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0. _‘Introduction o . . . _ IR .
L. . . A ) -' . . ] . \
This paper compares results of analyses of English preposition W

-
‘ A

: ¢ . T . ' . . / R
usage by'two groups of .Ontarian elementary students both at the Grade -

- '

" 2 'and Grade 5 levelsn The first group consist§ of biiingual.(quasi—

-

simultanenus aé@uisition_of French and English) Franco-Ontarian stu- i
. . ) ',_.\." . ) ] - ,

dents from . Welland and Sudbury. The second group is conposed of mono~- |
lingual English students frqm Toronto.

. Y. _ -
The data on-breposition usage by the Bilinguals are intééesting -

in several respects. First having controlled for'language dominance -
(English 'or French) among the bilingdals we are In a positionqjo ex- - . -

amine the poseible influence of patterns of language dominance “on Eng—

¢ “ .
¢ R

lish prepositiou acquisition from age 7 onward. Second, it has been:
reported in %everalﬁstudies that qecond language learnerq pnoficiency
in hnglish prepoeition usage correlates highly with their overall pro-

ficjency in English (cf. Oller #nd Inal 1971; Stubbs and Tuckér 1974).

*

On its own merit then, preposition.usage is an important area of re-

e

search in the field of second language acquisition. Third, given our

base line data on preposition7usage by English monolinguals, the Hata RN

on the bilinguals' usage.permit_comnarison of first and second

lanpuage learning strategies {(interlanguage transfer, overgeneralization,

omiLsion, etc.) and of the seauencing of hnglish preposition acquisition. o

The data on the monolingualq preposition usage are also of interest

- : < . . A
in view of the general lack of studies devoted to firstAlanguage develop-

7
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ment from age '5 onward (cf. Palermo and Molfese 1972) and the lack

‘}j‘; N of a unified data baif on the development of English preposition f
. usage for this age group. . , i |
._{ L . R S ° ) .
—. 1. - Methodology : it
1.1 Sample ° L. e T

» J

The bilingual group is cdhposed of 15 Grade 2-and lﬁ\Gfade 5
Lo : : - o 4
( .o students enrolled in F;ench language schools in Welland and’ Sudbury,

~
- Cntario.f‘Avtotal of 14 females and 15 males were selected. Socio-

[N

. -

economic stratification based on parental occupations yielded a
weighted sample of four working clasq, five middle class, and six-

upper-middle class students in‘Grade_Z, and a sample of four work-

_,.f‘ . . . - "
.

’ ing class, six middle class, and four upper-middile class students in G?ade'
! Self-reports on language usage in the home (in parent-ehild, child- .

r

parent and child-child communication) indicated thatsamong the Grade

2 students, seven subjects had French as their dominant’' language
and eight ZnOlish Among the Grade 5 students, two,of;the subjects:

were'English-dominamt bilinguals and the remaining 12.were 'French-

-

dominant. L A - ‘ .

A few words on the qociolinguiqtic setnings in Welland and Sud-

'

bury are in order. In both communities francophones are outnumbered
by anglophones: ftancophones make up'l7% of the population in Welland-

. and 27% in Sudbury (Mational Cersus of Canada,1971). Nonetheless, B -

. .
o

- | : ' } “\

O . . . s
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) _-elementary education.in French has been availahle in both communi-" o
) - ties for a number'of.yéars;“ Among.the‘students entering the French
r. o elementhry schools, one finds a large number 6fpi“diViqpqls1wh°: 3’ ‘.
. mainly due to language u%é patterns in the home? command a good A

A

knowledge of English and a minimum or no knowledge of French or -a
. good knowledge of French and a minimum of English, Such . diversity

-in language backgrounds poses obvious problems to educators in French

. . L
languzge ‘schools (cf Mougeon and Canale 1977 for further discussion)

-~

Q- o ' Tbe monolingual group is composed of four 'students in Grade 2
1

. _ ~and four in Grade 5 at an English language achool in Toronto..‘An /,

&

equal number of males and females were selected at each grade level,

/{/“’ . All the students come from upper—middle or professional class en-
' Vironments.’ Cevto lack of research‘funds we have been unable to

© 7 \“ / N " . s
weight t onolingual RTOUD: with students IQBfesenting other ‘
. ot .
9.
economic grouns. .

-
- . ) [

. ’ . Q ) . -

1.2 Data collection - o ’ , ‘ o .ot ,

The data were obtained through record d interviews conducted

at the schools with eaoh subject. The inter ich ranged in: length

M

,irom 30. - 45 minutes, and were semi~-directed to cover such’ topics -
- as leisure actlvities, school and home life, personal experiences

and aspiratiOns, storv—telling, etc. All interviews were strans-

3 n v

.cribed and checked fer accuracv of tranqcription. ) . .
. , . . A } . .

o ) . ) -l ) 5 ‘ . . g - . .J?
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1.3 Tallyiné procedures

~
S

. . - BN

Tallying of the standard: and nonistandard uses_of English prepo—

sitions found in the transcrihed Anterviews tooh/plaon in three steps.

> o8 .
First, the authoTs established every occurence of a context inA
which use of an English prepoSition was required -- see Brdwn's (1973;

! L4
255{ discussion’ of an - obligatorv context' as a test item. - Not counted

- as oblig7tory contexts were: (a) occurences of particles prepositiOns

;

not followed by an NP or, in: the case of the sandhi—form to, by an

infinitive (examples He went in He stayed ‘by the ...; We want to veel)}

(b) ambiguous uses, i.e: where the intended-meaning of ‘a preposgition .

i$ not clear (ex@ﬁples: I likeftraveling in the planev= b&pplane or in

a s;ecific planeZ; 1 staved on a farm for a sumgers€amp = at a Summer

- h ¢

camp or thac,servedaas a summer camp?), (c) occurences that are part of

. N e

ia langer non—standard_or ambiguous structure (example: She went in the

_.—4!‘ . - v

: Papa bear s bed*‘ “She got into P_pa bear s bed’), (d) instances in which

in the week . is counted as’ only one obligatory context), (f) cases o

« ."l-"\ J: ’ - J

the student immediately sel —borrects (example. We go-at Jae to church),

(e) repetitionq within the same prepositional phrase (example..in the,

in which ordering of the’ direct and indirect object differs fron that’

found in standard Canadian English (example. He giveq us it) ‘; and '

() oc‘sions of the preposition of in the expressions kind of, sort

of and in thevprep051tional constructions in front of on top of, etc, .

—

FEU
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R - . ' . Second, the authors judged preposition usage in each oﬁli-ﬁ
. ‘ oy
gatory context as either standard or nen,standard. “These Jjudgments
'.we_ré arrivedmat‘jointly, based on two of the autkl'ors' native intu- \
- "' itions. Non-standadrd. usages’vere grouped as §u}>stitutio:13 (é;camplé: ‘
- I wenf atzthc slide for to the siide), or;lissio'ns (exam{:le: He went(
5 A hide), fedund-aﬁt uses. féxampl‘e‘: 1t could lay th'reé milliori ‘
'"'_ :eggs‘by"a day), ar'tdvmis_uses (example/: He dressed into an Eskimo forl
' as_an Iiskifno). In Y:h_é tables which summarize uuf“finding{svon prepdsition
l usage (Jdf. Results section), we have .%néluded_ as ei'r?ors only‘-ﬂthose oL
-nqn—st;ndard—usag_es ‘grouped as substitutions o'rh om_iss*ions.}
Tﬁird, the prépos‘tions to be examined ‘lverg. clas"sified‘in‘the
" following types: ] ' '
_abLut‘,.'exam;)le“s: a book about birds, thinkwa'bogé somcthiné
_ )\it_ in its locative ( + LQC ) ':anse,‘ éxampl-as: at home, ' ’
. ] at school . |
- " ‘ at in its temporal ( + TEMP ) sensé:,r exa' ples: at night, -
. LT a0 eeme L. 0 _ )
by ir: its inst‘rpmental ¢ + INSTR ) sens‘e, é‘xa'mpies": :
. > ‘ mai;e- by hand, gé by \pla;le .. ~ !
'” _}31 ( + LOC ), example: He li‘ves"by L:q _ a
v ) ) ié_l:_ ( + TEMP),’exam{)le'; for an "hour ‘
ﬁ. R i fg\_r_ u.sAed tvo‘ iptroduce an indirecf: obiject (IO/L, exafuples:
) , \ He "did it for me,'Tﬁé’b/o_o'k 'i.st for "vour mother.
<, - o | 7 S
- : ' , | ) Sy o
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from, examples: hear from someone, from Toronto

in ( + Loc ), examples: in_school, be in trouble, ‘etc.
- . . ‘ - ——

in ( + TEMP ), example: in the morning

o C into, examples: go into a3room,'get'into trouble, etc.

Eiv examples: a friend of mine, a few of osJ a-lot of

on. ( + LOC), examples: ©on the table, on a ttip, etc.

on ( + TEMP ), example: on Monday i
Qver, example: jumo over the fence, all over the place, etc.

-

Lo . out of ( + INSTR), example: a house made out of straw

through, examples: through the door -

' ——

to ( + 10 ), examples: give it to someonel/taIEMto someone

52 ( + 1L0C) uSed'hith;g/verb of motidbm, examples:

.

N v o0 ro school, run to the store
6 followed by an infinitive ( + VP), examples: I don't

A

want'to go, You gotta :stay

wirh, examples:‘go with someone, cut something_with a khife L
Note that we have only listed those types for which we found five or

more obligatory cqnteth. Thus~ not listed are some of. the above pre-
. .

positions used in other senses (examples. at in expressions such e

as at all, at last, look at someone, in in expressions such as in
‘ ' ~

French, in time, as well as.pregositions such as after, before, between,

etc.,
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1.4 Data analysis— .

Rl

. ‘ A
For both the bilingual and monolingual groups, the preposition

“ usage of the Grade 2 students will be compared with that of the Grade

u

5 students. These comparisons will provide information on the

-developméntal aspects of English preposition usage} Next, comparison

" of the Hilinguals'and monolinguals! developmental patterns will per-

I'

mit examination of bimilarities and differences in the brder of pre-

S

nosition dcquiqition for each group. The results obéained for the

- English—dominatt and French dominant bilinguals and the Lnglish

A

monolinguals at the Grade 2 level wil} then be contrasted to inves-
tigatethe influence of language dominance‘on preposition usage.

. had ; . Lo .
Finally, we shall consider.those aspects of the rusults that suggest

3

different acquisition strategies ‘for the bilinguals and monolinguals.

& . .
24 Results )
- We shall begin with the data on preposition usage by the Grade'2 -

v

bilingual subjects (cf. Table 1).

Assuning with ﬁrbwn (1975) that a percenﬁagé of erfor'oﬁ 5%
o;'ieas indicates acduisition of .a given item, we note tnat;lS of a
total of 19 pfepositions‘have;notfbeen ndnpletely acqnired by the

1Y

Grade 2 bilinguals: In Spite of the low number of obligatory contexts
v& - ¢ -

/
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TABLE 1:

bilindual students,

19

Preposition Total - Items ,Total - Errors [ 9 Errors
INTO 66 65 98%
{70 (+L00) 63 - 45 48
THROUGH 6 2 337
BY (+LOC) - 2 28%
AROUT o 3 27
OUT 'OF (+INSTR) 13 3. 237
AT - (+TEMP) 15 3 20°
e (+10) 53 L 19%
BY (+INSTR) 7 g VI
ON (+TEMP) - In | " 109
dIN GTEMP) 22 2 99
FROM 14 o 79
OF 73 5 - 77
ON. (+L0C) 139 6%
TO (+VP) 268 6 6%
WITH 75 2 4°
IN (+LOC) 18 7 a8
AT (+LOC) . 42 | 2
FOR-+10) 66 | 2
Acquisition of Enqlish'nreposifions by «Grade 2
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v

for certain prepositions (viz. through Qx ( + INSTR ), by (+ LOC)),
the range of percentages of errors may be taken as a rough indication
of the order in which these prepositions are being acquived by the : {

Grade 2'bilinguals. Given this initial interpretation of Table 1, into
. ' . - e

* and 52’( + LOC), having the highest,percentage of errors, would be

- & “ \

likely candidates for late acquisitionc

P

Turning.to the results on.preposition usage by the Grade: 5 bilin-.
guals (Table 2), we note- that onlyv seven of a total of 14 prepositions

. have not been completely acquired. This reprﬂsents a marked improvement
‘over the acquisition staéehof the Grade 2 bilinguals shown in Table 1l.°

The order of acquiSition\indicated in Table 2 is basiceally similar to

that represented in Table 1. For, ékaﬁple, we mote that those prepositions

having a percentage of error of less-than 10% in Table 1 likewise have .
) B '

a percentage of error of less than 10% in Table 2, Furthermore, of

the four preposltions that’ have a percentage of error of greater than

[y

10% for both the Grade 2 and Grade 5 bilinguals, into, to ( + LOC) and

.

at ( + TEMP) show the same sequence of acquisitioﬁ The percentages

=X,

of errors found for these three : prepositions also decrease from Grade 2

to Grade 5, The apparantlv erratic behaviour of by ( + INSTR) may be

a function of the low number of occurences of this preposition as noted

’

above, - o R : ‘ .

¢

It is‘perhaps worth discussing the suggested order of acquisition
for the locatipe prepositions_listed’in Tables 1 and 2 in'light of H.

. y &N - ‘ - :
Clark's (1973) ‘corplexity hypothesis'.z Within Clark's framework, the

- | L I‘ n.' ) v 11 . . | Q,_

. S




N ./,«’/ \
{

Preposition Total - Items - To‘rali— Errors ¢ Errors
X INTO ] 48 41 - 85%
|10 (+LOC) 13 , 27 L 249
BY (+INSTR) o 2 22
AT (+TEMP) 9 S I NN
FROM ] © 2 " og
FOR (+10) . 54 - 3 ' "6

IN (+TEMP) T ' et
__________ SN USRI EOIR U SO
IN (+LOC) 139 , .7 S T
OVER ! 18 ~ I B
AT (+LOC) 61 300, 5% -
ON (+LOC) . 126 S5 a%
WITH ' .. 85 ) 3 ) 39
TO (+VP) ol o301 ‘ 3. .1
oF : 132 ’ | ‘ 1
¢ 7
e . : 7 -
_Table 2: . Acquisition of English prepositions
P ) by Grade 5,bilinqual gtudentsas
3 : "‘/- o
L | 12 :
“‘ L 1 ! ) .
. o .




" the Grade 2 level four of a total

11.

. " " . . \.\

i RN .

semantic com%lexity'of locative prepositions increases with the
t

_numBer of di%eﬁgions (point, surface, volume® and the notion of

directionaliéy_(no directionality, direction toward a location,

.

" direction away from a location) involved (1973: 41). 1In this light,

it is interesting:that the locatives at, on, in, which do not involve

directionality, are among tha first prepositions acquired ccmpletely

by the bilinguals. Also consistent with Clark's hypothesis are the

"bilinguals' “late acquisition of into (involving three dimensions

and direction toward) and relatiQely late acquisition of from (involving
one dimension and direction away from). However, the fact that the

locative 52.(involving_ogg‘dimensiOn and directior toward) is founi to

be acquired late bv both the Gréde'2~and\prade 5 bilinguals is inconsistent

with' the predictions made by Clark's hypothesis?‘\Wg\fhall discuss the

DI N
—

locatives to and into in further detail in a later section.

. Let us now turn to the findings for the monolingual English stu-
. ‘ P

dents in Grade 2 (Table 3) nnd’}k&ve 5 (Table 4). ,We ohserve that at

]

o
¥ 14 nrerositions have not heen

e

acquired completely, whereas by Grade 5 it is only two out of twelve —--

from and into. Once more, it appears that the locatives into and to

are‘ambng the last prenositions acquired. In addition, although the data
for at ¢ TEMP) are minimal in the case of the Grade 5 monolinguals,

this-prenbsition seems to pdse difficulties for the Grade 2 monolinguals

as it did for the Grade 2 and Grade 5 bilinguals (cf. Tables 1 and 2).

/

[N

13
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| '
Preposition Total - Items Total - Errors 4 Errors
INTO 6 \,\. 2 334
AT (+TEMP) 10 kS 109
TG (+LOC) 43 T4 o4
ON (+LOC) 27 B ! a3
WITH - 30 Lo 8%,
OF 58 Co 29
IN (+L0C) 179 - - ne
TO (+UP) 75 - 0d
FOR (+10) 13 - 04
TO (+10) 12 - 0,
ABOUT ¥ - 0%
IN (+TEMP) - 04 -
AT (+LOO) _ - o7
FROM - 0%
’ }
! ;ablé 3 : Acquisition of Engliéh prepositi&ns

by Grade 2 monolingual

students.

iz.
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ya e ,
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, Preposition .. | Total- - Items Total - Errors 9 Errors.
T -———.':;:_—_r\\_-__—,,'—-—-..__, - : . .
FROM A L . 8%.
—| InTo 12 | | 8% L
e e T b . ———— 8 S . SO e ———fr e ———————— ———
b TO (+100) 60 3 ' 54
OF, 98 . 4%
AT (+L0C) 24 - o 44
IN (+10C) 100 f 3 .
TO (+vP) . 101 2 2%
. ON (+1:0C) .48 - . “0%
WITH 32 - 0% .
FOR (410) » 17 | ~ - 0%
“IN (+TEMP) 7 " _ - - 0%.
AT (4TEMP) . .5 - 0
S 1 _ 1
Tabie 4 _Acquisitionvof English pnép‘ositions
0 by Grade 5 monolingual students.
,- *-:(o v' 'S l A ‘
¥ _ . °
v
- =~ & R
[ 4
* § 15 s



As to the order of acquisition of locative preposi:ions suggested.

in Tables 3 and 4, we note again that at, in,.on seem’to be acquired
I . : . .
by Grade 2 and that into and from tend to be acquired relatively late.

Both of these-findings are consistent with Clark's 'complexityvhy—
: /
pothesis (cf. above). However, the tendency for the locative to

3

to be acquired relatively late by the monolinguals is, as noted in

) the case of the bilinguals, inconsistent with Clark's hypothesis.

To conclude this section, one is struck by the similar order
N . of acquisition of prepositions found for the monolingual and bilingual

students, Such findings have teen reported in studies of second :

«

Sase

language learners acquisition of various grammatical items and have

been cited as support for the hypothesis that second language acqui— . %

sition-—first language acquisition (cf. Dulay and Burt 1974a and’
A T SR
erin—Tripp 1974 for references and diSCussion) However, to our

~

knowledge the order of preposition acquisition ‘has not been compared

for first and second language‘learners of English.

One other aspect of our findings deserves some comment. For

almost all the prepositionsllsted for the Grade 2 and'Grade 5 monolinguals

" ard bilinguals, the relative frequency of error is lower for the mono-

linguals than for the bilinguals. This lag is most interesting as

-

regards the prepositions for which a percentage of errors in’ the range .
of 10% or greater was found for the bilinguals, and isvgraphically

illustrated in Figures 1 and 2. : ' . o | E_ \
) |Ir L
This lag becoumes more obvious when we compare the percentages

of errors for the bilinguals who have Fnglish as their dominant language
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with those for whom French is dBminant. As therefWere only two

-'students in the Grade 5 bilingual group who indicated English as

tleir dominant_languagez(cf. Qhe Methodology section), we present

'_ only the results concerning the Grade 2 bilinguals (Fi?uree3).

°

Sk With the exception of into, the acquisition rate for the -

s . v

glish—dominant bilinguals is ‘almost identical to. that for the
! 5

monolingual English students. However, the French-dominant bilinguals

i , -~

seem to lag behind both of the other groups in their acquisition

. of nine of the twere prepositions listed iJ Figure 3.' The lag in

=

-~

the acquisition of locative to is the most str ing one and will be
3 " ) . . . ) ‘l

\/

(=4

discussed below. : . - - : ’
. . B . e . ! '

. . o = v : :
Two possible explanations for the lag in preposition ;acquisition -

found for°the French~dominant bilinguals4cOme immediately to mind.

. First, the Ftench dominant students are exposed to ‘less English than

] . )

A

_ the English dominant and monolingual students in as much as French is

the lan?uage of communication in the home. The fact that the English—

dominant bilinguals compare well with the monolinguals suggests that

instruction in a language other than the one used at home does not,

at least to Grade 2, adversely affect the rate of acquisition of

prepositibns.' Converselv the findings in(Figure 3 suggest that the

language of communication used in the home- constitutes a crucial

faqtor in the acquisition of Fnglish prebositions, v“his finding is -

consistent with Hébrard and Hougeon's.(l975)ifinding that for this same

-~ ' t

L

¥

®
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. French- dominant group, there 1is.an overall lag in. the acquisition
N e /—' N
of anlish syntax and vocabulary in compariso to the achievement

-

- of the English~dominant students;. It must be emnhasized that in neither i

- Hebrard and Mougeon s study nor in this present research was. the

. language used in- peer gr0up communication investigated

‘A second, perhaps complementary, explanation for the French~-

dominant bilinguals “lag in preposition acquisition is interlanguage

-

transfer (i:}erference) rThere are'four iaspects of our-findings that

Suggest thi possibility. First, it is clear from ‘the results that
I

the locatives to and into pose greater difficulty for the bilingual

‘students (especially the Frennh dominant ones -- cf. Figure 3) than
= {

for the. monolingual students in both Grade 2 and Grade 5 (cf FigureSJl .
N

and 2). However, other prep051tionq - such as with, the’ locatives

o~

at, in on, and in. ( + TFMP) - appear to be acquired with equal ease ' ;
by both the bilinguals(French— and English-dominant)and monolinguals.u

Second, the bilingual_students do not make the same types of &

v

- " . 4 : .
errors as the monolinguals in the use of the locative to. At the )

Y

~ Grade 2 level the bilinguals ‘made a total of 45 errors in the use of
: A

the locative to, of which 39 involved substitution of at (l), four

13

involved substitutio“ of in (2) and two were ommissions 3). IT'JR

(l) a. I don' t ‘go very- often at the park.

- b.. We wvent aE_qurida.' 3 ) . ¢
c. I said to bring me at the hbspital.
- ’ 6 . “ -
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(2) a. We're going in ‘the farm.

b, We go in the Bench.

c.” 'We go in Toronto every week. g

d. They go in the front of his house.

-~

(3) "a.- We gonna go ' a_pafade,

-

b.’ We went - Walt Disney'World;

- Ty

'As for the Grade ZImonblinguals, there' was a total of four errors:

»

one student substitgted';he prepositions.at, in, on,through once

v

. each (4); e o L -
- i . ) ’9 o .‘ .' .~ .
s - (4) ~a. . Sometimes we go through our neighbors for supper.
« . ’ ' _' B . v,
o b. We went on the pioneer village. 7
R e 22 : _ L

c. I play with my friends Ehat_go in the school.

g - " e d. Some people g0 E_t_ the net.

4

At the Grade 5 level, the bilinguélcstudents committed_é total .of

29 efrorésénvolving locative to: 17 substiﬁutions of at (5), nine

substitutions of in (6), gnd three ommissions (7).

. = (5) a.” e wert at my.Grandma's..

b. ﬁy father was gone at a party.

3 © .. C. t”go at Towets and_school. -
_ (6) a. They gonna go in jail.
- Lo - -:‘.. :
o b. -They go in the corner of the classroom.
N . . g} -~
c.. She made plans to go in a motel. . !
d. I was going in Quebeg. = ~ . o
. . N : . " . . ‘
| " . ' ’ [a - ' ‘ ) ) 2 2 - N ' .t e




, ) - \ i
(7) a. Ve made a big trip Québec.
: 2 \ . i
b. I went the principaljﬁ office. _
c. We went all the places&

- . \\ ‘
The Grade 5 monolinguals had a total of only three errors: all -
\ .

A
'

were omissions (8).

-
) (8). a. In July we're going the cottage..
o~ ' -, J—
. b. We're gonna go " the Rockies. s
A ' ‘ b i
. c. - I started going camp. [

|

- “With respect to errorbtypes theri, one obseﬂwes a tendency-
. : N \

“ . among the bilingual students at both grade levels to ‘substitute

-

)

the prepositions at(strong tendency) and’ in (weak teﬂdency) for the

. b »
for to whereés the Grade 5 monolinguals no longer do SO, .

\- 8

in is mostdoften substituted for the loqative tg in éxpressions in

Qﬁichcig could be used in a non-directional locative sense (e.g.

Upon closer eXamination’ of the bilinguals errots, we find that w

locative~£gjs On the other hand, it may be the case that the monolinguals

, : : | J . . ‘ N
- in Grade 2 resort to substitution of*a variety of locative prepositions

°'We live in Toroﬁto -;9 We~go in Tbronto) and at is most.ofteﬁ sub-

- StitUCEd "in expressiong where non-directional at would be permitted

> i .(e.,. We're at the ét&re — We go at the store) .. Thus in Grade 2
R tee bilingual; use in in place of 7tg in two out of four expression§1
7“a,b o where in(non—directional) could-appear, and in Grede 5, in eight
jvn S . ,oqt of nine.. The Grade ? bilinguals substitute.gtlfor Eg in'3l

L\

u \ ' . .. | . -' : | 23 ‘ | P '
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out of 39 expressions ‘where at (non-directional) is allowed and—iw
the Grade 5 bilinguals in twelve out of 17 eXpressions. As to the

substitution of at for to where at@non—directional) is not allowed,
t

it is striking to not.e that for the Grade 2 and Grade 5 bilinguals,

ten out of 13 cases involve use. of at preceding the namne of a city

.

(e.g. Ve went at Montreal) ‘We nate further that at 1s substituted

Vgl

_for id(non—directional) in three other cases (example We're at Montreal).

Host of tne non—standard uses of the locative at pointed out

above resemble the usage of -the preposition a in‘French. Thus 3 .

.. can be used in a directional or non—directional sense with eXpressions i

0

of 1ocation such as the names of cities, 1'école schooI' la maison .

-~

'home , le magasin 'store', etc. This semantic resemblance, in .

addition to the phonetic’ resemblance of 3 [alJ (in Ontarian Frbknch)

<

and at E;ja may account for the fact that the bilinguals generally

substitute at for, the locative to whereas the monolinguals in our

.

study do not. - -

However;two points must be borne in mind when considering,the

possible interference of a.. First "we do not know -- neither from our,

)

data .;nor from the literature on acquisition of anlish as a first language -

2
©

‘whetheTt' there nay be some stage at which leﬁrners of Pnglish as a

' native language substitute at for locative to (as for example, Clark'

complexity hypothesis would predict) This remains an interesting

a¥ea of .research. Second there is no one- to—one corresoondence between
. t

°

N T -
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there is no corresponding form with 3 in Frenth ( Nous sommes ‘allds -

Q% . . . . . ) ‘ : '
l‘ ‘_' : . - ¢ 7. . ; [N )
the non-standard use of at found in the bilinguals' speech and theﬂy
A @ . — o : ¢
N, -

use of A in french. For ‘example, ‘tne Grade 2 and Grade 5 pilinguals

substitute at for to in sentences, such as® We wen* at mv aunt s although ,

cde

.

" & ma tante); rather the prepositién chez must be used (Nous sommes

.«

allés chez ma tante); Thus, each of thése poinEs suggests that the .

Al Y -3 . .
possibility of_overgeneralizagion cannoct be ruled out in favor of

£ v ‘ ° &

.interference. -

‘e

A third aspect of our fiadings suggesting interference from

French involves the French-dominant bilinguals' subqtitution of at
; a . X 3

for to ( + I0). Seven out of eight of these students' errors involve °

-

such a.substitution -= see (9) for examples.
(9) a. We write something és my mother "“

b.. She brought some food ét_her grandma.” _’ﬁ . J
b . - . 1

c. They say it at someone. : . ‘
: a N ) . T - : s -

d. At Mom, from Jill.

It is difficult to explain this'substitﬁtion;in tefms of intra-.

- Py

§vstemic“cvergenerHiizattvnfstnce—at—ts—not"used—to—intrcduce an

indirect object in anlish. Furthermore, we found no errors of this

.

tvpe in “the speech of the English monolinguals. The possibilitv of

4

interference is quggested by the fact that French uses the preposition

o

a to‘introduce all non-cliticized indirect objects, example ¢ Elle a

| . ’oe - ) .
apporté de la nourriture & sa grand-mére (cf. 9b). Hence, once more

the poiysemous and very frequent French preposition 3 seems to have

-

played a major role in the students' errors involving to.

4 ) ,
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". into (example : I went in the room). The fact.that in French there

: speech; and (c) the bilinguals' lack of exposure to formal English )

! Finally, certain aspects of the bilinguals use'ef into also
suggest the possibility of fnterference from French. As is clear
'frqm the results presented'in Figure 3'above, the hnglish-dominant'
'and‘French-dominant bilingnals meke morebertors in the use of intg

than do the monclinguals. Almest all such errors —- whether committed

bv the monolinguals or bilingue-; -~ involve substitution of in for:

Q

is no distinction similar to the one made in English between in and :
into may partially account for the lag in acquisition of into shown
—_— | o —_— ;
for the bilingual group. However, it must be noted that other factors

may be involved' (a)~ overgeneralization of in, as suggested by the

relatively late acquiqition “of into by the monolinguals; (b) the

tendenCV (for adults) to overlook the in/into distinction in ~asual

v,
\

*in tne school, C

R LA
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3. Conclusion

“Given the small number of*monolingual comparison subjects and the

.. lack of socio~economic diversity witiiin that group, our conclusions can

only be tentative. However, in the absence of studies focusing on acqui-
s , .
hsition of a large number of English prepositions by first and second
language learners, we offer the followirs concluding remarks.
Briefly, the order of acquisition of English'prepositidns would
seem to bhe essentially the same for young language learners (thrcugh
" Grade 5, say) be they monolingual or biiingual. This finding is in-
teresting in ﬁwo respects: it Suggests a ranking of the prepositions
examined according to the Qegree ot difficulty they present for the
young learner; aﬁd'it sugge;ts tﬁat interlanguage transfer plays no
role in the seduencing of pfenosition'acquisition for bilinggals.
However, this last point cannot be taken to mean that interlanguage

transferICan have no effect on bilinguals' nreposition acquisition,

since we have found that tha rate at which certain prepositions (for.

)

example, the locatives to and into) are acquired by French dominant bi-.'f"

linguals is considerablv slower than the rate of acauisition for these

- - ¢

amé‘pr0p051tions by monolinguals and Fnglish-dominant hilinguals. Al-

though_the French—dominant bilinguals’ relatively late acquisition of

these’ nprenositions may be éxplained in.part bv the students' ;imited

<

exnposure to ﬁnglish,'this exnlanation does not fully account for the -

finding that certain nrepositions (with, at ( + LbC), etc) seem to be

\
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acquired with equal ease by the monolinéuals and hoth-groups of bi-

,1ingnals. We hypothesize that the.more difficult prepositions such
.,' - ag ‘the locatives to and into pose more problems for the bilinguals

(especially the French-dominant ones) than for the monolinguals due

N
-

to the. 1ack of distinction in French between to and at (both expressed
by 3) and in and into (both expressed by dans). One of the predictions

8 of this hypothesis would be that tc and into are acquired by French-’

. ! ] - y o .
Englieh bilinguals at a slower ratc than they are by English monolinguals.

‘nis being said, it qhould be poirted out that even in those -

v

cases in which interlanguepe transfer offers a satisfactory explanation

for a large number of bilinguals' errors, oné cannot easily dismiss the

possibility of errgenerdlitation working to the exclusion gf, or in

combination with, interlanguage'transfer.>‘For_examp1e, it.is possible

that in our own findings, the infiuence of French i is responsible for
T - . . ° /

the bilinguals' non-standard use of at with names of cities (example:’

. .' .- / . .
We go at Quebec, We.go at Montreal) whereas the process of overgenera-
- 7 : :

lization hhs4given rise to their use of constructions such as Ve go

at mv cousin's, We go at my friend's, etc. for-wiich.there are no equi-

: »®
valent structures with i in French. On the other hand, overgeneralization

of at for to may have first given rise to constructions such as We go

- at_my cousin's, Ve go-at the store, etc., and rhe oaly influence of French

—.has-been to extend the use of at to constructions of the type at Montreal,
- : R ) I

at Toronté, etc. ‘Similarly, overgeneralization of at to environments ,

. 928 "
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requiriné.to may be accéierated or reinforced by the lack of a dis-
tinction between to and at in Fcench | ,;~ |
- It seems to us then that in cases ~here either interlanguage
htransfer or overgeneraliration offenz a plausible explanation of the N o

data, it does not Follow that the possible influence of tne other pro-

cess should be written dff. As has-been pointed out frequently in | e
the literature on second language acquisition (cf Selinker, Swain

and Dumus 1675; Swain 1975; Tarone, Cohen and Dumas 1976) and in Sur °

2 :
own analyses oi Ontariag French. (cf. Canale, Mougeohy_Belanger and Ituen

3

1977; Mougeon, Bélanger, Canale and Ituen 1977), it is often difficult,

i;: not impossible, to. sort out the influence of either or both factors

in second language learning.
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NS . ) )
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Lo

. * The research reported on in thisvpaper was Supported'by grants from -

the Secretary of State of Canada and the Ontario Institute for Studies
in Education. We wish to thank ElleneBialystok,and Bernard Spolsky for
helpful discussion of some of ‘the ideas presented here, Of course we
" dre solely responsible for all forms  of error. E L '

4
o~

1. Redundant uses and misuses are qbt representéd in the tables since thefe
were too few cases’ of either type and they do not. fit into the framework
of the 'obligatory context' test item.

. 2.. Clark qualifies‘his-hypothesis'by suggesting that it may'be restricted to
' a comprehension model of acquisition. Obviously, our data are based
directly on speech produczion. Nonetheless, it seems that the question
of whether or not the 'complexity hypothesis' can be extended 'to a pro-
> duction model of acquisition is still an open one, and in this light our,
data may be relevant. o . . .
A 3. It 15 interesting to note that various researchers (e.g. Balley, Madden
- and Krashen 1974; Dulav and Burt 1974b: Larsen-Freeman 1976) claim to
have found an acquisition order of English morphemes common ’
to second language learners.(children and adults) regardless of native
language background. However, ifxfhere«isngégh a 'universal order' of
acquisition of these merphemes, one wonders wh?‘?X*is\gqt the same order
found by Brown (1973) for English monolinguals. . See Rosansky (1977) €for
discussion,of the methodology and statistical -analyses eniployed in the
second language acquisition studies. ’

-r

4, 1t is poésible'tﬁat these three casés'of.omission involve nothing more
than phonétic reduction of sg_which we were unable to distinggish from.
grammatical omigsion of to. ’ o L S

5. Although substitution of the locative ag for to is still high among the
Grade 5 bilinguals (15/29 cases), there is a noticeable decrease 1in the
- frequency of this type of error by comparison to the Grade 2 bilinguals
(39/45 ‘substitutions of at for to). The decline of this particular error
continues throughout the academic years : Mougeon and Hébrard (1975a,b)
found that there were few errors of this type in the speech of Grade 9,
bilinguals and none in the speech of Grade 12 bilinguals from the .
same localities.., ilowever, based on recent interviews we have conducted
in localities where francophones ocutnumber szmglophones, substitution of
at for to secems to persist though Grade 12. It may be that the" bilkinguals'.
y R lower level of exposure to standard Fnglish in such lccalities is largely
,'] . * . . : ’ _30 [




responsible for the fossilization of this non-standard usage. See
Mougeon and Canale (1977) for discussion of the role of demographic

- strength in.language acquisition among, Ftanco-ontatians.
’ !
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