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ABSTRACT
It is possible to examine the development of English

wh-questions in tirst and second language learners and to detect
regularities in the order of emergence of certain linguistic
structures. It is also possible to speculate whether the stages in
language acquisition correspond to the transformational derivation in

transformational grammar. The English-speaking author reports here on

the English-language development of his two Norwegian-speaking
children as seen in wh-questions. Particular difficulties are noted
and discussed. Examining these processes points out the need for a

more comprehensive language-learning theory which considers general
cognitive factors along with linguistic mechanisms. Tables
demonstrating wh-capability and development are included along with a

bibliography. (VM)
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The Devel pment of Wh-Questions in First_ and

Second Language-Learners. [1]

Roar_Ravem

Roger Brown (1965) [2] reports the re'sult of
an analysis of Wh-questions in the speech of the
three children whose language development has been
studied by him and his associates at Harvard
University [3]. Tha analysis was made to determine
whether or not there was evidence in the spontaneous
speech of preschool children that the transform-
ational rules of current generative-transformational
grammar also figure in the child's competence, in

other words, if the intermediate hypothetical
strings in a transformational analysis correspond
to stages in the ehild's development of Wh-questions.
Such hypothetical intermediates are not, usually,
actualized in adult forms and hence not available
to the child for imitation. If they occurred in
the Speech of children at a certain stage of
development, it would suggest that transformational
grammar has managed to capture psychologically real
operations, and it would throw further -doubt on an
empiricist explanation of language acquisition,

[1] I am indebted to my supervisor, Dr. Terence
Moore at the Language Centre, University of Essex,
for critical comments and advice on this paper. He
is, howev-er, not reaponsible for the views expressed
and my possible misinterpretation of Professor
Brown's views, for which 1.apologize.

[2] See also R. Brown et al. (1969) and
Ursula Bellugi (1965).

[3] The team has included also Ursula Bellugi,
Colin Fraser, Dan Slobin, Jean Berko Gleason, and
David McNeill.
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since.these intermediate structures are not
examplified in the language data the child is
exposed to.

The_Grammar ef Wh-Questions

Table 1 rresents examples ef types of sentences
that I.shall be concerned with in this report, here
given in their adult form.

TABLE 1

When will John come?
What was Mary saying?
Where has he gone?
Hew do you like it?
Why did John leave?
Who did Mary see?
Who saw John?

In the current transformation analysis the
sentences in Table I are derived transformationally
from a final derived' phrase marker (a terminal
string of symbols derived by phrase structure rules
The leftmost symbol will be an abstract inter-
rogative morpheme (Q),'followed by the subject
noun phrase (NP) and the verb phrase (VP). Each of
thes major constituents will dominate a hierarchy
of minor constituents. Thus the VP will contain
an AUX, which contains tense (T) and a verbal
auxiliary constituent. It will further include to
the right of AUX a main verb (V) and an NP when
the sentence requires a ddrect object. If the
sentence requires an adverbial (AUV), this will be
generated to the right of the VP. The constituent
to be questioned, either the subject .NP or the
object NP or the Adv, will have associated with it
an abstract dummy element (WH) [4]. Before lexical
insertion, a simOified underlying string fer a
sentence like

hen will John read the be k?

TTTThe constituent itself dominates indefinite
elements, such as: 'some thing', 'at some place'.
For a trs.atment of questions, see J. J. Katz &
P. M. Postal (1964), pp. 79-117.
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would look like
Q NP AUX V NP WH-ADV(time)

For convenience we will render it as:

John will read the book WHEN

In this example the constituent ADV has been
questioned. If an NP is queszioned, we get either

Q John will read WHAT or Q WHO will read the_book.

To derive the normal question, two transform
ations are required (disregarding the transform-
ation that deletes Q)0 namely, (1).4 "prerosing
transformation", which moves-the constituent with
the WH-feature to a front.position (this trans-
formation applies vcuously when it is the s,bject
NP that contains the ..W11-feature), ;-Ind (2) a

"transposing transformation", which moves (the first
element of) the auxiliary in froat.of the subject
NP. Q John will read WHAT will by (1) be changed
into

WHAT John

and further by:(2) into
WHAT will John ead?

If mor010-phonemie tules.were applied to the
underlying non-transformed strimgs, Sentences like
the following would resultE

-John:will read What?

John Will"read 'the Ii6o1; wh. .

.--readthebpok?

If we assUme that the stageS in langUage acquisi't on

mirror ,the.-transfOirmaticUint derivatiop in trans7
formational. :gramMat,' we would oXpecCto find
sentenees In the ChAWS graMmar that ar-i,b.asi.C'aIly

of this form.' I'shall therefor!;. refer'to it as the
first Hypothetical Intermediate (H.1.1).

_

ill ead?

It should be noted, however 0 that the 11.1.1

is not identical with Arownts-"Qc,Cosional ,Question"
(1968, p. 279) . _41:13toWn',i :tre.atmnt the Wh-word
is spoken withheaVy Sti*ss' and ,ris.ing .J.tonation-

He gives the folldwing OxoApj,e1,,-"If, s,omo,oni said

'John will read the telephone bodk4'ono might
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respond 'John will read what?' ". This would not
in my analysis constitute an example of 11.I.1. As
a question it is semantically different from a
normal question in that the constituent that is
questioned is already known and the question
expreSses a disbelief or astonishment[5]. The
sentence we would expect to find, if our assumption
were correct, would be one with normal interrogative
stress and intonation.

The next stage of development would be one in
which morpho-phonemic rules were applied to an
underlying string after preposIng, but in the
absence of transposing. This would result in
sentences like:

What John will read?

Whet: John will read the book?

I shall refer to this type as the second Hypo-
thetical IntermeOiate (11.I.2). If corresponds to
th-; Hypothetical Intermediate fouhd to be a general
featufe of the grammar of the three children
studied-by Brown and his associates.

Diagram 1 is meant to illustrate Some of the
features relevant to our discussion of the under-
lying structures of Wh-questiofts as they might be
represented in a chiTT's grammar. The 2 symbolizes
the fact that a sentenee is to be interpreted as a
question; the Constituent to be questioned has
received the feature +WH . If the constituent at
the NP node has the additional feature +huinan ,

the lexical item to be -chosen will be Who; if it
is -human , the lexical item will beWat.
Similarly, the features associated withrFF +WH
of the ADV node will ultimately generate the
leiical items Where When How, and Wig respectively.

Isf J. J. Katz P. M. Postal (1964), pp. 108-112,
discuss the distinction between ordinary questions
and "echo questions" (Brown's "occasional questions")
and propose the introduction of an Emphas[s Marker
in deep structure to account for this difference.
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DIAGRAM 1

QNP VP

AUX V NP\
I

I

<+0>

(!prei)

4'0>

4.have (en

f (be) inp

c!human

I

[

DO WAO

WHAT

]

I

I

I

I

I I

I

I

Q baddy. 0 0 came

Q Mummy 0 ing say WHAT

Q Adam past go

Q Rune past DO go

Q Mummy pres can find Retdun

Q Eve pres be ing do WHAT

_ACIV

<Pp lac

+time

4.manne

4...re a s on

IIIHERE

WHEN

HOW

WHY
I

I

WHEN

WHERE

WHY

HOW

there

The di:a-gram- has been designe-d for exp-ds1tory-
convenient-0'; details nve therefete been omitted
and Rotational convention's Violated (a)-.(f)

exemplify Structures underlying the hypothetiCally
intermediate strings (a.I.1) in Table 2.
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The rules of the grammar will up to this point
generate sentences of the form illustrated by
Table 2.

TABLE 2

(a) Daddy come when?
(b) Mtnmy saying what?
(c) Adam goed where?
(d) Rune did go why?
(e) Mummy can find Rei Ain how?
(f) Eve are doing what there?

Brown'f: prediction that sentences of this type
would be the first to emerge after the initial pre-
transformational stage was not borne out by the
result of his analysis of the material. "In fact,
that was not the next step - at least not the next
step we could see, the next step in performance.
Occasional questions never became frequent for the
children, and the first ones appeared somewhat
later than [Level] III. This may be entirely a
matter of grammatical performance, of what the
children found "occasion" to say rather than of
competence or what thay were able to say. As we
shall see, the occasions on which these forms are
used are special and may simply not have arisen
for the child". (1968, p. 284). This explanation
seems reaSonable, provided the occasional form is
a true occasional !arm with the special supra-
segmental features and Semantic connotations that
Brown implies. Jur main hypothesis, ,however, would
predict sentences f the 11.I.1 type as the normal
interrogative.form at one stage of:development, but
without speciel scrss and intonation features
suprimposed op tiieM, e.g. such sentences as: You

_doin.. what Adam?, AZTE
-66U+Wh-erel,---ffiiWT. Presumably no examp es 67-Mis
_ind -have 'been found by Brown,: _which means that
neither Brown's'hyptliesis about occasional
questions.nor mine abOut p.10 has,been confirmed
by BroWn's Study [6].

The story is different fr our H. .2, which is

TET--Wor has it so far been (",onfitmed: by -fife
LanguageAcquisition Research: Project :at the Uni-
versity of Edinburgh, according to Elisabeth Ingram,
"Language development in childre6 (mimeo).
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the string resulting from a proposing transformation.

An actualization of this string would change the

sentences in Table 2 to those in Table 3.

TABLE 3

(a) When Daddy come?
(b) What Mummy saying?
(c) Where Adam goed?
(d) Why Rune did go?
(e) How Mummy can find Reidun?
(f) What Eve are doing there?

The sentences in Table 3 are not actual sentences
from a corpus, but they are - with the possible
exception of (d) - plausible children's sentences.

All the three children in the study reported by
Brown used sentences of the preposing type, so here

at least the hypothesis is not disconfirmed.

OwnStudy [7]

The findings to be described in this survey
are based on a preliminary analysis of the
emergence of Wh-questions in the speech of two
Norwegian chiTTren learning English as a second
language in a naturalistic setting, i.e., in an

English-speaking environment comparable to that of

first language learners, with the exception that
Norwegian is usually spoken at home.

The two studies have been longitudinal-
observati,,nai and the corpora consist of tape-
recorded interviews and various informal experiments,
mainly translation and _imitation tests.

My infermantri have been my son, Rune, and my

daughter, Reiduh. Rune was .6 1/2 When the study
began and he tad a rudimentary knowledge of English
from a previous stay in Great Britain. The

material for this study was cellected over a period

[7] gy research project is suppor ed in full by
the Norwegian Research C uncil for Science and the

Humanities.
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of five months, with fairly intensive recordings at
3 - 4 week intervals. For a report based on part
of the corpus see Ravem (1968).

My present study is a follow-up of the previous
study, but has mainly concentrated on my daughter's
acquisition of English. She was three years and
nine months old when the study began in September
196a. At that time she had no knowledge of English.
Her Norwegian language deVelopment has on a subject-
ive impression been normal and average. Her
articulation has been exceptionally clear in both
languages, which has facilitated transcriptions
and made them more reliable[8]. The recordings
were made at weekly intervals lip to July 1969, each
interview averaging one hour.

The interlocutors have been either our eldest,
bilingual daughter, my wife and myself, native
English-speaking adults, or plp.fmates. The inter-
views have been arranged without being deliberately
structured, as I wanted the speech during the
sessions tp be as spbntaneous as pos.sible. The most
rewarding situations with re.gard to amount of data
have been with peers or members of the family. As
we were conscious about what we were looking for,
we could steer the conversations in different
directions and thereby elicit responaes of the
kind we were interested in. The translation tests
have p:,,oved a useful instrument for eliciting the
types of sentences I wanted, and their validity
hav; been supported by obtained utterances in free
conversation.

The collection of material was resumed after a
break of two months, when the family were in Norway.

71 The equipment used has been a Tandberg stereo
tape recurder Model 64x with a footswitch rewind-
playback control and a Tandberg tape recorder Model
13, which is a cartridge machine Tar a one channel
repeater system. The two can be connected. Further
equipment consists of two Tandberg TM 4 Microphones
.and two headphones AKG, K 50 for stereo and mono
respectively. Apart from a few recordings on a
portable mono tapc recorder, all recordings have
been stereo recordings, with a tape speed of
7 1/2 i.p.s. The sound has been of a very high
quality.



Intensive recordings were made immediately oefore

and after the break, as I was interested in the

degree of forgetting that might have occurred

during the two months. This, however, is only an

incidental aspect of th, study. Reidun seemed

essentially to have caught up with her agemates by

July 1969, but the collection of material has con-

tinued since in a less systematic fashion. I have

only recently started analyzing the corpus and the

present report is based on only a portion of it.

Results and DiJcussion

There is no prima facie_ e+idenet) why a child

acquiring a second language should go through a

similar development as first language learners.

Nor incidentally, is it obvious that essentially

the same path is followed (the same strategy chosen)

by all learners of their mother tongue. Although

a comprehensive stud::, the investigation by Brown

and associates is to my knowledge the only complete

longitudinal study of interrogative and negative

sentences to date, and it comprises only three

children. It is therefore quite conceivable that

the picture will be more varied as more studies

have been undertaken.

Nevertheless, as the actual data in Tables 4

and 5 show there are striking siMilarities betwe n

my own material and data from the study by Brown

and associates (Table 6), and it is not likely

that this is altogether accidental. (If one set

out to search for differences, thxac would probably

be equally striking, but less surprising). I have

not.yet found any examples corresponding to our

H.I.1; nox:have I found- any of :Brown's oceasional

questions, with their:_-assoclatcd- stress and inton

ation contOur, in_spite ofythe fact t,hat, they ire

quite freeilent in the speech Of-thO interlocuters

(my wife and myself).
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TABLE 4. Wh-questions from Rune Times 1 - 4

Time 1 What is that?
What are mean? (what does mean mean)
Where is that /britf/T ("brikke")
What you eating?
What he's doing?
What she is doing?
What--you going to build tomorrow?
Where dem drink?
Why you say that before? (for)

Time 2 What Jane give him?
777-7wks Rannveig, what dyou doing to-yesterday on
later) school?

What dyou like?
(Adult: Say that again clearly)

'What 'you 'like?
What you think Pappyname is?
What is--Mummy doing not?

(T) What you doing to-yesterday?
CT) What dyou do to-yesterday?
(T) What you going to do tomorrow?
(T) What-uh-time-uh-clock Rannveig come back?

(when; fut. re.)
(T) What you talking to to-yesterday? (who)

Time 3 What...you knitting?
(171-7els What he's doing?
later) What is he doing?

What dyou do the last week before you be--
did--"bli"--ill?

(T) What dyou reading to-yesterday?
What you did in Rothbury?
What dyou did to7yesterday in the hayshed?
How did you do--have 497-y6udowhat you

do on school last week?
When dyou went there? (In response to: Ask

her when she went there)
Why the baby crying?
Whylie come for n cupof coffee?
Why dyou must have tableand chairs?
Why drink we tea and coffee?

(T) Why we not live in Scotl_and?
(T) Why not Mummy make dinner?_

Time 4 What you did after 'loony go to bed?. (In
(773Vks response to: Ask Dad what he did?)
later) What did you morc--.that night?

What did you talk to them?.(s:iy/talk about)
(T) What do you doing te-yesterdak?

10 (continued)
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Table 4 con. inued

(T) what did you do to-yesterday?
When you go to bed? (past reference)

(T) What do you going to do tomorrow?
(T) Who you talking to to-yesterday?
(T) Why not that go up? (that window)

Why not Mummy make meat today? (from Nor.
"mat" = food)

(T ) stands for Translation Test.

TABLE 5. Wh-questions from Reidun

Months:weeks
of exposure
to English

3:1 What this? (What colour is this)

4:0 Where find it? (in response to: Ask her...where
you Can find it)

Where "jeg kan jeg" find it--apples? (jeg=1;
kan=can)

4:4 Whets that?
"Hvor er"--my Mummy? (where is)

5:3 Whats her doing?
Whets "er" her doing? (er=is/are)
Where "er" hers Mummy?
Why that the bed "er" broken? (prob.: why (is

it) that)

6:0 What that is?
Why itHumpty Dumpty sat on a horse?

6:2 What call that man?
Whatname that man?
Why that man have that on?
Whets thatis?
Why--uh--him have got like that? (a jacket like

that)
Why her don't stand there?
"Hvem er" that? (who)
Whos that?
Whoa that is? i!

Whosis that is 11
(continued)



Table,S continued

What her going to make? (or: goingto?
Whats her baking?

6:3 Which one you want?
What you want?
What do you want? (or: doyou)

8:0 Who is that?
Why you can't buy like that shoes?
Where is it, then?
Whets are they?
Why him have got a motor?
Way you can't--why you couldn't take it here?

(i,e. bring)
What I got on?
Why I got that white dress on?
Mummy, where--where was you--are?
Where my penny?

9:3 What they got,oh they eyes?
What are he doing now, then--that man?
Why 'isn't that lady in there? ,

Why can't you touch with your--wi h your hand?
Which colour have we got, thee?
Whats those two man doing?
What they doing?
Why hasn't She--lot same as us?

TABLE 6. Wh-questions from the study by R. Brown
anJ associates*

Stage 2 Where my mitten?
Where me sleep?
What the dallie have?
What book name?
Why you.smiline
Why not me sleeping?
Why not...me can't dance?

_

Stagf 3 Where's his otlier eye7
Where I should put it when I make it up?
,Where mr_spoon,goed?.
What I did yesterday?
What le can ride.:in?
What did you .dOed?
Why the Chri.stmas .tr6e going?

12
--ntinued)

27
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Table continued

Why Paul caught it?
Why he don't know how to pretend?
Why kitty can't stand up?
Which way they should go?

How he can be a doctor?
How that opened?
How they can't talk?

* The examples are taken from n.S.Klima and U.Bellugi

(1966). Klima and Bellugi's Stages do not

correspond to Brown's Levels. Stage 2 appears to

correspond roughly to Level III.

Brown's discussion of the role the occasional

form might play in helping the child to see the

relationship between different, but equivalent,

question forms; the relation of the Wh-word to

various pro-forms, such as it and thera; and to

learn the membership of a constituent, such as NP,

is an interesting and plausible attempt to show that

there is more in the language data the child is

exposed to than meets the ear and that one might'

profitably look again at what might be exemplified

in the input before one jumps to "innateness" con-

clusions. However, the discussionWoulA Appear to

be much less relevant to L2 acquisition, wheTe the

abstract categorles and relationships_arAAIready
known to the child through his first language, The

learning task of my children may'hiVe baen More of

the order of learning how these relations, or what-

ever, are realized in the second lit4u3ge.

It appears, then, that transformAtiAnal'grammar
has captured a stage in the,child's _development of

Wh-questions; but this is not the same as saying

that it has captured a psycholotically real oper-

ation. The latter is whatjtrOWn, in effect, assumes.

"We believe that these AueStiofis, 'in general,' were

derived by a single preposing'tranformationout of
underlying strings with dummy -alement's...." (1968,

p.286). The preposing tranaformation 'cannot be

given a psychological status without at the sAme

time assuming someicind of psYchologital'reality
for the'underlking strinf (11.I.1). If this were

k
0-1



not the case, there would be no preposing operation
to carry out. It is for thehypothesis unfortunate
that no Sentences have been obtained that could be
said to be either an actualization of the occasional
question or of our 1-1.I.1.

While entertaining the hypothesis of a preposing
operation, Brown goes on to discuss the evidence for
and against it. The Wh-questions in his corpus fall
into two classes, one which he calls "Preposing Weak"
and another which he calls "Preposing Strong". A
general characteristic of chIldren's early speech
is the omission of inflections and of minor word
classes (functors), which results in what has been
referred to as "telegraphic" speech (Brown and Fraser
1963). The class for which the evidence for a
preposing'transformation is weak consists of child-
ren's sentences that could have been learned as a
reduction of adult speech to "telegraphese", as
shown hy the following examples, where the omitted
words are in parenthesis:

What (do) you want?

How (will) you open it?

What (is) his name?

The second class of Wh7questions are those for
which the evidence for aprepoSing operation is strong,
since they cannot be arrived at by telegraphic
reduction. This is the case where the Verb is
inflected or where the questi.ons include auxiliaries

,

Or the verb be, for example:

What he wants?

How he opened it?

What you will want?

Why you.can't open i

What:his name is?

Before we consider the validity of the evidence
for a proposing operation-, it.Joight be profitable to
ask why one would want to suggest a hypothesis.of
this kind in the'first place. If 1 underStand Brown
correctly, the argument seems to run something.like
this: The children hadTrior to Level III'produced
large numbers of Wh-questions, with all the Wh-words
in initial polition, but there was reason-to believe
that the questions were constwe4cti,ons or routines

14

29



of some non-transformational type [9]. At Level III;

however, there is ample evidence that the Wh-word
replaces missing elements in the sentence, both
locative adverbials and subject and object noun

phrases. The child is capable of responding anpro-
priately to questions calling for different constit-
uents and is also able to produce such questions.
"It seems then thtit the constituents were organizecl
as such and that the children were able to take a
Wh word supplied by a parent as the signal to supply

an appropriate constituent member." (1968, p. 284).

The child's "knowledge" can thus be accounted
for by transformational grammar: hut why would one
expect to find that this knowledge - for which there
is independent evidence - should be demolstrated in
the child's language as an actualization of either
the occasional question or H.I.1? Brown expected
to find it since the occasional question "only
requires that the dummy element (which becomes a
Wh word) be selected from the constituent and supplied

in place" (ibid.). I did not expect to find it,

since the child has already for a long time used
Wh-words in initial position and since the Wh-word
normally appears in the same position in the adult

model. What I am uneasy about in Brown's analysis,
is that it appears to tie position learning of a
fairly simple kind too closely to a much More
abstract form of learning complex interrelationships.
We can independently establiSh.that the Child pot-
sesses knowledge of the kind made explicit by trans-
formation graMmar and choose to describe it in those
terms, and, for example, say that the child "knows"
that what in What ypu want? is the direct object of
want anU-that -It io related to an indefinite Pre-
form in the declarative sentence'You want 'some

thin_g'. It seems to me that it is quite legitimate
to assume this knowledge and at the same time pro-
pose hypotheses to account for the order of con-
stituents in Wh-questions of the preposing type in

the child's speech.

One such hypothesis suggests itself, namely that
the Wh-word remains in initial position'and is
followed by a "nucleus" which retains the word order
of a declarative sentence according to the._child's
grammar at any time.[10]. ThisAlypothesis doescnot

7TForia justification of this analysis, se e U

Bellugi (1965).
[10] A description in tetms of a prefixed NEC or 0



purport to account for more than word order; nor is
there more involved, it seems to me, in Brown's
class of weak evidence. The evidence for preposing
is weak exactly because it allows for an explanation
in terms of selective imitation of an adult model
and leaves unanswered such questions as how the
child is able to question different constituents or
can see the relationship between discontinuous con-
stituents, such as the verb and the direct object
in What you want?

The Preposing Weak class constitutes weak
evidence for preposing only if the "strong" evi-
dence that Brown alleges does exist. If one is
willing to concede an Alternative explanation
which is not in terms of an "underlying grammatical
network" for the Preposing Weak class, one should
do this also for the class of ttrong eVidence. On
the alternative hypothesis (Wh Nucleus) the strong
evidence will turn out to be no stronger than the
weak evidence; the hypothesit does not, in fact,
distinguish between them. Sentences like What he
wants? or Why you can't open it? cannot-ET--
derived from adult models arone, but the "nucleus"
of the sentence (or what remains of it) preserves
the word order of the declarative sentence. When
the child acquires inflections and auxiliaries in
declarative sentences these will also although
usually somewhat later, which may complicate the
analysis - be incorporated in Whouestions as well.
This alternative explanation dives not affect the
hypothesis that the,child reduces adult speee;1 in
a systematic way and indUces general rules-en the
basis of this reduction; but-by adopting -reductien
as the only criterioni ,one, ..i.s,forced into setting
up a separate class of Preposing Strong evidence,
which is not required by the alternative hypothesis.

I like to,beljeve,that,TahL.A4,and 5 Ahoy,
fairly C.OncluAivnly, 'that _thm4ntmrmediate sentenee
type withnnt _transpotingjinveTIAnn)js a_feAtnr,e
also of :4YlinfOrMAnW,aerinisit'onnf Englith aS
a se6Ond JAngudge.':. Thatthey Airnady:knew: thA,
transposing Itx*ns:ferinAtjon fTem,Nnr,wegiAn dpes:not-
seem to haWn:.hAd iau,ch,_nffect, Admittedly, thm.,

morpEeme followed by a Nucleum is used in Klima
Bellugi. 119661 for-the-early''stagesi-butitnnt 'pro-
posed As AllypotheS-it:' :td'Aeneunt;f6i.ltheWnrd'order
in sentences of-the-prepoting type-.
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majority of the sentences obtained before inversion
became general were of the Preposing Weak type, and
hence could have resUlted from reduction alone.
Even if that were the case, ane would have to account
for the many clear cases of.Iack of inversion, such
as:

What that is?

What she is doing?

What you did in Rothbury?

Why that man have that on?

A difficulty in deciding whether or not the lack of
transposing represents a necessary developmental
stage is the fact. which Brown also notes (ibid.,
p. 285), that by the time the child produces sen-
tences of the Preposing Strong type, he might al-
ready have gone a long way to acquiring the adult
form with inversion. There are several examples in
Table 5 that show how Reidun oscillates between
different alternatives, e.g.:

(6:2) "Hvem er" that? (Who is that)

Whos that?

Whos that is?

Whosis that is?

It does not seem unreasonable to expect that
my children would have made use of inversion from
the beginning by applying the rules for Norwegian.
There are isolated examples from:both Rune and Reidun
where thAs is in fact the case, e.g.:

Why drink we tea and-coffee? (Rune)

.Where livd (i.e. live) Catherine and
Richard? (Reidun)

but they remain isolated cases laek of invetsion
was a feature of Reidunrs NorWeglan.
late stag._ An her diavelppihent as:well, so -we_seei!C:

to have to dp With 'rather genotal phenpmanbn.-111).
Since the Ust of-the adialiary :do is appelfiP'tAi
English; 1-Will-teturn'O'ther
later; I only want-. to -Titant out here that there iS

rrif The same general similarities :have beanfound. -
in the develepment:pf.jtegativasentences-between -.my
informants:.and those ofAr,ownon-dj,liscutes._
brief discussion is inclUeled in RAVOO (1969)

CJJ,
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strong evidence that dyou in Rune's speech, probably
thrnughout Time 3, was a variant of =E. Th..; ,

examples with dyou in Table 4 are therefore only
apparent counter-examples of transposing.

The Develonlent of_the AUX node

Diagram 1 shJws that the AUX is the most
"crowded" node on our tree. It contains some morph-
emes that are lexical and others that ate realized
as inflections, for examplt;, present OT past tense,
past participle (ftn), and present participle (ing).
There are a number of combinatorial possibilities,
some as complicated as, for example:

Past Modal have en be int

Even without considering the cognitive problems
involved in acquiring tense and aspect, the ling-
aistic mechanisms themselves are complicated enough,
and it is therefore to be expected that the full
range of auxiliary morphemes and their distribution
will be late in developing. There is probably room
for some individual variation in the order in which
children develop the AUX node, but the general
picture is from no auxiliary at all through stages
of approximationS 'CO adult grammar. I have not yet
done any detailed analysis of the development of
the auxiliary in my chijdren, but it seems to re-
semble in pany important respeCts the,development
in first language learners.

The main 4or Sole) function of do is to be a
carrier of tense (121. The task of -Me learner of
English is to discover th-Ia iiartiCUlar function of
do. Since the us* of do is specific to English,
tEe second language leginer is faced,with very much
the same learning problei DoAtiii''been iheluded in
Diagram I as a verbal element of.AUX, because it
shares some of 01.0, distributional charecterist,ics,
of the Modele.' Me Mouldthermfore-_on
predict ,tb.mtifh-qUeSilOnt Mt 1,he H I 2 StMge would
have the form ef Sentence (d),.:1101P-:RUne Aid tot In

_ o_Table I, namely:

MN MP Tense-DO

18
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When do was introduced in affirmative Wh-questions
as a tense carrier, Rune used inversion, for example:

What_did ou do before ou_get to bed?

With Reidun the situation is not a clear-cut.
There is still much material that has not been
analyzed, and although most of her affirmative Wh-
questions have inversion of do and the subject NP
(Table 5, 9:3), the translatiUn tests show isolated
examples of transposing, e.g.:

(8:4) Where we did livd for we come_here?

would have tendcd to interpret the few examples
found so far as possible performance mistakes had
it no been for Reidun's widespread use of do in
declarative sentences, which might suggest a prior
(or optional) rule of non-tranSposing also in Wh-
questions with the auxiliary do. Examples are:

(9:1) I did have jelly.

(9:2) My MUmmy did make lunch for them.

You did take me, didn't you?

...and she did say 'Yes', she did.

We did saw that in the shop.

Nuclear stress is in none of the entries on did, so
there is no questioa of an emphatic form. M7F7Uk
(1969, p.73) gives an example'from first language
learners of both an affirmative sentence with do
and a Wh-question without iriversion:

_I did read that motor boat book.

Where the wheel do go?

And Wh

AlthoUgh forMaily identical:to Mther Wh-que
ons of:the preposing type, 4rowrL(19.§13, pp.286-7.)

found reaSon to iuSpOot :tha't 11112t-And.Why_Met-Aues
tions Were:not derived:",by a'single prePosing _trans-
formation out of underlying strings with duMmy ele-
ments" when they were firSt introduced by Adam, one
of his t.hree informants. Adam's responses did not
give evidence that he related his :qUastions to a
missing constituent, but rather to hii mother's
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antecedent declarative, e.g.:

MOTHER
I see a seal.

ADAM

Why Adam see seal?

I don't see anything. Why not you see anything?

You can't dance. Why not me can't dance?

The underlying constituent that is questioned
in Why (notl- questions is the indefinite proform
"for some reason". The answers to such questions
are clauses involving causal or teleological ex-
planations introduced by "because" or "in order
that". It is therefore not implausible that !LE
(not)--questions are introduced at a later stage
than other question types and that there is no
clear relationship between the interrogative word
and the questioned constituent in these questions
when they first appear in the child's speech. In
Adam's case it seem likely th-at he had some vague
notion about causality, but that he is dependent
upon an antecedent declarative sentence,,which he
largely echoes (using his own grammar) 'and to which
he preposes Why or Why not. As'for.the two other
children in the study,.they did not SI:art producing
Why (not)- questions iill -they had reached the stage
when they could give appropriate answers to them.

This appears, frnm a surVey of parts of My
corpus, to.have been the case also With Reidun.
Early Why- questions 44-d-motraceivenn appropriate
response.:

RU\E: Why do you put
front seat?

(3:2)REIDUN: Yes.

e teiephone he

Reidun's acquisition of W1AY:-ques ions .and their
appropriate responses-eannot.in-the saMe way' as
for first language dearner,w be rarated to her.
cognitive .development, that 'is, to "learning
what explanation is". She knewthls, relativ.e to .

her age, and had used the, Norwegian nquivalents
for some time.

AS Tabie 7 slinws,"all Reidun's sentences lack
inversion. The first attested occurrences of. Why-
questions were in-the'rriftW month Inf. axposure,to
English. One half-hour recordinW4-t hatino
less than 27 !LE-questions and 8 Why not-questions.
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In the same recording there were three "because"-
responses and two embedded "beeause"-elauses. The

Why (not)- questions corresponded both to Brown's
Preposing Weak and Preposing Strong types. Since

Reidun had by now acquired auxiliaries and inflec&
tions required by the Preposing Strong class, a
large percentage of her sentences were of this type.

TABLE 7. Why (not)- questions from Reidun

Months:weeks
of exposure
to English

6:2 Why that man have got it?
Why uh that horses have that--that on--

foot?
Why--that man are over the
Why her don't stand there?

7:2 Why that man take--hang clothes on the--
on the boat?

Why that go up?

7:3 Why you can't eat it?

8:0 Why I sitting there?
Why Daddy hold me?
Why we can't go to London no --today?

8:2 Why has him lotsome pockets?
Why them have got some--lotseme pockets?
Why "de" got thos.e on?
Why can't I hive At?
Why you've got those pope

(T) 8:4 Why ..Rune...isn't here?
Why Toto .don't erY?
Why Andy-Pandy donq'sieep-yet--now?
Why Daddy-dontt 'lee (i.e. .makel-eat

lunch temerrow? (i.e.-yesterday)
. ,

(T) 9:2 Why isn't-Rune here?'
Why doesn't Toiciry?
Why isn't Andy Pandy sleeping?

didn't Daddypeke lunch-
, .

_
92 Why .hava-You-got- it onl

WhY must I .sit,-.0m the- ,f400r?

-teo'hutl
;
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The first clear case ef inversion in the
.

material so far analyzed occurred at 8:2, viz.,

Why has him lotsome pockets?

which was followed soon after by the non-inverted

Why them have got some--lotsome pockets?

At 8:4 most of the Wh notl- questions in the trans-
lation test were of t e Preposing Strong type, and
none of them had undergone transposing:

Why Toto is in him room?

Why we don't go to Norway?

Why Daddy haven't got bat on?

Why I must bath all - all.day? (i.e. every
day)

The change took placv at about 9:0 months of ex-
posure, possible affecting the copular sentences
first. By 9:2 all the entries in the translation
test had inversion (Wilt not all Wh-questions):

Why is:rote up his room? ,

Why don't we.go in Norway?

Why haven't Daddy rot hat on - his head?
Why must I - bath all day?

Because of the many occurrences of transposing
noticed during the interview session e few days
later (9:2), some elicited imitation. -Items. were
added at the end, of the,session,:such as:

FATHER: Why you didn't go ro Colchester?
-REIDUNf Why-didn't you'go te Colchester?

FATHER': Why she has got t ousers an?
REIDUN: why hive Yeu.got trousers on?

FATHER: Why Mummy doesn't it on he table?
REIDUN: Why,doesn't Mummy sit on the table?

It appears, then, that the transposing operation
took place over a short period of time and seems
to have affected both affirmative and negative Why-
questions with different auxiliaries simultaneousfy.

Aal Adam's early negative !LE-questions were
declarative sentences preposed 5YWhy not. The
introduction of an initial Why not lias,tentatively
been suggested by Bellugi as a developmental stage
in the formation of negative questions, which might
in turn have been responsible for the temporary use
of double negation bylt64 children011ech as, 1112L
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not me can't dance?[13j. As the examples cited
from Reidun show, the basis for her negative Why-
questions is Why followed by a negative nucleus,
and I have foahd no double negatives at this stage.

Rune, however, produced negative questions of
both types, either

Why Nucleus

Or

nega

Why not Nucleus

for example:
Why you not come home?

Why not that window go

Either type was produced throughout Times 3-5 in a
crude translation test, apparently in a random
fashion. Although there is little data on Why not-
questions from Rune's first stay in Great Britain,
there is supporting evidence in the - as yet unan-
alyzed - data from the:beginning of his second stay
to suggest that they were elternative patterns.
Although the auxiliary do had appeared in Rune's
What-questions at Time 17 there' were'ne occurrences
Wr7To in the elicited Why not- queations. Th4s
might be accidental, or due to the fact that negative
questions axe more complicated, 4nvolving a negative
transformation:4n addition.

Rune's further developMent could'have been
based on either of the structures, Why Nuctleus

. .

or Why_not 'NucleUs,examplified by,.Why you not-
like ice-cream? and Why not you like ice,Tcream?-
If the next stage in RuneFs development involved
the introduction or"do Withaut tranapeSing - whi h
would be conceivable, taking:the timing ofithe two
operationsA.nRurie's-speechintoaccount
predict sentences of either or both of the following
kind:

(neg)

(i) Why you don't like -cream?

(ii) Why not you don't li e ice-cream?

mr- Bellugi .(1965), p:119. -See else Kliia Bellugi

(1966), pp 203-4_,ansl,"The'-Growth of T ansformations"
in McNeill (1966), particukarly p. '60.



Although there are a few unprocessed tape--recordings
from the period between Time S (the end of March 1966),
when my study was discontinued, and July 1966, when
OUT first stay in Great Britain was terminated, I

have no analysis as yet of Runes speech from that
three-month period. However, when preparing my
report (1968) in January 1967, I devised some trans..-
latiem test items for Rune in order to find °Jut what
had happened to his yhr-questions after he had been
away from English fofFalf a Year. I expected that
I would find non-inverted sentences, mainly of type
(i) above. As shown by the following examples, this
expedtation was not borne out:

Why do we not live in Oslo?

Why doesn't we go to Oslo?

Why doesn't Reidun cry?

Why did you not draw that letter to
grandma? (i.e. write)

Therewere a few occurrences of more primitive struc-
tures, such 3s4.Wh- not Ranvty come home?-,' as well
as double negatives, t-e status of which is difficult
to ascertain, for example, Why:didn't Mummy don't
make tlinner to- esterdta. (They coull reflect a
coM ination of transposing with a negative nucleus;
or they could simply be performance mistakes, No
attempt was made at the time to find out.)

These examples show that:Rune had by this time
acquired both the do,transformation and the :trans-
posing transformatran. What is not clear is whether
he went through a prior stage of using non,inverted
sentences with do. In this connection it is inter-
esting - and pessible revealing that Most of the
negative Why-questions_found 1 1/2 years later, at
the beginning nf Rune% second stay in Great Britain,
were in the majority of cases of the structure pre-
dicted in 1967,.namely,,non-transposed sentences
with do (in adtlition to a fair number-of more prim-
itive-structures):

-Why you don't like and going skiing?

Whyynu dnn't going to school to-Yesterday?

Why Mummy den,'-e-Play p ano wow?

It is tempting, to speculate that Vhave accidentally
captureden,Antermediate-stage. in-kune'e development
of Why_notqUestions 7,a productiyeruin.between
the last test in March 1966 and the tertinatinn of
Rune's first stay in Gèt Britain i424ne 1966.
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If so, does it suggest that the process of "for-
getting" has been the reverse of learning - a

regressive process?
Why don't you like ice-cream?

Why you don't like ice-cream?

Why you not like ice-cream?

Canc lus ion

The purpose of this paper has been to present

some of my findings concerning the development of
Wh-questions in two Norwegian children acquiring
English as a second language and relate them to
those of a similar study of first-language acqui-
sition. The presentatinn has been soMewhat biased
in that'I have chosen to concentrate on the simi-
larities between first.and second-language learners.
Taking the age and maturity leVels into consideration
and the fact that my children already know one
language, the siMilarities' are quite striking and
not necessarily What one-WoUld expeet.

The findings have been discussed in the light
of the hypotheses put forward by Brown (1968).
Brown -has been concerned with COnfirming or dis-
cOnfirming a development of Wh-questions in children
which reflects the tranSformational derivations in
transforMational-generative graMMar, in order to
find (int it these might be said-to rep*esent psy-
chologically real Operations. Brown is catitietts
in his:interpretation of tbe evidence and recommends
that it mighthe -wise to hdvea second lobk di
empiricist =explanationi, aS they migbt still throw
light On the process of-language aCqdisition. '

Although I think-nothingcUnclusiva can be
said about the, psychological reality Of the:trans-
formational rules discussed in the paper, 'the trans-
formational deacriptiom it.a.elf; has made,it possible
to set up testable hypotheaeS. Whether Brown is
right or-Mot-in his' tantative-c-onefUiona il'of less

impOrtance. At the preaent, :stage 1:),f inquiry, into
child language deVeloPlent it IS' of intorestIto
fimd 'emtr,what,the regularities arela.c:roaa' children
with regard tothe order of emergence Cif-11MguIatit-

structures'i-ATtesPactiireef;'Whather

25



development can be predicted from linguistic theory.

What we need is a more comprehensive language learn-

ing theory, which also takes into account general

Cognitive factors and not only linguistic mechanisms.
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