
VP'

,-

E6.139 299 FL 008 627__-

ATHOR Mongeon, Raymond; And Others
TITLE Adquisit4.4z of English Prepositions by Monolingual

and Bilifignal (French/English) Ontarian Stadents.
PUB DATE Mar 77 . /

11.7
33p.; Paper presented at the Annual 3niversity of
Wisconsin, Milwaukk,e4 Linguistics Symposium (5th,
Milwaukee, Wisconsin; March 18-19, 1977)

DOCUMENT RESUME"

EDRS.RRICE
DEsaRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRE:T

MF-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage.
''*Bilingualism;.*Child Language; El.e.mentary School
Students; English; *Error Analysis (Langnage),;
French; Enricticin Words; Grammar; *Interference
(Language Learn-ing); *Language Development; Language
Research; *Language Usage; Learning Processes;
Monolingualism; Second Language Learning
Canada; Prepositions .

. .

This paper analyzes spoken usage.of English
.

prepositionS by two groups of Ontarian,telementary.students at the

Grade 2.and G,ride 5 levels. The first-group (29 subjects) comsiset of
bilingual.Franco-Ontarian student'S frOm Welland and Sudbury. Tile

second group (B subjects)" iS Composed 4 mopolingual English students
from Toronto. Framirfation of the frequency of.prepoSition errors in

obligatory 'cont e*ts reveals: (a)_the o:der of preposition-adquisition
is essentially the same fot the monolingual-and bilingual students at

bdth grade levels; (b) the rate of acqiisitiOn for the locative
prepositions Hto" and uintb"- is lower for the bilinguals -U-an for th
monolinqnsls, although, the rate of acqiisitiori for other prepositions

is similar for the two grohps; and (c) 'the.types'of errors fbund in
the_bilingdals' preposition msage,differ from those-found,in the

monolingualst It is argued that Points (b) and (c) may indicate
influence of French preposition usage, particularly, of,the
przpositioms Ha" ("at," "to") and ndan s!' ("inc" ifinto"), on the

bilingnalsi" acq uisition of tEe English lodatives uto",and "into.",
Such 'interference may thus have a retarding effect on acquisition of
certain Prepositions in.a second language. (Author/CFM)

,

* 1Doduments_acgnired by ERIC include many .informal unpublished-- *

* materials not available from Otheesources. ERIC makes elierY'effort #

..4: to obtain tho b6st copy aVailable. Nevertheless, 'items of marginal *

* reproducibility are often enCountered and-this affects.the luallty *

* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproduthfions ERIC maket available * :

* via the ERIC DodnMent Reptoduction Service (EDRS) . EDRS is not ', *

* responsible for the quality of the o:iginal document. Reproductions *-

* sqpplied by.EDRS are the best that can be made from the origimal. .#

ON.



A

A
VS. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

EDUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEKI REPRO-
DUCED ElfACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM

,THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION 013IGIN-
Ai'ING IT POINTS Or VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY R5PFE-
SENT.OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE Of
EDUCATION POSIT4ON OR POLICY

Acquisition of English Prepositions by :

Moridlingual and Bilingual (French/English)
Ontarian.Students *'

Raymond, Mougeon

Michael Canale

C' Suzanne Carroll

'Franco-Obtarian Centre
Ontario Institute for StudieS in

Education
Toronto, Ontario, Canada

March 1977

4

\

Paper presented at the,6th Annual University of
Wisconsin - Milwaukee Linguistics Symposium,
March 18 - 19, 1977. Tp appear in the proceedings,

2



0. Inroduction

This paper compares results of analyses of English pre-dosition

usage by two grouns of.Ontarian elementary students both at the Grade

2 and Grade 5 levels. The first group consists of bilingual.IqUasi-

simultaneous atkuisition of Frencb and English) Franco-Ontarian stu-

.

dents%from.Welland and S'udbury. The second group is composed of mono-

'\lingual English students trom Toronto.

The data onpreposition usage by the bilinguals are intljestig

in seVeral respects. First, having controlled for language dominance

(English 'or French) among the Idlingliks, we are,in a position o ex-

amine Ehe possible influence,of pattefils of language dominance.on Erig-
'f

lish prepositior acquisition from age 7 onward. Second, it has been-

reported in severallstudies that second language learnerq' proficfency

in English preposition'tsage correlates highly with their overall pro-

ficiency in English (cf. 011er and Inal 1971; Stubbs and Tucker 1974).

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

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

base line data on preposition usage by English monolinguals, the data

o.n the bilinguals' usage.permit comparison of first and second

language,learning strategies (interlanguage transfer, overgeneralization,

omisiont etc.) and of the sequencing of English preposition acquisition.

The data on the monolinguals' preposition usage are alsO of interest

in view of the general lack of studies devoted to first language develop-

4.;
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ment from age 5 onward.(cf. Palermo and Molfese 1972) and the lack

. A .

of "a unified data base on the development of English preposition
, .

. '

,

:

usage for this age group.

1. Methodology

1.1 Sample 4

The bilinguif group is c+posed'of 15 Grade 2,and 14kGrade 5

students enrolled in 1$ench language schools in Welland and Sudbury,

Ontario.' total of 14 temales and 15 males were selected. Socio-

econoMic siratlfication based on parental occupations yielded a

weighted sample of foilr working class, five middle. class, and six

2:

upper-middle class students in Grade 2, and a sample of four work-

ing class, six middle Elass, and four upper-middle clasS students in Gfade'5.

Self-reports on language usage in the home (in parent-Child, child-.

parent and child-child communication) indicated thatPamong the Grade

2 students, seven s4bjects htd French ai their dominant language

and elght English. Among the Grade 5 students, two .of, the subjects

were English-dominant bilinguals and the remaining 12.Were 'French-

dominant.

A few words on the sociolinguistic settings in Welland and Sud-
.

bury are in order. In both oommtinities francophones are outnumbered

by anglophones: francophones make up '17% of the poOulation in Welland

and 27% in Sudbury (National CeriSsu of Canada,1971). Nonetheless,



-elementary education ln Prench has been available in both communi-'

ties for a number of years:- Among the students entering the French

p

elementhry schools, one finds a large number of individuals who,

mainly due to languaAe us patterns in the home, command a good

knowledge of English and
,;

good knowledge of French and a.minimufi of .English. Such . diveTsiity

in language backgrounds.poses obvious problems to edUcatprs in French

1/4..

language schools (Cf. Mougeon and Canale 1977 for furthei discuslion).

a minimum or no knowledge of French or a

and

The monolingual group is composed ofvfour students in Grade 2

four in Gradb.'5 at an English language school in Toronto.

equal number of tales andfemales were selected at each
-

All the Students come ftfom upper-middle:or Professional

vironments.

weight

to lack of research funds we have been

onolingual group.with studentsesepting

economic groups.

1.2 Data collection

.va

The,data were obtairied throui;h record

at the chools with each sublect.
;

The inter

An

grade level.

class en-

unable to

other

interviews conducled

icws °ranged in'Iength

from 30.- 45 minutes, and were.semi-directed to cover such.topics

as leisure actiYities,'school and home life, personal experiences

and aspiratiOns, storv-te;ling, etc. Ail interviews were,trans-

cribed and checked for accuracy of transcription.

,

5
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1.1 Tallying procedures

Tallying of the standard. and non-standard uses,of English prepo-

sitions found in the transorihed_Interviews tool:_place in three steps.
al.

First, the authors established every occurence of a Context in
.

which use of an English preposition was required -- see Brawn's (1973;

2554 4

.

diScussiOn'of an -'oblihatory context', 4s a test item. Not counted

.a oblig,tory 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 stayeeby the ...; We want to ...);

(b) ambiguous uses, i.e. where the intended meaning of a preposition

ighnot clear (e4mp1es: I like traveling in the plane by plane or in

a specific plane7; I staved on a farm for a su F at a summer
,

camp or that:served,as a sumMer camp?); (c) occnrences.that are part Of

-a-lager non-standar4tor ambiguous structurd%(example: 'She went in the

.

.-.

.-: Papa hear's_bed-= She got ihto Papa bear's bed?); (d).instances in which

t ,

the student immediately self-Corrects (example: We gó..at to churchY;

(e) tepetitiona Within the same prepOsitional Phrase (examPle:An the,_

in th.., week. is Cdiinted as only one obligatory context); (f) cases

. _

in which-ordering of thedirect and inclirett oblect differs from that-

found in standard Canadian English (exaMple'i-'He giveS us it?''; ahd

-

(g) ocalsions of the prepoiition of in the wepresSions kind of, sort.-

df and in. the-prepositional constructions in front of, on top etc.

f...,
,
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Second, the authors judged preposition usage in each obli-

gatory context as either standard or non,standard. hese judgments
V%

_were arrived at jointly, based on two of the authOrs' native intu-

itions. Non7standard. usages-were grouped as supstitutions (example:

I went at the slide for to the slide), omissiOns (example: e went

hide), redundant use exampie': It couldlay three million'

,eggs.by a day), and misuses (example: He dressed into an Eskimo for

as an Eskimo). In the tables which summarize outrfindings on prepdsition

usage (df. Results section), we have included as errors only;those

.non-standard usages grouped as substitutions or omissions.1.

Third, the prepos'tions to be examined were clas-sified in,the

following types:

,

about,.examples: a book about birds, thinkrabou't somethin

at in its locative ( + LOC ) cense, examples: at home,

at school

at in its temporal ( + TEAP ) sense, exalples: at night,.

at 3f00 p.m,

.
. .

.tz. in its instrumental ( + INSTR ) sense, examples:

make by hand, Lo by \plane

( + LOC ), example:. He lives'by us

.for ( + TP.MP),,examlile: for an'iTour

for used to introduce an indirect ohiect (10), examples-

Hedidtt for me, ThZ-SOok for'your mother.
_ ,

7

g
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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 morninR '

into, examplgs: go into a,rooms.gee into trouble, etc.

of, example's: a friend of mine, a few of us, a-lot of

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

on ( + TEMP ), example: on Monday

over, example: jump over the fence all over the place, etc.

out of ( + INSTR), example: a houSe made out of straw

through, exnmples: through the door
;

to ( + IO ), examples: give it to someonet-talk to someone

to ( + LOC ) used witivj/verb of motibn, examples:

\

Note that

more oblig

posit,ions

as at all,

French, in

etc.

go to school, run to the store '

IS followed by ap ( + VP), examplesi I don't

wantto gb, You gotta -stay

,

with, examples: go with someone, cUt something with a knife

we have only listed those types for which we found five or

tJ

story contegts. Thusi pot listed are some of the aboVe pre-
4T

used in other senses (examples: 221,in expressions such

at last, look at someone; in in expressions, such as in

time, as well as prepositions such as after, before, between,

8
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1.4 Data

Ats.

For both the bilingual and monolingual groups, the preposition

Usage of the Grade 2 students will be compared with that,of the Grade

5 students. These comparisons will provide information on the.

developmental aspects Of EngliSh prepositiO usage. Next, comparison

of the bilinguals!and monolinguals! developmental patterns will per-

mit examination.of similarities and differences in the brder of pre7

*?,

Tiosition acquisition for each group. The results obtained for the

English-dominant and French-dominant bilinguhls and the Enplish

monolinguals at the Grade 2 level will then be conLrasted to inves-

tigate'the influence of language dominance on preposition usage.

Finally, we shall consider.those aspects of the ro.sults that suggest

diffeient acquisition strategies for the bilinguals and monolinguals.

0

2d Results

We shall begin with the data on preposition usage by the Grade°2

bilingual subjects (cf. Table 1).

AssuMing with Brown (1973) that a percentage of error og 5%

or less indicates acquisition of,a given item, we note that.15 of a

total of 19 ptepositions'have.not been completely acquired by the

Gracie 2 bilinguals. In spite of the low number of obligatory contexts

4.1



Preposition Total - Items Total - Errors ErrorS

INTO.

TO:(+LOC)

THROUGH

BY (+LOC)

ARO UT

OUT OE(+INSTR)
-r 1

AT'(+TEMP)

T(t (+10)
,....

BY (+INSTR)

ON (+TEMP) -

I N (+TEMP)

FROM

OF ,

cm.(toq)

TO (+VP)
.

WITH

IN .(+LOC)

AT' (+LOC)

FOR-4+AS))

c

.

66

7;3

6

7

1

13

15

. 53

7.

In

22

_14'

73

139

268

j 81

* 42

66

.

,

.

65

45

. 2

2

3

3

3

10

I

I

2

I

5

9

16

2

7

I

I

.

.

.

.

.

98%

485

335

285

275

235

205

19%

145

IT', .

95

75

., 7°',

6 4, .

65

45

45

25

r,

TABLE I: Acquisition ofl English nrepositionS by-riTade.2
bilingual students.
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9.

for certain prepositions (viz. through,hy ( + INSTR ), 121 (+ LOC)),

the range of percentilges of errors may be taken as a rough indication

of the order in which these prepositions are being acquired by the

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

and to .( + LOC), having the highest percentage of errors, wonld be

likely candidates for late acquisltion\.

Turning to the results on.preposition usage by the Grade.5 bum-

guals (Table 2), we note-that only seven of a total of 14 prepositions

have not been completely acquired. This represents a marked improvement

over the acquisition stage of the Grade 2 bilinguals shown in Table 1..

The order ef acquisitionAndicated in Table 2 is basically similar to

that represented in Table 1. For eicample, we note that those prepositions '

having a percentage of.errdr of less-than 10% in Table 1 likewise have

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

the four prepositions that'have a percentage of error of greater than

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

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

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

to Grade a-. The apparantly erratic behaviour of 12.y. ( + INSTR) may be

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

above.

It i8 Terhaps worth discussing the suggested order of acquisition

for the locative prepositions listed in Tables 1 and 2 in'light of H.

-
Clark's (1973) '.corplexity hypothesis'.2 Within Clark 1 s framework, the

(--



Preposition Total - Items' Total - Errors '% ErrorS

INTO 48 41 85%

TO (+LOC) 113 27 24%

BY (+INSTR) '9 2 22%

AT (+TEMP) 9 II%

FROM . 21 2 9%

FOR (+10) 54 . 3
. .

IN (+TEMP) 16 I 6(!.,

'6.. L. .,

IN (+LOC) 139 . 7 . 5%

OVER
.

18 1 5%
0

AT (+LOC) 61

ON (+LOC) 126 5 4%

WITH 85
_

3 3%

TO (+VP) , ' 301 3 _ . I%

OF 132 1

.

1%

,
,

Table 2: Acquis.ition of English propositions
hy Grade 5,hilinqual tudentsai

1 2

10.
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11.

semantic complexity of locative prepositions increases with the

number of dimensions (point, surface, volume) and the notion of

directionality (no directionality, direction toward a location,

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

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

directionality, are among the first prepositions acquired completely

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

.hilinguals!"late acquisition of into (involving three dimensions

and direction toward) and relatively late acquisition of from (involving

one dimension and direction away from). However, the fact that the

locative to (involving one dimension and direction toward) is founi to

he acquired late by both the Grade 2-and Grade 5 bilinguals is inconsistent

with'the predictions made by Clark's hypothesis:---We shall discuss the

,

locatives to and into in furtner detail.in a later section:

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

dents in Grade 2 (Table 3) and 5 (Table 4). ;We observe that at

'the Grade 2 leVel four of a total 14 prepositions have not been

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 among the last prepositions acquired. In addition, although the data

for at (+ TETP) are minimal in the case of the Grade 5 monolinguals,

thisTreposition seems to pose difficulties for,the Grade 2 monolinguals

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

1 3



Preposition Toter - Items
\

Total - Errors % Errors

INTO

AT (+TEMP)

TC (+LOC)

ON (+LOC)

WITH -'

OF

IM (+LOC)

TO (+UP)

FOR (+10)

TO (+10)

ABOUT

IN (+TEMP)

AT (+LOIC)

FROM f

6

10

43

-27

30

58

179

75

-13

12

I I

8

6

5

,-

\.

.

.\...,

T

'

,..

2

1

4

I

I

1

-
_

-

..,

-

33%

10%

9%

4%

.8% ''.
2c,,

.
0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

'0% _.

(rf,

0% (---

Table 3 : Acquisition of English prepositions
by Grade 2 monolingual students.
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po"-Presition.. '
, Total. - Items Total,- Errors

.
% Error s

FRO4 12
_ .. 1___

INTO 12 1 8%

r ---- - -- L

TO (.1-!) 60 3 .5'.4

OF 98 ,, 4 . 4%

AT (+LOC) 24 _
I 4%

IN (+t0C) 100 1 3.

,

3%

TO (+VP)
-

101 2: 2%

ON (+L0b) . 48 -0%

WITH '32 Off, .

FOR (4:10) r 7
:.- 0%

'IN (+TEMP) 7 - .. 0%.

AT (+TEMP) . p5 0%

Table .Acquisition of English prepbsitions
by Graae 5 monolingual students.

° 4
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14. .

As to the order of acquisition ot locatiire preposi4ons suggested.

in Tables 3 and 4, we note again that at, in .nn seem to be acquired

by Grade 2 and that into and from tend to be acquired relatively late.

Both of these,lindings ,ate consistent with Clark's 'Complexity hy-

pothesis' (cf. aboVe). However, the tendency for the locative to

to be acquired relatively late by the monolinguals is, asnoted in

,
the case of the bilinguals, incOnsistent with Clark's hypothesia.

4

To conclude this section, one is struck by the similar order .

of acquisition of prepositions found for the monolingual and bilingual

students, guch findings have been reporc,ed in studies of second .

s.

language learners' .acquisition of various grimmaeical items and have

been cited as support for the hypothegis,that gecond language acqui-

sitionFfinst language acquisition (cf. Dulay and Burt 1974a and

Ervin-Tripp 1974 for references and discuSsion). However, to our

knowledge the order of preposition.acquisition.has not been compered

for first and second language learners bf English.
3

One other aspect of our findings deserves some comment. For

almost all the prepositions listed for the Grade 2 and'Grade 5 monolinguals

and bilinguals, the relative frequency of error is lower for the monb-

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

regards the prePositions for which a percentage of errors in the range .

of lo% or greater was-found for the bilinguals, and is..graphically

illustrated in Figures 1 and 2.

This lag becomes more obvious when we compare the percentages

of errors_for the bilinguals who have English as their dominant language

1 6
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With those-for whom French is aminant. As the.4 were only two

students in the Grade 5 bilingual group.who indicated English as

dmir dominant:language(cf. the Methodology seCtion), we present

only the retults Concerning the Grde 2 bilinguals (Figure:3).

, .

With the eXception of into, the acquisition rate for the

glish-dominant bilinguals.is-allpst identical 'to.that for the

monolingual English students. However, the French-dominant hilinguals

seem to lag behind both yf the, other,groups in their .acquisition

of nine of the twelve prepositions ,listed,In Figure 3... The lag i
,

the acquisition of locative to is the most striking one and Will be
.

.al

discussed below.

Two possible explanations for the lag in prepOsitionacquisition

found for'the French-dominant bilinguals Come immediately to-mind

First, the.Yrench-dominant students are exposed to less Englislithan

the English-dominant'and monolingual students in aS much as French. is

..

the language of comMunication in the hcbe. Thefact that the English-

dominant.bilinguals compare well with the monolinguals suggests that,
,

instructionin.a language other than the one used at home does not,

at least to Grade'2, adversely affect. the iate of acquisition of
.1

j .

prepositibns. .Conversely, the findings in Figure 3suggest that the

language of communication used in the hOMe constitutes a crUcial

factor in the acquisition of English prepositions, This finding is

oonsistent with Hebrard and Mougeon's (1975) -finding that for this Same

1 9

4.7
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. French-dominant group, thett is.an overa. lrlag in.the acquisition
,

-...tn.

of English syntax and vOdabulary in compariso to the achievement

,

of the English-dominant students.. It must be emphasized that in neither

Hébrard and Mougeon's study nor in this present researct was,the

,lan'guage used in.peer group communication investigated.
.

A second, perhaps complementary, eXPlanation for the French-

dominant bilinguais'"lag in prepotitibn acquisition is interlanguage

transfer (tn erference): There are.four ,aspeéts pf our finding that
,4

suggest thi possibility. First, it is clear fromthe results that
. e,

the locatives to and into pose greater difficulty Tor the bilingual
,

4

studentS (especially the French-dominant ones -- cf. Figure 3) than-

for the monolingual students in both Grade 2 and Grade 5 (cf. FigureS' 1

and 2). However, other prepositions -- such as With, thelocatives

at, in,611, and in.( 4- TEMP) -- appear to be acquired With equal eaSe

by both the bilinpals(French- and English-dominant)and monolinguals..

Second, the Wilingual.students do not make the same types of A,

errors as the monolinguals in the use of the locative to, At the

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 (1), four

involved substitution pf in (2)-, and two were omissions (3).

4.

(1) a. I don't go very often at the park.

b., We went at Florida.

c. I said to bring me at the hbbpital.

6
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(2) a.. Werre going in the farm.

b. We go in the bench.

c. We go in Toronto every,week.

d. .They_go in the front of hishoute.

(3) 'a-- We gonna go a parade,

b. We wen Walt Disney World.

As for the Grade 4 monolinguals, there'yas a total of four errors:

one student substituted the prepositions.at, in, on,through once

each (4)

Sometimes we gp through Our neighbors for supper.

'

b. We went on the pioneer village.

C. I play with my friends that go in the school.

d. Some people go at the net.

At the arade 5 levdl, the bilinguaLstudents committed.a total .of

29 errors involving locative to: 17 substitutions of at (5), nine

sub'Stitutiolis of'in (6), grid three omissions (7).

(5) a. We went at My.._Grandma's..
_

b. My father was gone at a .party.

c. go at Towers atid....school.

(6) a. They gonna go in jail.

. They go in ehe corner of the classroom.

0

c., She made plans to go ma motel.

d. I was going in.Quehep.

2 2.
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- \

(7) a. We made a big trip Quebec.
\

b. I went the principal'e office.,

p. We went.. all the places:\

The Grade 5 monolinguals had a total of only three errors: all

4were omiesions (8).

(8). a. In July we re going the cottage.,

b. We're gonna go the Rockies.

c. I started gang cam 41 .

'With reepect to error types then, one obseryes a tendency

\

' among the bilingual students at both grade levtls tO substitute

the prepositions.at(strong tendency) and'in (Weak tendency) for the

locative to.5 On the other hand, it may be the ,case that the.mOnolinguials ,

. . .
.

.
.

ob.
*

in Grade 2 resort to substitution of7sa.variety of locative prepositions

40.

for to whereds:the Gra8e 5 Monolinguals no longer do so..

Upon closer miamination'of the .hilinguals' errors, We find that

in is most often substituted for the locative to in expressions in

which in could be used in. a. non-dfrectional locative sense (e.g.

We live in Toronto We:go in Toronto). and at is most.often sub-
,

stituted'in expressions,where non-directional at wdilld be perMitted

We're at the dtere --t We go at the store).. Thus in Grade 2,

the bilinguals use in in place of.,sta in two oUt of four expressionq

where dn(non-directional) Coulcrappear, and in Grade 5, in eight

oue of nine. The Grade 2 bilinguals substitute at for to in 31
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out of 39 expressionS'where at (non-directionql) is allowed and.-

the Grade 5 bilinguals in twelve out Of 17 e)epressions. As to the

substitution of at for to where, attnon-directional) is not allowed,
t

it is striking to note that for the Grade 2 and Grade 5 bilinguals,

ten out of 13 Cases involve use of at preceding the naMe of a city

(e.g. We went at Montreal). .We note further that at Is substituted

for ino(non-directional) in three other cases (example: We're at Montreal).

Most of the non-standard uses of the locative at pointed out

above resemble the usage ofthe preposition A in'Trench. Thus a _

, can be used in a directional or non-directional sense-v/1.0i expressions

. '

of location such as the names of dities, l'ecole 'School'', la maison

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

' ,

addition to the iptonetic'resemblance of a [at] (in Ontarian Fr6nch)

.n>1atd at [act may account for the fact. that the bilinguals generally

substitute at for the locative to whereas the monolinguals in our

study do not.

.

Howeverltwo points must be borne in mind when considering the

22

possible itterference of A.. First, we do not know -- neither from our

'data.nor from the-literature on acquisition of English as a first langUage
,

-whethee there may be soMe stage at which leIrners of English as a

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

complexity hypothesis' would predict). This remains ah interesting

'-

area ofreseareh. gecond
1
there is no one-to-46ne correspondence between



k

:Z..,

,

the non-standard use of at found in .s:he bilinguals' speech and thea"
a . .

..,

. e
use of A in 'French. For.example, the Grade 2and Grade 5 pilinguals

..

substitute at for.to in sentences,such as'We went at my aunes although

there is no corresponding form.with a in FrenthAllous-sommes'allis

A+ ma tante); rather the preposition chez must be used (NoUs sommes

allgs chez ma tante) . Thus, each of these points suggests that the -

a

possibility of overgeneralizaeion cannot be ruled out in favor of

*
interference.

A third.aspect of our findings suggesting interference. from

French involves the French-dominant bilinguals' subStitution o at

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

such a-substitution see (9) for examples.
(7

A

(9) A. We write something at my mother:"

b.. She brought some food at her grandmas'

- 8

c. They Say It at someone.

d. At Mom, from Jill.

It is difficult to explain this substitution,in teims of intra-

s y-s t emic ---oirerne-ratizattan. stn-ctiat---tsmat--us-e-dto=irrtro-duce-arr-

indirect object in English. FUrthermore, we found no errors of this

a
type ih the speech of the English monolinguals: The possibility of

interference is suggested by the faCt that French uses the prepdSition
0

h to introduce all non-cliticized indirect objects, example : Elle a

apporte de la nourriture a sa grand-mere (cf. 9b). Hence, once more

the polysemous and very frequent French preposition a seems to have

played a major role.in the students' error's involving to. .

2 5
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. Finally, certain aspects of the bilinguals' use of into alSo

suigest the possibility of interference from French. As is clear

from the results presented in Figure 3 above, the English-dominant

and French-dominant bilinguals make more errors in the use of into

than, do the monolinguals. Almost all such errors -- whether committed

by the monolinguals or bilinguL:.4 -- involve substitution of in for!,

into (example : I went in the room). The factcplat in French there

is no distinction similar to the one made in English between in and

into may partially accdunt for the lag in acquisition of into shown

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 acqUisition of into by the monolinguals; (b) the

tendency (for adults) to overlook the in/into distinction in :asual

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

-in the school.

2 6



3. Conclusion

25.

'Given the small number of*monolingual comparison subjects and the
-

lack of socio-economic diversity within that group, our conclusions can

only be tentative. However, in the absence of studies focusing on acqui-
t,

sition of a large number of English prepositions by first and second

language learners, we offer the followirg concluding remarks.

-Briefly-, the order Of acquisition of English prepositions would

seem to he essentially the same for young language learners (through

Grade 5, say) be they monolingual or bilingual. This finding is in-

teresting in two respeCts: 1.t suggests a ranking of the prepositions

examined accOrding to the degree of difficulty they present for the

young learner; and'it suggests that interlanguage transfer plays no

role in the sequencing of preposition acquisition for bilinguals.

However, this last point .cannot be taken to mean that interlanguage

transfer can have no effect on bilinguals' preposition 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-

ling.nals is considerably slower than the rate of acouiSition for these

same-prepositions 1). monolinguals and English-dominant bilinguals. Al-

thoughthe French-dominant bilinguals' relatively late acquisition of

these'prepositions may be explained in,part by the students' limited'

exposure to English, this explanation does not fully account for the--

finding that certain prepositions (with, at ( + LOC), etc) Seem to be

2 7
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acquired with equal ease by the monolinuals and both groups of bi-

jinguals. We hypothesize that the-more difficult prepositions such

as the loCatives to and into -pose more problems for the bilinguals

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

to the lack of distinction in French between io and at (both expressed

by'a) and in' and into (both expressed by dans). One of the predictions

of this hypothesia would be that to and into are acquired by French-.

English bilinguals at a slower rate than they are by English monolinguals.

%his being said, it should be poirted out that even.in those. -

cases in which Interlanguage transfer offers a satisfactory explanation

for a large number of bilinguals' errors, One cannot easily dismisa the

possIbility of overgeneralizatim working to the exclusion af or in

combintion with, interlanguage transfer. For example, it. is possible

that in our own findings, the influence of French a is responsible for

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-

lization hhs given rise to theil- use of constructions such as We go

at mv cousin'S, Wu go at my .friend'a, etc. for.which.there are no equi.

valent strUctures with a 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, Ue_go-at the store, etc., and rhe oaly influence of French

.. .

.

the uSe of at to constructions of the type at Montreal,

-
r

,

at Toronto, etc; 'Similarly, overgeneralization of at to environments
7---

.
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requiring to may be accaerated or reinforced by the lack of a dis-
.

tinction between to and at in FrenCh.
11.

It seems to us then that in casesl,x.bere either inerlanguage

transfer ot overgeneralization offers plausible explanation of the

data, it Aoes nbt follow thatthe possible influence of the other pro-

cess should be written dff. As has,,been pointed out frequently ifi

the literatUre on second language acquisition (cf. Selinker, Swain

and. Dumas 1975; Swain 1975; Tatone, Cohen and Dumas 1976) and in drur

own analyses o Ontarian French.(cf. Canale, MoUgedn, Welanger and Ituen

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

J.)., not impossible, to,sort oui the influence of either or both factors

in second language learning.

2
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Notes
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..The research reported on in this Taper was supported by grants from _

;he Secretaryof State of Canada:and the Ontario Institute for Studies

.in Education. We wish to thank ElleN,Bialystok and Bernard Spolsky for

helpful discussion of some of rhe ideas presented here. Of course we

are solely responsible fot="all formiof trror. ."
4

1. Redundant uses and misuses are not represented in the tables since there

were too few caseeof either, tyrie and they do no *. fit into the framework

of the 'obligatory 'context' test item.

. Clark qualifies hishypothesis by suggesting that it may be restricted to

a comprehension model of acquisition. ObvinuSly, our data are based

directly on speech production. Nonetheless, it seems that the question

of whether.or not the 'complexity hypothesis' can be extendedIto a pro-

° ductiOn model of acquisition is still an open one,-and in this light out,

data may be relevant.

3. It iS interesting to note that various researchers (e.g. Bailey, Madden

and Krashen 1974; Dulay and'Burt 1974h; Larsen-Freeman 1976) claim-to

have founa an acquisition order df English, niorphemes common

to second language learners_(children and adults). regardless of native

language background. Howeveve, if-there-ia_stich a !universal order' of

acqui§ition of these morphemes, one wonders whY-'ir-is_not the same order

found by Brown (1973) for English monolinguals. See RoS'ansky(1977)for

d1scussion,of the methodology and statistical -analyses eMployed in the

second language acquisition studies.

4. It i possible'that these three cases.of omission involve nothing more

than phonetic reduction of to which we were unable to disting4ish from

grammatical omiSsion of to.

5. Although substitntion of the locative at for to is still high among the'

Grade '5 bilinguals (1512,9 cases); there is a noticeable de6rease in the

frequency-of this type of error by comparison to the Grade ? bilingual§

(39/45 'substitutions of"at for to). The decline of this particular error

continues throughout the academic years : Mougeon and Hebrard (1975a,h)

found that there were few errors of this type in the ppeeCh of Grade 9,

bilingUais and none in the speech of Grade 12 bilinguals from the

same localities.; Iowever, based on recent interviews' we have cond4cted

in localities .whare fraucophones outnumber :--,glophones, substitution of

at for to seems to 'persist though Grade 12. it may be that the'hilinguals'.

lower level of exposure to standard English in such localities 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.languige acquisition among Franco-ontarians,

,4

3 1
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