to not ¢ rather than as true
aux111ar1es. The negatlve element (no, no dg t, can't)

e ———

occurs-uithindthe utterance at ‘this stage,‘ rather than
‘boutside the ‘sentence nucleus, There is also ev1dence fron_
naturalistic observation 4at berlod 2 that the child
understands_‘negatives attached to"auxiliaries in adult»

speech. ‘ o -

By period 3 1hLU‘= 3. 5) the modal auxlllarles -cgn and
dg'are‘present in afflrmatlve sentences, and other auxlilary~
_verbs appear unqboth p051t1ve and negatlve utterances.;‘At
this tine‘such 1ndeterm1nate forms as some or something also

begin to occur and extend to negatlve 'sentences (Bellugl,

1971).

In an_’attempt _to‘ systematlze the - vauisition"of
negatlon at these early stages, Klima and’Bellugi provide 2
Vnumber of transformat10na1 rules to descrlbe the utterances

. found at each of the three perlods. They conclude that the‘
acqulsltlon of negatron 1nvolves‘ the learnlngv of vthe
;{ansformations they posit. 1In fact, the Klima and Bellugi
//f—paperv is-'a classic .example of a genre of research 1n'
| suggéSting that chlldren ;learn transformatlons ‘in  the:

absence Of anv Qoman+1r- ~Ar ‘c‘n-.‘.‘__‘_" '
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In contrast, Bloonm (1916) approaches the_early'Stages-
of the vanisition'of negation from A' semantic v1ewp01nt.‘.
" She uses the method of "r1ch 1nterpretat10n" 1n determinlng

'the semantic 1ntent of a two or three word utterance; that b

“is, she attends to the 51tuatlona1 context for 1n51ghts as
to the chlld's 1ntanded meanlng. Bloom fJund that at ”the'
.earllest stage of ‘negation (Kllma and Behlugl 's perlod 1),1
the Chlld has only one syntactlc form to. express_ the three
d;stlnct semantlc functloné/of nonexlstence, rejectlon, and N

denial. - She states that
f .

‘The acqulsitlon of 11ngu1st1c expre551on
did not proceed hand in hand with
cogni tive-semantic - development,
.Learning to express a new semagtic
category of negation did not involv :
~new _ structure for its linguistic
expre551on at _the same time (p. 217 .

This finding’ is evidence of 'Slobin's pr1n01ple, which
Prideaux (1979)"calls fuggg;gggl egglg;tatlon, that new
functlons are first expressed by old forms./
: e e T |
. ‘ _ j
Bloom proposes that the 'child employs “reduction

transformati&n’rules".to delete portions of a sentence. She

- vmalntalns that the. Chlld has the grammatlcal relations of an

adult but must reduce utterances because of syntactlccv
complex1ty.\ 'it has’,been argued by Brdvn (1973), however,
. that the existence of reductlon transformat;ons is hlghly
v1mplausible._ This,‘is becauSeb"The hotdon that development

‘sproceedsvfrom the‘more_complex to ' the iess complex, -that

—_—— [PON - - s e e e o= oa = -



' v1th our expectatlons 1n these matters" '(BrOin;"1973;;.p.;
239). - Th .tneed'<ton p051t__these Tules is an unfortunate

'fccnsequence ‘qfivﬁalobu‘s- fundamentally transformatlonal
) hbuadet SN :

orientation. She’ is. forced :to,.posit:reduction'ruleS’in

order to account for all aeviatiOns from adult ' simple

declarative structures,  -She v dOes" not . considér 'thé

s . o '
possibility of an alternative theory . vhich ‘ dlsallous,

_"govement rules® and posits 1ustead dlstlnct surfacef"
structures for distinct semantic functlons (cf.{ Prldeaux,

. 1976).

2.4 Interrogatives.

0

Kllma and Bellugi'(3966) trace the development . ef both

negatlves and 1nterrogat1ves and find that the tvo processes

el

'parallel\one another. In period'1,l Yes/No questions .1acka

)
A N - ‘

auxiliaries =~ and no subject - verb "1nver51on" occurs (the

term inversion will betused‘throughout this thesis in  the

sense. of ’'subject-verb 'placement; no movement oL

transformation is implied “unless 'otherwise ‘stated). The

-jquestlons are; ‘marked solely by rlslng 1ntonat10n, an

acceptable but relatlvely 1nfrequent form in adult Engllsh.x

jKllma and Bellugl descrlbe the syntax of Yes/No questlons

*durlng thlS perlod with the followlng phrase structure rule°
s  —> Q(Yes/No) + Nucleus
‘At‘ this time, HH questlons are 11m1ted to whgt and _gere

(e,g;, ﬂggg\égtp). other researchers’ (Ervln-TI;pP- 1970,

oy
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Frequency of exposure may be a factor:- .re, as Brown,

Cazden, and Bellugi (1969) and Sauig (1975) have reported

that three-fourths of the WH questlons mothers -address to

chlldren are locatlve. B-owr et al. ranked the order of
approprlate responses to the mothers*' WH questlons as where
> _g__ "> why > how, ‘but- noted that the data for when were

unreliable. Strangely_enough, what was not 1ncluded in - the
!

‘ranking' at all. This seems particularly odd in view of the

fact that Brown (1968) reported: that this was the most

frequent question of both mothers and childreu (p. 283).

ErV1n-Tr1pp (1971) ‘also prov1des evidence that the child's

cOmprehen51on of what and where questions precedes that of

-~

all other HH question forms. : : ’

Kliua; and Bellugi's data include . some correctly

s . ®

formulated ¥H gquestions at period 1 (e.g., What's that?)

 which fthey claim are learned routines rather  than

syrtactically developed sentencesg.— No evidence of negative

- HH questions was reported. By period 2, children. are

: éapable of respcnding 'appropriafely to both'!és/No and- WH |

questions. At thlS p01nt there is still no inversion in

Yes/No questions, and aux111ar1es do not yet occur.in ¥

(J=¢}

questions~ hovever, negatlve questlons are now introduced,

‘and the ‘negatlve element (no, not, don't, can't) is

'1ncorporated into the nucleus (€ Ge s ng not he egg?_énd You

can't fix ;t.). The authors summarize period 2 with the



Q(Yes/No)
S —> /) Q(vhat) "+ Nucleus
/ }1-Q(where)
Q(vhy)

.' . <} .’ . .
Period '3 marks the first appearance of subject-verb
inversion in Yes/No questions and the use of do as a dummy
auxiliary. As yet, no combinations of auxiliaries are
produced. In contrast to the Yes/No question, most WH
questions in period 3 lack do inAits capacity of auxilidry

verb (e.g., What you ‘have in your mouth?) and there is still

- no subject-verb inversion (e.9., Why kitty can't stand gg?)
‘Klima and Béllﬁgi‘suggest the following base sfrﬁcture for
jperiod 3, as weli as. fhe, thtee ‘transformational' rules
indicafed: | | | |

S —> (Q(WH)) + NP  + AUX + VP

AUX. —> T + V(Rux) + (NEG)
-7 (can
V(Aux) ~—> do
o will
be ) "
: - o 4
‘NP —> WH + Indeterminate -

T1: Interrogative Word Preposing

. T2: Interrogative Inversion ' }
| L (Yfes/No questions onlky) - ‘
T3: Do Deletion . a4

4
-]

It is somewhat anomalous that both the 'Q and NEG
elements - Ere,- according to transformagidtal : theory;

sentence-initial . options in the deep structure of EngliSh‘

queStions,ﬁ§et:thé B word is not consideréd to be a -
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) realization - of Q. As noted earlier, McNeill (1968) took.
"Klima and Bellugi's ,f{pding_ that  the «child's first
expression of negatime occurs outside the sentence nucieus
as support forfthe proposed position of NEG im the Dbase
structure., th,‘then, does'he'nqt look upon HH questions in
the same llght, since children wnvarlably produce WH words
at the beglnnlng of an utterance° This is :an 1nterest1ng
inconsistency in transformatlonal-generdtive theory, one
thaiifeveals the arbitrarinesslof the assumptiom that deep

structures are in any way related to child language.

Deséite ‘its - flaws, | Klima‘ and Bellugi's article
fepresents the first seriouS' ;attem?t fo - systematize
vregularities ‘in the child's acquiSitiom of negative and
interrogative constructions amd, as such, »it is a useful

starting point for any future investigations.

Roger Bfown's 1968, article, "The development of HE
questions * in child speech;" constitutes the _ closest
examination_ of ﬁg questions based'qh'the-longitudinal data
from thebthree chiidren’dubbed Adam, Eve, and Sarah. | Like
Klima and Bellugl, Brown deflnes 11ngu1st1c development in
terms of levels based on MLU, although ‘Brown's 1evels do not‘
'correspond exactly to Klima and Bellugi! Se The 'stages
-1nvest;gated by Brown are as follows;vlevel 1 (MLU=f.75),
level II  (MLU=2.25), 1level IIi_ (ﬁLU=2'..75)_,Q lévei IV
'(H‘.LU-=3.50.), ‘_amd level ¥ (nmu=u.00); ’Beyon_d level V, MLU is

not considered to be a reliable measurement of lingquistic
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The author does not make any distinctions in the

. . ’ . (38 )
deve’ .pment oX positive vVsS. negative WH questions. . \,

.Brown's anglysis of levels I and IT is similar to Klima

and Bellugi's in that he the most'freéuent of all

———— -t e

'queStions, Hhat's that?, is an independen' rqutine (pP.
282) ; practlcally no‘other~WH questions occur at this,stage.,
Brown offers as swpport for this ana1y51s the fact that the
questlons are more Ior less - invariant; }n vaddltlon,; the‘
children usually fail to comprehend ®E éuestiéns'eddresSEd
to them. At this stage the child also ihdieates Yes/No
‘questions only by means of the device of rising intonation.
It‘is between levels III and V that Brovn'finds'the greatest
,development in WH questlons., By this p01nt “the child is not

only able to un@erstand HH words but is also able to producel

a varlety of HH =nterrogat1ves.';

Because . Brown holde to ., the principies of
'transformationel grammar; he essgmes that two transformdtien
rules,‘ pteposing' and subject- aux111ary inversion, nust
part1c1pate 1n the derlvatlon of a well- formed Wy - questlon.v
One might predlct, ,then,“‘that the flest form .of a WH.
quesiioh to develop would‘ be what  Brown . callée ‘the
"OCCasibnal 'guestion," ‘whose derivation 1nvolves nelther of
~ the transformation rules ]ust _memtloned (e.g., gggg will
gggg‘vggggg?). Actually, this qqestioh*type' practically

never appea’ in the speech of children; in its place Brown

found two classeélof sentences which he called "intermediate

-~
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strings.ﬂ In both types the gg‘word appearsvih sentence-’

iniﬁial‘po;ition‘(a fact which would seem~t0f”léﬁa"/g;eﬁencé~
“to a surface structure approach to WH guestions; though
~ Brown maintains"that' thé preposing transformation is
:opetative). | |

The first categéry of intermediate strings Brown calls»
"prepésihg veakﬁ. sentences (e.g.,ﬂ What you gggﬁ?). He
A.explaiﬁél his ‘choice_ of'términoiogy as foiloué: “"the thing
that is weak is fhe evidenée tﬁat'questions of this class
ére producéd by]prépdsiﬁg",(p; 284) . As Brown illustrates,
this class of sentences céuld just-as easily ﬁe desdribéd as
having .undergbne‘ "telegraphic rednction.“ This 1is the
famil a- pattern ‘common fo young véhildrén of omitting
~ grammatical markers - and' other ﬁﬁunction" eleﬁents'_and
_preéerving only thé major lexical or "content" eléments of -

adult speech,

Bréwn's second category, the _"preposing étrong"
questions, inciqdes (a) infYedted sentences, suﬁh 35 !§Q£ he
ggggg? ‘and (b) senténces containiné auxiliaries or the verb
‘_Qg. as in What iég'!;;;vgggg? and HWhat hi 'ggm is? = Brown
" claims that these sénfenées‘provide strong evidence for the
 p:eposing_transforiation‘bécause there>are~"hovadult'-models
from thch théy c@n be produced bj telegfaphic reduction"j
(p. .285). Tt is ttue_tbat édults_do not use e%}her iotm of‘

 'the pECPOSing St:ong,question, but this is not to say tha:. 

children aré not exposed to these constructions. In, fact,
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.

the word order involved'corresponds exactly to that of a

well-formed relatlve clause CI LY The stozre ihere he went

';. |
H

on the gorner) or to a complement clause (e.g., I wonde

1%

hgg hg wants). Interestingly enough’, Hlllera(196u) found
in a longitudinal study of . five children that relative
clauses involving KH words apﬁear at just about the same.
,time'that WH questlons are mastered. 'Very,possibly“there is
some sort of interference between these *two construction-
'types (gf. Prideaux, 1979);. It_may also be }Felcase, as
has already_heen shggested “here in . connection yith'.the
acéuisition of negatlon, that the subject noun phrase is of.

primary semantic import to the_chlld and is therefore placed

in as. prominent or salient a position as possible.

' Brown 1s also reluctant to abandon the idea that the
occasional" questldp plays lan 1mportant ‘role :ia early
development c¢f ,interrogatives, despite the facy ~that

,‘childrenﬁ rarely, if ever; prcduceyit. This is'consistent”
‘Hlth hlS vieu that children actuallf | leara question

transformatlon rules, but his arguments are very veak.

Occasional -qqestions fall into four general categories

with respect toJ,semantlc function: “"say again,"  "say -
constituent again," . nconstituent 'prcmpt," and “supply
antecedent." Brown believes’that the'discourse interaction

. between mother and child 1nvolv1ng each of these occasxonal
questlon frameworks serves to clarlfy grammatlcal relations

for the child and -thu54 helps him to develop the basic

\
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grammatlcal knowledge requlred for the later acqulsltlon of
transformatlon rules. Brown's clalm that the occasional

questlon represents the earliest stage of the acqulsltlon of
Bl questlons is based on evidence from the way in which
children answer such questlons, rather than from the way in
whieh they produce then. Specifically,~ vhen a child is
flrst asked a normal WH question, folleved by an;occasidnai
questlon, the Chlld answWwers only the latter. ‘Fbr‘example:
Mother: What are you gorng to do? (Pause)
‘ 'You aré going to do what?

Child: Drink.
. _ )
v . .

Brown eoneludes frem this that the normal and occa51ona1
questlons ‘are equivalent in meaning,: but that the 1atter are
easier to' understand. Brown,' Cazden, ‘and Bellugl (1969)
make. similar clainms ~in the'.context of the“occa51onal

question as a. prompt:. "ghe occasional form was, in fact,

‘more, likely to elicit an appropriate answer than - was the

He

normal form"t(p. 72) «

This conclu51on seems to be based on a number of faulty:‘
assnmptlons. First of all, occa51onal questlons are surely
not equivalent in meaning to normal WH questlons. there is
;ery clearly a eontextual difference between the tno that
alters thelr content and thelr compunicative funetion. In
addition, the ch11d s response to the second question does
not necessarlly 1nd1cate that he falled to understand' the

flrst. The factor that may be of most. 1mportance here is

that the chlld is being questxoned twlce. -It 1is \possxble
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ithat the first, normal ﬁuestioh ﬂserves asﬂan-at;ention—
gettlng device; in'that case, a. repetltlon |
questlon form might. prove to .elicit a response just as
readlly as an occa51ona1 questlon. It would be a relatively
stralghtforward matter to test this alternative hypothesis
through experlmentatlon. One mlght also conjecture that the
child had understood the first gquestion but had not yet had

.\ <

time to formulate,hls answer when his mother asked the
-occa51onal questlon. ‘ The mother's use of the occasional
questlon in this situation is noﬁ, in any event,' a unique
feature of Motherese dlscourse, 51nce such rephra51vg is
also a a common feature of adult-to-adult uSage. Even - 1f
Brown s pornt is conceded here that occa31ona1 questlons are
ecasier for ch;ldren to anderstand than normal questions,
thls does noé necessarlly constltute eV1dence in favour Of
the WH prep051ng transformatlonal rule. It may well be that
occasional questions "are more ea511y comprehended, but by
-reason of the_ recency . effect, €e.9., the " child may be
applying Slobin' s operatlng pr1nc1p1e A, “pay attentlon to
'efhe=ende of words" (Slobin, 1971, p. 335).

Brown's final argument for the ocCasional Quesfiohl’as
the firstﬂ’stage in the developmenr of WH queétions is that"
it‘provides

o~

a 1arge' amount of structural

information... with unusual claritYeess
It = may be accidental, but in .our

" material the occasional form = was used
much more frequently by the mothers of
the two children - whose grammatical
understanding  developed more rapidly

. of the~ normal -
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(1968, Pppe. 289-290) .

¥ .
For additional support, Brovn cites a similar phenomenon

with regard to the, expan51on process; vhere "it was the
mothels of the two more rapidly developing children who had
the higher expansion rates" (P 290). . - He neglects to

mention that cazden (1965) determined that expansions (i.e.,

an- adult's 'repetition of a child's gt terance,. adding
appropriate wfunction® -words according to the context) did
not‘significantly aid the child's linguistic development.

_Instead, as Bushnell and Aslln {1977) suggest, expansion in.
otherese may 51mply be a device to elicit feedback Hhereby
the 'mother can check her ownh 1nterpretation of the child's
redpced utterance. The’ same prinCiple would also explain
imuch of +the mother's use of the occa51ona1 guestion (cfe

" the categories "say again, " "say_constituent again," etCe) o .

It is exfremely doubtful that the use of‘the occasional
question 1tse1f would promote an earlier than average grasp
,of the grammatical relations jnvolved in ®H. interrogatives..
It ould »seem that .the' mothers of the two more rapidly;:
developing children vere, on the whole, more verbal than the:
third mother in Brown's study. It stands to reason that the
more exposure a child = gets to direct >_communication~
inVleement, ~ the )faster " he will learn his language.
Newport,. Gleitman, and Gleitman (1975) present evidence
suggesting‘ that this lS~SO. In a study of Hotherese, the

authors found that the more -frequently mothers produced
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auxiliary-fronted Yes/No questlons, the more quickly thelr.
chlldren learned to produce auxiliaries in thelr own speech,
whereas the t(more frequently the ' mothers produced
imperatives, which lack'subject nounsvamd auxiliaries, the

more slowly thelr chlldren learued to_kproduce‘_both noun

‘phrase constructlons and auxlllarles {p. 114),

In .;summary, these findings’.uave two' significant
immlioations for the development of WH .questions and, in
'fAét, for the{ acquisition of language 1n general; First,
the amount of a mother S verbal interaction with a child can
greatly influence that Chlld S rate of llngulstlc“
development, and, vsecond the role of surface structure
regularltles has been a heretofore underestlmated factor in

“the child's eventual mastery of grammar. .

Bellugi's. i971 artlcle, "Slmpllflcatlon in ‘children's
language,ﬂ which 1nsp1red the experlment reported .in this
thesis, " is in many respects a sequel to. Kllma and Bellugl'
1966 study of 'the acquisition of negatlon : and

interrogativesa ‘The 'author's)'primary interests are thle.

child's ' syntactic Simplificbtions: and his  systematic -

)

~deviations from adult \speech. One  instance  of

_ 51mp11f1catlon is manlfested, abcordlng to Bellugl, in the
the developmenté;of auxlllary 1nver51on in questlons. The

data upon which her claims are based are. taken. from the
Id o i

naturalistic study of,onevof Roger Brown's three'subjects,'

the boy Adam. Table 1 on p. 27 summarizes the occurrence ..
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of auxiliary verbs in Adam's production of questions over

q

five developmental periods..

'Ih her discussion:of Yes/Nooqoestions, Bellugih,poihts
out that auxiiiary verbs start to appear 'reguiarly»in.
positive and negative 'bdeclarative sentences, '.Yes/No
questions; and HH questlons, once the MLU exceedé 3. 5.
4Interest1ngly enough, §he reports an immediate grasp of the;
inverted form of the Yes/No questlon, despite the fact»that
she regards both 1nverted and non- 1nverted forms as' being

equlvalent '_in terns ‘ of . both "comnunication"’ (i;é...,
"information content)vand‘grammaticality: |
| [Childreh] almost .invariably  produce
questions with the auxiliary verbs and
the noun-phrase subject inverted in
yes/no questions, once they begin using .

auxiliary verbs ulth any regularity (p.
98).

<

i, Bellugi also mentions a ﬁﬁixed forh"' which »occﬁrs. in
both Yes/No -and ‘WH questlons (an example of the flrst type,

is __d I dldn t mean to’), _ but vshe claims that thesev

utterance types were s9 '1nfrequent é% to be of little
importance. Hurford (1975),‘on the other hand, states that
his daughter frequently asked both Yes/Wo and WH questions

of the mixed form type,.and he saw fit to|formulate an  "Aux
o : . - ¥ ,

Copying" transformation rule to account for the phenomenon.
ObV1ously ‘there ‘is Toom to question Bellugi's eut-of-hand

dismlssal of«the mixed form, an issue that will be raised

'again in Chapter Pour'below._ '
~Bellugi's datailndicate'that inversion in HH questions
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tends to‘appear some time later thanvin‘ Yes/No questions. ..

‘She concludes that the Bccurrence ' of the immathre, non-

inverted form is due to the syntactic complexlty created by
t he -comblnatlon of the WH prep051ng and auxlllary-lnver51on
transformatlons.‘ Bellugl vdoes note that the "lack of
inversion in the WH questions produced by the‘child atpthis

time in no way hampers the communicative act.:. Indeed, as

'Prideaux (1979) has pointed out, "Once the ‘child " has

fbrmulated‘his initial ¥H word generalization, he need not

also . adopt inverted word orderr-since for him it would...be

regundant."

In examining the data for gg,’questions, " Bellugi

dlscovered that there seemed to be a period of several weeks
'between the appearance of aux111ary 1nver51on in., p031t1ve HH ‘

rand negatlve Wy questlons, and so she de51gned an’ experlment.

i
gh

in order to investigate the phenomenon further.‘ Wlth the

help of a hand puppet, she e11c1ted twenty ¥H questlons frouw
Adam - half afflrmatlve and half negatlve. Adam inverted

all of the afflrmatlve questlons but none of the negatlves

(eega, th zou can!' t si ;down?). : Bellug; explalns thls
flndlng' in  terms of a performance limitation dictated by
syntactic conplexity. 'Arthough shevis aware that the theory

of derlvatlonal complexlty has been dlscredlted in general

.terms (cf.. - Fodor 8 Garrett, 1966 ; Garrett & Fodor, 1968),

she nonetheless seems very ‘attracted to it 'in\ ,thls

particular case. o R \
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2.5 Summary. . L S _ ;' p,:u"-v S

\In summary, .tko.bnaln problems have emerged from thls-
brlef survey of the literature on the acqulsltlon of Engllsh
1nterrogat1ves. First of all, there is clearly a pauchty of
data on whlch ‘the major theoretlcal claims are based. In
particular, 'v1rtually all of the {:fluential studieSvrefer
. to findings from‘auvery limited number ofiSubjeCtS' in many

_ ‘ , ‘

cases, in fact, only a 31ng1e Child is. 1nvolved.m

Furthermore, the bulk of the 1nvestlgatlons r!.;hls area are

naturalistic rather than erperlmental in character, and thus
provide ;ery' little in»‘the way of control ~on cruciai f
variables.v One.purpose of the present thesis,.therefore,'is"
5 tob_expamd the data base for at least one facet of the
~acquisition :of | qmestions;' usingm controlled lexperimental
techniques. o

2

‘Thé”‘second pr1nc1pa1 flaw in much 1anguage acqulsltlom-
research has been 1ts rellance on formal 11ngulst1c theorles
whlch have proved 1nadequate .even for the descrlptlon off‘
”,adult competence. much less for the~exp1amation of'langmace.':

development. These theories treathlan;mageias a syntactic,
‘visolate, hardly connected to'its intended fuhctionfﬂshich is.
to :communiCate meanlng from speaker to hearer. The second
‘goal of this the51s, therefore, is to attempt to. relnterpret'
the avallable data on -the acqulsltlon of .1nterrogat1ves

within a broader and more approprlate theoretical. framevorkA

one which invokes cognitiv~ sk;lls and lanaquage fnnetinne ae
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well as syntactic forms,

In’gge-foliowing chaptér an experiment based on Beiiﬁgi
(1971) ‘isL ieported The expériment vas designed to
determlne, first, whether Bellugl 'S flndlngs concerning the
acqulsltlon of negatlve HH questlons by a 51ngle chlld could
.be~ Arepllcated and generallzed ' to a larger sub]ect
population, 1In addltlon, the experlment offers a basis for
~an élterﬁat}ve theoretlcqg .treatment ‘of Yes/No and Wg
'question aeéuisit;on, a subject whicﬂ'is.*addiéssed inlvtﬁe

final chaptér.‘

o



CHAPTER THREE
 THE EXPERIMENT- -

3.1 Subjects.

*The 24 subjects were all~ﬂhilingual English-speaking

children residing in the Edmonton, Alberta, metropolitan

area. Three age grbups were - selected: 3.0 to 3.5 years

‘(Grouﬁ 1), 3.5 to 4.0 years (Group 2); and*u;o to 4.5 ygérs

(Group 3). Each grohp contained four females and- four

males. No attempt was made to test children under the age -

of. th:ee years in light of tﬁe fact that several potential

Group 1 subjects had. to be dropped  because of their
inabilify to perform the tasks. In addition, one original
Group 2 male was feplaced byfanother‘child because of severe

language production problems. .The boy seemed to undeIStand

-what was being asked .of him but was‘unablé.to'resPond

normally{ It was noted fhat eveh his vspontanéous épeech
contained a_greﬁt deal of meté@hesis‘and idiosyncratic vérd
ordef.‘;vThirteen‘ of the children tested “a£tended.: théf
Unive;éity‘ of ”Aiberta Studgnt'S'Union Daycare Centre; the

other eleﬁen,subjecfs came from the McKernan Park Daycare

: oo T S R | ,
Centre, which 4is® situated in a 1lower and middle class

o .
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A

residential neighbdrhood. On balance, the subject sample is

probably quite representatlve of the populatlon at large.

£

rd

The experiment involved both an imitation task and a
production ta:  The imitation task was administered first;
one the assumption that if a subject falled to 1m1tate he
'would probably be unable to perform the productlon task and
could be safely excluded from the study. Responses to both
parts of the experlment vere recorded\'onbta 'Sonyv Cassette
lrecorder (model TC-110A). -.\

\
The results of 'tne imitation task are’based on 14
'stinuli: tnree pPositive HH-inverted questionsuke?g., Rhy is

-

" the dog barking?), six Negative gﬂ-inverted questions'(e;g.,

Why disn't the boy happy?), one positive WH¥non—inier ed

question (Fho is g;ding?),e two"negative WH-non- -inverted

questions (e.g., Hho won't run gggz’), and one positive and

one negatlve Yes/No questlon (Is the Qgg’blagg? - and Lsgig

the’ b01 151ng;ng°). ' Since ;the presence or absence of

subject aux111ary 1nver51on in negative WH questlons vas the
focus of the study, almost half of the stlmull were
sentences of that type. alrhe other questlon types were

included to determine whether 1nver51on was. productlve
' , : I

sewhere Aini the chlld's grammatlcal system. Although 1t"m

i

"uould;have. been preferablev from the standpolnt - of 'the

analysis to have had an. equal number of ‘each questlon type,_
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the attention span of the very young subjects was thought to
" be too. short to accommodate a larger stimulus set than the
one used._ The order of the sentences wvas randomized and the
same order of presentation_v%s used.forfall subjects. The
subjects were  asked  to ‘repeat each sehtence pa;ter the
experimenter. On occaeion,>a child would proride an answver
to a stimulus rather'than a repetition. In such instances,

the instructions and the stimulus sentence vere given again.

Each c¢child was allowed a maximun oflthree trials, The full

'set of stimulus sentences can be found at the end of this

chapter.4

’

The productlon task was patterned after Bellugl s 1971

experlment and - took the form of a puppet show in which the

subjects were encouraged to part1c1pate._ Three hand puppets

[
I : .
representing a woman, a boy, and a dog were used, -long with

an artificial tree and some artificial flowers. Subjects

were required to ask the puppets a series of questions., Two
i .

experimenters manipulated the puppets and'respodded to the

subjects' gquestions. One of the experimenters :lso acted as

-narrator and prompted the subjects'with a series of indirect'

questions designed to preserve declarative sentence word

order (for example, Ask John where the flowers age). The

complete task can be found at the end of this chapter.,

If a Chlld mlsunderstood what uas belng asked of hlm 1n

©

the productlon task the 1nstruct10ns were restated up to
|

three tlmes- each tlme the prompter would claim that she had'~

R . \\ P A g = P Jg-v,--»e«:-:j-,v":‘:ﬁ’\'f;."*i“""-"‘f



. . T dnatpete
Do e e e e et e v AT AT 3 TRERBIIAOEY 119, MR

35

o ' |
not heard clearly so that the‘child would not think that his
initial response was incorrect. It was considered importaat
to obtain the child's natural forn of the question, and not
: . . _

to lead him to think that he had made a grammatical‘error._
The sentences to be elicited in the ‘production task
-corresponded to those used preViously in the imitation task
though the presentation order was different. The stimuli
were ordered in such a. uaf as to make a coherent story,'
Hhich was acted out . by the puppets and the child together,
in an attempt'to‘nake}the‘experimental setting as natural as

possible.,, - -

Ohce the data ‘Were collected for both tasks, the tapes
were transcribed phonemically and the responses were- scored.,
The following types of responses were'scored as iggo rrect:
no reSponse, lack of negation or double negation. a missing
uerbi or WH marker, and failure to invert in a Yes/No or WH-
'inverted’question. Other errors, or irregularities due' to .
articulatory difficulties, werevignored., An anaIYSis of the

data and dlSCUSSlOD of the main findings follow in the next

chapter. —

N\
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3.3 The Experimental Tasks.

2.

3.

5.
6.
7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12..

13.

14,

IMITATION TASK

Why is the dog barking?
Why isn't the boy happy?
Where are the flowers?

What isn't the boy doing?

" Isn't the boy~si§gihg?

Who will run away?

Is the dog black?

‘Who isn't hiding?

- Who won't run away?

What is the boy doing?

'What wont't happen now?

Wherehisn‘t the dog?
Fhere aren't there flowers?

Why isn't the dog barking?
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o V0
THE PRODUCTION TASK
Abbreviations: N = narrator (TMD)
S = subject -
J = John | 7
L = lady (John!s mother)
D =bdog ’
(John comes on stage ‘and hides behlnd a tree.)
N: Ask the boy what he is d01ng.
>S: (response) L
J:  I'm hiding from the d°9- . ,
(A dog comes out barking.) }
N: Ask the dog why he is barklng.
S: (response) »
D:  Because I can't fihd the boy. Dpid .you‘ see hinm
anywhere? . T . :
(John;s mother comes on stage.)
N: Here_cohes John's mother. Ask John who isnft'hiding.

St (response)

I My mother isn't hiding.’ She's not afrald of dogs. - She
~ probably .came out here to pick flowers.A ; :

N Ask the boy where.the flowers are.-
S: . (response)
J: The flowers are there, there, over there,'and there.

N: Ask the boy where there aren't any’ flowers.
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(response)

‘There aren't any here (poiﬁts).

lady goes oier to the dog, pats him, and then starts

picking flowers. The dog starts to sniff around and heads
for the boy. The lady turns around to watch.).

Nz

Ask the lady who will run awvay.
(response),. | -
John will.

Ask her who won't run away.

I uon't and the dog ion't.
Mother, where is the dog?’

Hell, he was here just a minute ago, and then he was by
the tree, and thenNeecee . :

Ask the lady where the dog isn't.
(response) A
He isn't near nme.

0h, good. I'll stay by you so you cap protect me.'
(Crying.) I'm really scareqd!

Ask the boy why he isn't happy.
(response)

I'm not happy because I thlnk the dog wlll bite me.
All brown dogs are mean and like to b1te.- S

Ask the boy if the’ dog is brown.

(response)

<

‘Well, he's almost brown. Tan is pretty close to"hrouﬂ.,’

I think you fshould try to forget the dog. Why don't
you sing a song with me to forget him? (She starts to

sing, but the boy doesn't .do anything.

.Ask‘the boy if he isn't 51nglng._

(response)

I'm preténding to sing..



"I'm not singing. I don't like to sing. .Beside ¢« the
dog might hear me and then he'll bark and scare f?

Ask the boy what he isn't doing.

~ .
(response) }
A

The. dog hears the boy talking but he doesn't bark. -Ask
the dog- why he isn't barklng. .

(response)

I'm not barklng because I llke the boy. I vant to be
frlends with him.

John, I thlnk you should be frlends with the dog. He
won't hurt you. '

" Yes, he will.

No, he won't. (The dog starts to come towards them.)
Look, here he comes and he's not even barklng. {The

dog starts to lick John's face.)

‘The dog 1is lickinguJohn!s face. Ask = the lledy what

won't happen now.

(response)

John weh '+ run auay no¥v - and the dog won't blte him -

because they're ftlends. k

f
{.



v

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 Results.

——

 The data were scored as either correct (1) or incorrect
). They were then sorted and assigned to appropriqte
categories so that a percentage cqrreci‘figure could be

obtained for each sentence type by subject.

A five-factor fixed effect ~analysis. of variance was

performed in order to determine the effects of sentence type .

(Yes/No, HH-inverted, and.gﬁ—non~inve;ted), task~(imi&ation

or production), nodality (affirmative,or negative), age, and -

sex. The results of the ANOVA are given in Table 2 on p.:
41, Each main effect, with the exception of sex,. was;
“significant. (All significancé tests meet the .01 criterior

unless otherwise indicated.) 1In addition. to these main

effects, - there  were three ~ significant  first-order
‘interactiens: sentence type by task, sentence typéA by

mbdality, and age by sex. Pairwise .comparisons of the céll:

o

" means for each significant effect were made using

. Newman-Keuls tegt (cf. Winer; 1971).  The results of the

40

" the

“
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omparlsons can be found in Tables 3, 4, ‘and 5 on pp. ‘u3-

as. " No hlgher-order 1nteg3ctlons wvere 51gn1flcant.

f

‘The results presented in;Tables 3-5 oan*be summarized
as follousz'. | S
1. Sentence Type by Task Ilut era;ra n. There is
no signifioant dlfference among the three sentence types in
the imitation task, as . all show a fa1r1y high 1level -of
performance._ An: examination of the three sentence types
‘reveals that both HH-lnverted and ies/No questions are
.significantly -moTe dlfflcult to produce than to 1m1tate, as
‘seen in Table 3. Also, these tvwo- 'types are mastered at
approximately.”tne same age, uhereas the vho questlons, 1n
‘which no 1nver51on takes place, are 1earned far earlier.
success in the productlon of non~1nverted RH questlons is
“not 51gn1f1cantly dlffnrent from 1m1tat10n, with a hlgh
~level of performance ev1dent on both tasks. Figure‘1 on P .
46 illustrates the sentence type by task 1nteract10n, and
the ‘Neuman-Kenls 'test _is: shown in Table-'3._ It is
1nterest3pg to note that, in general the ability to produce
correct forms_“lags far behlnd the" ablllty to 1m1tate them"d}
without‘error.

2. Sentence Tige gi noda11t1 In ;ggg;gg; This .

1nteract10n is 1llustrated in. Flgure 2 on P.. u7,‘and-the
-Néwman-Keuls comparlson of means is found in Tanle u. The

..results‘ of this ;nteractlon parallel very closely the
;previousAcase;' Each sentence tyne tattalned a “relatlvely’

high level .of success in the  af£irmative, but»bdthigg-
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..inverted and Yes/No dquestions are- proportionately more

.4 »t /

"difficult in the neqative. " The non-inverted 'HH (who)

_ o
- cell means for age are_.uu for Group 1, .72 for Group 2, and

performance tended, in general, to improve with age.

vresults are essentlally the same for both affirmative and

negatlve sentences. As indicated by the studentlzed range
s;dfistic (Q (216)=4. 06, p<.01), the children found the

affirmative '\ questions significantly easier than their

" negative ccunterparts.

3., Sex by Age. Interaction. ' The ‘Negman-Keuls

comparison Jf means for thls interactlon is presented in

IablefS. ‘As can be -seen fron Flgure' 3 on p. 48, the‘

_females .in<'age group 2 performed 51gn1f1cant}y better than

t

the correspondlng " pales; in fact, .the Group 2 females

performed at essentlally the  same level as both sexes in

bGroup 3.,-This is-undoubtedly a mere. accidental' sampling

1mbalance, as there .Wwas no overall dlfference in performance

betveen the sexes.

some interesting observations can also be

concerning the main effect of age. For one thing,

.84 for Group 3, thongh only the first of these _is
51gn1f1cantly deLerent from the other two (9(216) =8. 23 andQ
(216) ='.10.85, respectlvely).A .\ 11near trend analysis.
performed -on‘ rhe ‘age groups also revealed \‘a _»highly
significant 1linear trend Kg(i,216)=58,88); the quadratic

trend is eisoi‘signifioant (g(1,216)=5.i9, f<.05). These

results show that the youngest group of children found the
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task significantiy more difficult than +the older children
did, but an age-dependent ceiling effect was operative as
the older chilgpggiwapproached complete mastery of the
Structures, )  §§ .

The ,maip. findings ‘of the experiment can thus be
summariéed as fqliows:‘imitafion vas generally bettér than
‘prodfiction, performance generally improved with age,
'negatives' were more Aifﬁicult than affirmatives, and
inverted -stfucture§ (both Yes/No and inverted WH questidps)
were mor e difficult than non-invgrted structures (i.e., who
questions).j{Thesé last tvqlfindinés bear further discussion
in ligﬁt of $cme 6f the theoretical issues raiséd in‘Chapter

Two,.

— e > i A i S e

The central aim oﬁﬁt@is thesis was to determine whether

e
. - . . ’RJJX:'? :: Y .
or nbét negative WH ques€1ons did in fact develop at a later

stage than their affirmative counterparts, as Belluéi (1971)
asseftéd ‘§h the Dbasis of very fragmentéry data. . The
findings -reported here demonstrate that there is indeed a
vperibd.during which the Child . has mastered inversion !for

affirm;ﬁiye ' WH 'questions. but has not yet done so for
cbmpafable negative questions. As a check on the adequacy
of - the ratﬁer "giobal" scbring ’method- employéd in this
-study, a separate fabulationv was - made of the_‘ihversion

errors for the. fhree’sentence,types and it was discovered

*
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‘ that the basic flndlngs remalned.unchanged. This' indicatéﬁw
that the orlg%nal scores accurately reflect the inversion
probleﬁ itself and not some'extraneous erfc:itype.

It is often tbe'caee that a'report of a findiﬁg based
on very little evidence is adopted as unchallenged fact as -
soon as it appears in print, particularly if the finding in
qﬁestlon ‘tends to suppori eome'pcpular or noncchtroversial~
theoretlcal position. The study at hand ;is 1therefore
important in that it-fserves bto prcvide. a ccnsiderably
broader data base upon uhlch to establish clalms related to
the acquls;tlon of negatlve,gg ggestlonsb We can nou much
.ﬁore cOnfidently reéoft that negative \gg questlonsﬁ'are.
bacquifed laier than affirmatiee WH queétions. But justrhow=
can this lag be explained? Bellugi-tfied to account for her
'resqlts in terms of | 1ncreased" syntactic -complexity
aeecc;ated with the negatlve HH questlon, though she fails
tO'specif;/<£e full details (1971,. pp. 1o1ff.). It is
| clear, however, that her transfotmatibnalist stance forces
»Bellugl into the rather uncomfortable p051t10n >f having to
concoct ‘her explanatlons in terms of some kind of addltlve,
syntex-based t@eofy (such -as _the generaliy dlscredlted
derivational thebry'of compleiity). For her,,therefore,-the
relative diffiéulty of HWH questions is viewed  as _;
: consequence of brlnglnc togethef two syntactic brccesses :
which the child must 1n1t1ally master in isolationmn (namely,

. negation and inversion),g |

SRR S

/
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If the semantic nature of the quest’ons is considered,

however, a .very differéht, interprgtation of the lag time

‘results. For the most bpart, «nggativé WH questions are

~restricted to very closely defined contexts, such as iromny

2

and repetition grompt, both of which involye rather sé@?ie'
and sophisticated' communication skills.. Consider, for

example: = . ‘ ' s

1.  Who isn't going?

2. Eﬁg isp't going?
The firét of tﬁesevséhtences'(with. séntence-st;ess on the
- RIS . . " :
%#?& and interpreted

un@erlinediconéti{uent) is likely to be
as an  irénicél' cbmﬁenthfy on what the speaker,[af ieéSt,
regards as a‘séméihat overﬁlarge numbér of travelers, while
the sécbnd (distinéuiéhéd_from the fifst only by intonation
and cohtegt)5ié~appfopriate whéh the speaker has been given
the’_name ofwﬁfSPécificbnonffraQelér,_but'has failed to hear
it aﬁd vant5‘£o‘bé%e'itlrepeated to him, It is extremely
doubtful that. ihe'rfouﬂg ychild~ sfiil_strugéling with the
basic~sygtéx of his lénguage would be 'addressed‘.vith‘ véry
many -uttéraﬁéés df'-this kind, or would héve much use fof
,thém Himseif even if ke knew how tp.constrﬁcf them properly.
- Only negéti%e §qesti0ns'involving.either who or'!ﬁx approach
the simple:fq#ms of discourse that characteri?e Méthéreée,
and the first of these is non-inve:ted: The chi%d'is forced
to -reiy;’ thefeforé, almost exclusive;y on the occésional
negative gg1 question iﬁ ordé: td develop his rule for this

_ , : /
~sentence 1type, and this factor alone- would seem .to be

. . .
L. ~'-1“-’ik'@, R

1 R
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sufficient to account for the gelatively late developn?nt of

such forms. ‘ :
- o > ﬁ* . s
Furthermore, it must al@o pe® ré3
o .

" child's chief potivationm in” 1earglng a languuge“ms to*é,”

.“, X

him to communicate, and getting 'one's intendedomeﬁﬁ”

'{_—"léo

b . . .
across is the paramount goal of communication, even if
syntactlc prec151on is sacrlflced in thgwprocess. Certainly

the motion of & perfornance limit or complexity constralnt

is a reasonable'explanatory vehicle,. but ~on1y'ﬁif function

and - context are taken into account. Addltlonal support for
the hypothe51s,that the productlon of negatlve WH questions
is governed . more by seﬁantiC' than by syntactic

consideratlons can be found in the ‘article, “Grammatical

propertles of sentences 2as a’ basis for concept formation"™

(Baker, Prideaux 8 Derulng, 1973y, In the ‘study reported .

there, . subjects N vere directed to claséify 'sentences
according to thelr syntactic categories."Yet even in the
fexperlmental 51tPat10n where the subjects were exp11c1tlf
asked to attend to 3yntectic features; thelr performance
revealed that they persisted din ut11121ng~ semantic
‘strategles (see espec1ally PP- 213-215 ofsthat paper). . I=n
other uordé,'form was found to be secondary to function eyen
in the ‘controlledv and rather ~artificial experimental

setting. S N

The second important finding to emerge from the present

experiment vas unexpected and somewhat Surprisihg, in that

PPN
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it contradicted the» earlier studies 6f Klima andlBellugi.
(1966), Bellugi (1971), and Brown (1973), all of qhioh,_ it
- should be noted, ,uere. based 9ni the‘ same coOrpus of
naturallstlc data from the same three chlldren (partlcularly

'Adam). The results of the present study seem to 1nd1cate
) that Yes/No and  ¥H-inverted questions develop at almost

exactly tﬁe‘ same rate,‘ since there are no  significant
dif ferences between the'-tuo types ‘at aﬁy point.’ (Non-
'inverted ¥y questlons were, of course, mastered nuch eaflier
than either of " the 1nverted 6%ypes ) Each of the prior )
. studies mentioned reported that the .inversion in Yes/Noi
questions appeared \simultaneously with the emergence of

auxiliaries in the <child's system, while WH questions

developed inversicn only much latér.

Bellugi's (1971) discussion of this vfinding‘ is
‘supported bj'the data which ‘are presented ln Table 1, p. 26,
above. ~ ToO say that her data are unbalanced would be ‘a vast
‘unoerstatement, at best., Of particular 1nterest here are
the - figures (for negatlve Yes/No questlons- Bellugl has no
‘record at all-offnon—lnverted forms and_only three inverted
cases Aappear (in contrast to 198 inverted affirmatives!)._,b
; Though Bellugi says that some of her data sets are “small®
(pe: ~101), she does not mention thls heavy 1mbalance ‘and
saYs‘nothing about negatlve Yes/No questlons whatsoever. It
is somewhat curious that ‘Bellugl should 'have collected
erperimeﬁtal vdata .to supplement the/’ scanty naturallstlc

information on the 1lag time  for inversion between
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affirhativev and negative HH questio?;, while at'the éame.
time this almost total lack of data for 'négative Yes/No
questions escaéed her hotice and, appareqtly, her interest._
:_Hithout additiohal empirical suéport, therefore, le;ﬁéi's

,intérpretation of her data is totally uncohvincing.

Another suspicious aspect of Bellugi's data emé%ges in
connection with her comments regarding the occurrence of the

"nixed" forms (e.g., Did I didn't mean to? and What shall

we shall have?). As already noted in Chapteg Two, Bellugi
"reported ‘that these constructions were so‘ra;e as not to be
ﬁorthy of serious conside?%tion. In the preéent study;
however, such mixed forms were quite ffgquent; they occurred. '
in réspoﬁse to~seven{of the fdurpeen stimulus sentences, for 
s , , _ L,

example, and;véven ‘more intéresting, pefhaps, ten of the

twenty-four subjects utiiized a - mixed form at 1least once,.

G fact that thére is sﬁpportinélnaturalistic évidence to
‘ncice : fhat the mixed férﬁs'are not at allfuncpmmon“(cf.
Hurford, 1975; Kﬁciaj,_ 1976) also‘argués agaiﬁst any any
attempt - - attribute the ptésenf fihding' £6‘ ex?erii%ntal
artifac: | | -

.re are at least thfee possible.éxpléha;ions for the

occr _encé_of the mixed form, any of.all' of which 'méy' be
_erating.bat any given time.' Prideadx.(1976),‘£or exanmple,

has posited  a pair of rules ("surface , sifucture’v

generalizations") which describe the proper pésitioning‘of'

(1) the main ve}b in _all' sentenées -and - (2) the first
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2% the rigiad and veryvarbltrary confines of transformatronal-

.guxiliary verb in questions. He views the mixed form as a
o » ; ; v

" transitional stage in which both rules are employed and ‘the

wadult generalization of ellipsis of repeated'auiiliarieSﬁ

. 421) has not yet been learned. A second explanation is

groposed by Kuczaj (1976), who suggested that the child who

~has not -analysed what's as what plussis is not c0pying'the{

: ! - .
auxiliary from one p051tlon to another when he produces a

miked form. Such a chitd is- 1nstead simply using what's as

a variant of what.. A thlrd p0551b111ty for explaining the

»
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mixed form is that the child may have formulated a tentative-

‘rule for askinge WH questions which involves placxng the

sequence WH + AUX in sentence-1n1t1a1 p051tlon, followed by

the full form of the statement that he intends to questlon.

(e.g., th do + You can't that way to yield the, questlon

Why do@ xou 'g "t t way?). It seems reasonable to

'éuggest that each of}“&?‘

explanatlons may be operatlng alone, 1n conjunctlon wlth, or

-
A

even’ in competltlon ‘with the ,ofhers to result' in the

o~
st

ptddhctégn-of mixed forms.‘ Data which Bellugi dlsmlssed as‘

"no%%ffreguent enough to dlscuss in detall“ (1971, ps 98)

-

o

alternative surface structure,'

may ‘thus prove to be a rather rlch source for - neu.

yheoretlcal development, once one's sights are ralsed beyond

. . _//
" generative grammac.

Bellugi, of course, is constrained to explain the late

acquisition of inversion in WH questions in transformational

terms. ~ She claims that WH questions are syntactically more
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'complex than Yes/No questions because they‘involve a WH word
and two transformations (subject-auxi}iary inversion and gé
preposing), ‘as opposed to rising intonation and only'one
’inversion.rule for the Yes/Nq dinterrogatives. ﬁe sa¥w ‘in
Chapter Tﬁo, however, that another aspect of this standard
transformatlonal treatment of WH questions is the .hotgoni.
tha the "occasional»queStion" (in which the ﬁH‘word appears

in sentence flnal pOSlthD, eg., Yo

—

did what’) represents'
,-the approx1mate underlylng base- structure of Wi questions,
and we have already seen that this’ concept ,is’highly

suspect. In@i”addition, . Prideaux (1976) has  arqgued

convincingly thaw"‘nnCtégnally based snrface_generalizations
predict certain“ ’ \'of language\development far more'v
»satlsfactorlly that do deep structure and "movement_'rule"'
»analyses._ He\ has proposed that  since )sinces‘a RH ﬁord
,1nvar1ably*%;p%ﬁars np;sentence-lnltlal pos1t10n ‘in - RH
questlonsﬂn;the Chlld should be able to extract thlS surface
regularlty vefy early. ThlS expectatlon 'is’ borne outt’byo
.evldence fﬁom Brown (1968) and seVeral Oothers that the flrst‘

’and most frequent. questlon children produce is Hgat datz?,

and by ev1dence that both rlslng 1ntonat10n'A(an invariant

fconcomltant of Yes/No questlons) andlhuitial BH words appear
very’ early in the chlld'suacqnlsition of questions {Klima

and Bellugi's, .period 1).v>.¥'f -

Following these . very earlyn-developments, there‘ is
little change in either - questlon type 'untll Klima and

'Bellugl's perlod 3, at which p01nt the llmlted data :suggest
. . : . I
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that Yes/ﬁo- inversion 'appearscvprior to ‘inuersion in ggh
‘questions. If, as Prldeaux as clalmed there 1s no HH word-
,preposing rule (and the prev1ously discussed non—occurrence
of. occa51ona1 guestlons suggests that his ana1151\ ‘is
correct), thenv Bellug1 can offer no explanatlon at all fort
this lag.p If it is Bellugl's data that are at fault in thlS
controversy, and the data presented ih, thls study . are
correct, then no: theoretlcal problem arlses to explaln the .
us1multaneous development of correct auxlllary placement in
both Yes/No and HH questlons (though for a time a mlxed form
resultlng from confllctlng surface strategles may appear, as
dlscussed above). - |
.Despite the ,fact that the dataintroduced'herewuerer
collected- from a  much 1afqér" and’ therefore more‘
“representativet sample of the general populatlon than were
those of Bellugl, a number oﬂ con31derataons° stlll remain
) whlch warrant ascumlng | guarded posture._ In the first
»place, the present study presents very 11tt1e data on YES/NOf:
'-questlons (only one . p051t1ve and one negatlve example vere
tested), since the comparison of Yes/ﬁo and WH interrogative
sftypes was not the orlglnal focus of'the study. In'addition;
some of the kellcltatlon ,cues in the productlon task uere

rather-awkward and unnatural, perhaps unav01dably so _(e.g.;

\'gsk the ladx where the gog ;,nlt).g Most compelllng of all
however,'ls the fact that Maratsos and Kucza j (197“) “have .
supplemented the Roger Brown corpus (on which. Bellugl, 1971,

is based) with some new experlmental ev1dence to the effect’
i i D
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that there actually is a difference in’ acquisition time ‘for

these two basic question types.

In - the Maratsos and Kuézag‘stmdy; the subject (a two-
_ year-old‘boy) was asked, totnimitate a large number of
. ;%ntences comtaiming” modal auxiliaries, a constituent type
‘thCh had not yet appeared in his spontaneous"speech. i The
\stimulus' set con51sted of affirmative declaratives and both
Yes/ﬁo and'gg questions, and each category .included both
grammatical and ill-formed examples._ At.the first session
the.ghild was able to imitate grammatical declaratives

rcorrectly, vhile he also normalized or "corrected" the

ce coW eat

ungrammatical déclaratives (€e.g., he changed a ni
‘!ill the gggé‘ﬁazlto a nice cow will ea;fthe éged hay). His
competence xdid not yet extend, however, to either ;es/No or
HH questions. The boy mas tested again vhen he. regularly
produced‘ modal auxiliaries in - spontaneous declarative
sentences, but still had not used them in eitherf question-
type. | Again, the ' stimulus items were‘a mixture of well-
formed and,ungrammatical strings. 'The sumjectﬁwas now ° able

to imitate grammatical .Yes/No questions correctly, and he

also normalized nine of the-ten ungrammatical utterances in

t

v

this category. His responses to the Wy question task are of
particular interest here, however, since, for the first time
in " the study, /the boy's (ﬁimitations of ungrammaticai
sentences were more often correct ;tﬁatl his ‘imitations of

grammatical sentences" {P. . 72)._ Furthermore, the

ungrammatical forms correctly ‘repeated were ill-formed in

4

1
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precisely the way- that Bellugi's (1971) data suggestqd"ﬂ‘
| _ : ke

there was no subject-auxiliary inversion. The child altereﬂ

the well-formed WH question by either omitting the auxlllary

or by locating it in the unihverted'positioh.f (For example,

stimuli such as where the little boy's mommy will bake

. chocolate cgg&;gs? were repeated essentially as presented,

wvhereas items 11& what can a skinny snake widgqle creally
\ I

fast? were repeatedh as gggg' a skinny snake ggg Wwiggle

These reshlts wopld'seem\to indiogte tHe existenoe‘of a
Qiable\"preorganization" stage at 'which the child \ﬁas a
falrly clear understandlng of how a given- process work - id
thrs case the use of auxlllarles in declaratlve and later
interrogative sentences - prior to the \stage at_buhich he
~actually makes use of this knouledge‘to produce the for;s.
They also indicatelaAclear—cut developmental ordering'ih the.
acquisition of the correot use of auxiliaries in the three
sentence-types teSted' declaratives‘> Yes/No questions > HH

'qdestions. ThlS latter flndlng Was further substantlated by

the chlld's spontaneous productlons many weeks later.

It is quite true that the subject %amples inrolved_in
‘the Bellugi (1971) and Marétsos and Kuozaj (1974) sthdies
‘are still extremely small, as a total of only four‘children
are involved. Nonetheless, ‘the. fact that; together, these

two studles prov1de conflrmatory longltudlnal ev1dence from
3

=3 . +

both qaturallstlc and experlmental sources lends
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considerable credence to Ehe claim that auxiliary inversion
: \ ¥ : ; .

\

occurs‘gﬁqmewbat later 'in WH questipné‘:tgaﬁ"'in Yes/No
questiongi éespite the fact that it conflicts with s&me of
thé broader?based (but nonflongitudinal) data .provided by

;his study. ;ﬁhtil more eitensive experimentation involving
a reasonably large sample df subjects is undertaken, it wi1l
be impossible to decide éonclusively which data set more

accurately reflects the true state of affairs with respect

to these two types of questions. (One poésibility not

previously considered, : in fact, is that there may\b% no

-single answer which holds Jtrue‘ for all English-speaking

children, bhg'rather a2 variety of developmental patterns.)

Despite “the foregoing -, and even despite the
L, . ) . .

unténability of Bellugi's putative explanation for the

- i

pribrity of _Yés/Np to 'HH questions - there are still at

least two other reasons for believing that the findings of

Bellugi, maratsds; and Kuczaj >may veq& well describe the

correct state of affairs for at least one large component of

the Englisﬁ-spéaking population. First, as Bellugi .notes,

_once auxiliaries emerge invlanguagé development, they are

almost immediately inverted in Yes/No questions. This fact
3 » . ’ . /
is rather /an embarrassment from the standpoint . of her

!
/

theory, since if the transformational analysis were correct

-

"one might expect that the non-inverted questions would
| Y . ' . .

occur in chiild speech before inverted questions, but this
does’_not /seem to be the caseﬁ,(p. 97). She is nAturally

-

"surprised by the sudden devélopment of inversion, since she

R
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considers non~inverted and inverted Yes/No Questions to be

'equivalent even to the extent that they "convey the same

information" (p. 98). 1In actuality, thére is a crucial

functional difference between the tWwo sentence 'types. The

non-inverted question is "contextually motivated" (cf.'
. - [

Smyth, 1977) in the sense that it " is approbriate ohly' in

"given" situation here the speaker wants confirmation of

information'he fas already received, For exanmple:

~Joe  just  finished readipng  The

Spéaker’2: He reads science fittion?

The inverted Yes/No question, on the other. hand, is unmarked
. ) .

for context and can be used in both ‘"given" and: "new"

situations. . For instance, the question, Does Joe ike

=

science fittion?, is suitable with ‘ortiwithdﬁt previous

information regardingIJoe's réading habits.

The reason Childreﬁ use inverted Yes/No guestlons as
soon as auxiliaries emerge in the1r~spee¢h therefore, nay .
‘well be that the unmarked form is much 51mp1er semantlcally
than 1ts non-lnverted, marked counterpart and is clearly the

most generally approprlate wvay to ask aLYeS/No question,

]

~Finally, Prideaux (1976) has sdggested that the late,r.'

occurrence of 1nverted HH questlons can also be explalned in

functlonal ‘terms., - He p01nts out that non—lnverted‘ HH

~

questlons ‘are perfectly understandable and "that the

inversion is, for the young child, + a syntactic aberration
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without a. semantic basis, However, once relative clauses

emerge in the child's system, +the inversion serves a

semantic function that it did not prev1ously have, namely,

vto distinguish questions from the ‘nevwly~acquired relatiVe

clauses.
(

Both of these thgﬁraés ’point in the same directlon, the
first by predicting *he"early development of 1nvers1on in
‘.Yes/No questions and the second by predicting the relatively

late development of 1nver51on in WH questions. Both thus

it ¥
conform to Bellugi's original flndings on this issue, yé§§

\

serve to explain. them in contextual. or functional rather

than purely syntactic terms,

4.3 onclusions. ,\

" The original aim of this theSis, to determine uhether,

& R
in fact, negative WH questaons develop later than positive

interesting inev informatiOn regarding the sequence :of
fdevelopment of Yes/No and §H questions hae also surfaced.

These—data conflict vith earlier-reports based on very emall
numbers of subjects.v Sincey ae hae been rshown;'-reasonable
functionally-motivated .,theories can- be consttncted to
-account for eitner of the alternatives, the next step‘is to
collect an extensive body of data through experimentation
directed speCifically at this problem in order to resolve

" the issue on a firnm empirical ba51s;
“ T

{

WH questions has been fulfilled, In addition, some -

A4
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