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The abjlity to produce amd recognize paraphYases is’
necassary for a child®s linguistic development. The purpgse of this
paper is to explain how three basic sentence types interact with age
in determining tkhe. strategy a child ‘uses in producing paraphrases. -

Three paraphrase strategies ¢onsidered are lexical -substitution,
syntactlc rearrangement, and a lexical-syntactic combination. ’

- “Forty-eight children (grades one, three, five, and seven) pro

raraphrases for eighteen senteénces comprised of three sentence types:
one.core noun, two core rouns, and three core nouns. One-core-noup
sentences elicited attelpts at lexical sﬂbstltutlon with greater..
frequency then attempts at syntactic rearrangelent\gg\e combinatlon
strateqgy, but the rate of success was essentially the sdme for all ,
three sentence types.#TW¥o0-core-noun sentences elicited attempts at
syntactic rearrangement, but a syntagtic strategy was more successful
with one-core-noun sentences at all Jrade levels. A combination
lexical-syntactic strategy was also more successful with
one-core-noun sentences, but at all grade. levels it was attelpted .
most often with threé-core-noun senténces. These strategy attempts .’
and success rates not only show that santence type does influence
paraphrase strategy;’ they also smppcrt the concept of a dynamic
language acduisition fprocess. (Author/CLW)
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TRATEGIES AND THE PROCESS OF

PARATHRASE S

INTROJUCTION

Par
as a tool for linguistic study;

used to disam

(/’)

biguate ambiguous

to evaluate proposed

ANGUAGE DEVELOFL

for example,
senterces and it h

transformations {Harris, 1968).

ENT

»

aphrase is a metalinguistic operatian that has been

it has been

¢

as teen used

It also

has pragmatic value as an effective c$rmunication tool, asqg

)
’ %

N ~
: . . . - . o .
means for increasing linguistic proficiency,
* - - N

mecans for reading more skillfully.

and perhaps as a

S

’

In attemp%ing to communicate a message, such as "Please,

ray I borrow your pencil?",

lictener did not understand the.fequest.

a}; mecszge,

he can repeat the request in full,

the speaker may find that

the

In order to convey

PL% ase, map L

»

borrow

vour pencil? , or with '=ome deletion,

Yay I Werrow your

pe gﬂa? or ,3oriow your pencil? (this ~ay te accompanied by
an increase in volume). He can 2lzo p=niomine his request by
pointing to the pencil, then %o himzelf, and ther reking writing

motions; unfortusately not all messages can be pafitamined. He
can also paraphrase the message through lexical substitu{fon.

through syntactic rearrangement,

Please, may I use your pgpﬁi;? '
Nay I borrow your pencil, please? , or though-a combination of
. A} :

-

the two' your pencil please?

Nay I use
A child's paraphrase capability s dependent upon ﬁisﬂ

.

sfﬁtactic\proficiency and lexical repertoire; the larger his

vbcabulary and the more advanced his syn¢actlc development, the

3

greater will be his pﬁraphra e capablllty. " On the other hand‘l

N

3 o .
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INTROJUCTION : :

»

Paraphrase is a metalinguistic operatian that has been

vsed as a tool for lingqfstfc study; for example, it has been

rl

usad to disa ;bwajate amblguou centences and 1t has teen used
to evaluate proposed Lransformations'(ﬁarris. 1968). It also

has pragmatic value as an effective cﬁg Jn1Cdt10n tool, asqi

¢ %

means for 1ncrea51ng linguistic proflolency. and perhaps as a
* ~ . N

mcans for reading more skillfully.

/ _ In attemp?ing to communicate a message, such as "Please,
ray I bgrrow your pencil?", the speaker may find that the
lictener did not understand‘the.fequest. In order to convey
ﬁ}; recczge, he can repeat the request in full, Pieggg, maw 1

L] borrow your pencil? , or with '=ome deletion, \}ia_l I Berrow ygg:t

pencil? or .3orrow your pencil? (this ~zy te accompanied by

s

an increase in volume). He can 2lszo pﬁniomine his request by
pointing to the pencil, then to himzelf, and the 4hxlng wrltlng
motions; unfortunately not all messaces can be paﬁ%omined: He

can also paraphrase the message through lexical substitutfon.

Please, may I use your pg_%j;? » through syntactic rearrangement,

Nay I borrow your pencil, please? , or though-a combination of
. A}
-

the two hay I use your pencil please?
A ch;Ld's paraphrase capability,ié dependent dpon his,

sjﬁtactictproficiency and lexical repertoire; the 1a;ger his

vbcabulary and the more advanced his syn¢actlc development, the

1

greater will be his paraphra e capablllty. On the other hdnd‘I

N
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L]
a child can use his paréphrase capability in order to increzse
PR
his lingfuistic proficiency through perception of'syhféctic

' N\ {
.equivalencies and recognition of synonyms (Snow, 19721.

In addition, a child who is proficient-at paraphrase.is
more likely to be a proficient reader; he‘ban read a passage
wf%h greater capability aﬁd flexibility ihan can‘a child who .
bt is not proficient at paraphrase, bécause he can more easily

B consiruct an accompanying context which enables him to read

thoughts and reanings rauhé?;%ﬂan words and sounds (%oodv/n. 1968

-

F‘- Sml Lh| 1971‘)-

To date there hzas peenkone report of a developmental study
focused upon paraphrase. C Smith (157&) asked 28 children
*ed 5 to 7 to judge whether or not pairs of =sentences were
2T aphraces. and to produce paraphrases’ for ten sentences.

/
She fourd that paraphrase capability increaced with age, that

. B7

.co%prehension precgded.producfion, and that some sentences
s were mgre difficult to paraphrase fhan‘otheré. notably sentences
. with relative,ﬁiauses: Paraphrase has béen'indirectly investi-
& ‘ . .
gated in developmental studies (Gleitman, Gleiiman, and-:Shipley,
1972; Schullz and Pilon, 1973). Both of these studies also
a found that capability incfeased with age. Howevert none off
these three studies provides much iﬁfofﬁation about the sirategies
P :
children use'to produce paraphrases.

Studies of children's deveropmeﬁt‘gf other metalinguistic

abilities such as the detection and correction of ungfammatiéality
. :

.

(de Villiers and de Villiers, 1974; Gleitman et al.; and Nenyuk,

1963, 1969, 1971), and-the ability to detect and explain . { y
, . \




Aruitoxt provided by Eic

.frame were preferred to paraphrases wnich maintained syntacticf

composition of fthe partlcular u»terences in question. The

e ) N
. . .
L Ad . -~ . - A
/ .

ambiguity (Kessel, 1970; Schultz and Pilon, 1973) indicate
that children aré aware of semantic or lexical factors teo,

(The man is rolding the pipe, i.e. lexical.ambiguity) before

A

they become zware of syntactic factors (The shooting~of they 7

. A .. .
Indians was tad, 1.e. syntactlcﬂamblgulty). We would assume, *
—— \' . ,-

therefore, that children would produce leXical panaphraseE
- ry N
!

before they ppoduce‘syntactiﬁkparaphrases. - .

‘Adults %owever,~ refer syntactic rearrargerent as a e
/ :

. . L

reans of proouc1nv ?ar phrases. In 2 study of paraphrage L
- - Y . L5 t §

A N

preference in adults, aneck (1973) found that parephrases - - “;é

which rmaintaired major .lexical ite®s in a different sy actlcx#?f

-

frame with surstitution of major lexical items. That is, for
2 N

the stirulus sentence The strucegle =vcked the feelings that <
| R .
changed the tad, the syntactic baréphrase The feelings that

cthanced the lad were evoxed by the strurgle, was prpeferred
A \ ihe Sirugglie I 1 .

¢

to the lexical paraphrase The fight produced the =notions that
\
altered the boy. Both were preferred.t 0 paraphrases "hlch

combined lexical and syn*actic changes (“he emo»loné/‘hat

altered the boy were produced by the fight).
Thus,»we'would expectwa‘develépmental study ef paraphrasé
strategies to exhibit a sh{fi from predéominantly lexical //\"

opcratlons to predomlnﬁntly syﬁﬁactlc operations. The 1mportant
¥

\
questlon does not ask at wthh ecific age this shlft OCCUrsS;
4

the age at which thlﬁfshlft occurs would depend upon the 11ngulst1c

-

h |

important question iss .Does the shift to a syntactic strategy
s . . Y )

P

.
.. 5. -
\
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eccur be{ore or after

!Een fully acoulred°

prof1c19ncy of paraphrase? -~ ' N

1 . \' .

MglﬂOD

’

L] .
s i .

the~ﬁecesséry syntactic dperatiohs have

’
i

~That is, does attempt prec de or follow

»

’

. . Forty—eﬁghﬁ‘cﬁﬁldreﬁ with normally developing'languégéy from

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

five, and seven, were acked to $roduce -

thrﬁe;

[uN

grzdes one,

rases for 18 sentenc

arapl

s

tzsic types:

Agent-Gbject (The railian

Single-Core-!

. 'These sentences were of three

e

&n (The thin girl™Tell déwm last week),

\

ushed the dirty cart), and Dative p

coo

types v=2s presented in two

Single-Core-Noun
f
a. Adverb initia

' ~ ¢b. Adverb final

Agent-Ogject

A, ’Active - The

kies for Bill). FEach of these three
csurface siructure forms:
1 -Tast night the tiny puvoy was crying.

- The thin girl fell d o+xn last, week.

Dative

[

a. Ffrepositional
coo

railrman pushed the dirty cart.
the rabbit.

eaten by
* L

‘ \

-

arre apple was

-
»

ly marked - JOan tzked some large

kies for Bill. -

ERIC

b. Prep051t10na11y unmarked - Joan showed Bill the
- . dirty dishes. . '

. The task was conducted orally. After setting aside

repetitions and non-responses ("This is too hard." “"Let's do
the next one."), actual paraphrase zttempts were assigned to.one
- N §

1of-three categories (e.g. stimplus‘sentépce The large'applg.y§§

.  eaten by the rabbit):

— e
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- A . »

re

Syntactic - The rabbit ate the large gppie.

+

*  Combination - The rabbit ate the big zpple.

——— LI

\

In evaluating these strategiés, two gcores were used, -
the first represents the percentage of attempts of.ar particular

stratggy in relation to actual paraphrase attempts, the second .
* ’
represents the percentage of success of attempts of.a particular

F—

strategy. In order to be judged successful, a pagaphragsed-

~ L

sentence~had to include a synonymic lexical substitution and/or
- . ]
a gramm%}ical, meaning-preserving syntactie rearrangement, with

’

“no loss of information. For example,

The mailman puched fheidirty cart.

! The dirty cart zot pushed.- ’

would not be ‘a successful paréphrgse. a 4 X' 3 ANOVA and a 4 X 2

ANOW were used to acsess the significance of the results.

»
. [

- . .

"

’ A comparison of atizrpt and guccess rate for overall /

f
strategies showed that the children shifted sirategies before
becoming .oroficient in the newestrategy. Figure 1 shows a shift

i . L.

- v Insert Figuré 1

.

o

from predominantly lexical to predorfinantly syntactic’'attempts
occurring between first and third gfades, with the shift in
proficiency occurring between third and fifth gradek F (3,47) =

©16.70, p< .001., Combination attempts and successes were not

- - »
4 .. »

. r S . «®

.

Eéxica;'ﬁ The‘big apple wag eaten by the rabbit. . . \\,/

[ ——
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depicteq here lLecause fﬁey always occhirred at’a lower‘raté

than either lexical or syntactic SbrateéIGSo,"

?he\percenua es of syntactlc atuempus and successeg for

’,

each of the three sentence types }s thown in Table 1. Wwhile

v .

-

Agent Object sentences elicited the largest percentage of

A} . /
syntactic attempts, they did mot produce’the highﬁsﬁ;success

. ¢
rate for this strategy,'F (1,47) = 48.50,.p <.001)., =+
The low syntactic attehﬁt'rate pictured ange for Dative
L S

centences vwould teem to indicate an ayildance of a syntactic

strategy, ut bhlS v2s not the case. Table 2 shows that Dative

T
4

Ir.sert Table 2
. ‘

entences elicited a combined lexical-syntactic strategy more

v e

often ihan did the other itwo scntence types, F-(1,47) = Lk.,70,
]

pP< .OOli. )

/ The effecyjof’surface structure variation of Agent-Object
sentences is.shgwn‘in Table- 3. The children éttempfed
- R

.

\
"Ingert Table 3

v :
Active-to-passive Jberations as frequently as th id

passive-to-active oper%jions, even, though theirp sutcess with -

active-to-passive operations was substantially lower,

a

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. prepositionally unmarked sentences more often than they did

‘ .- / . '
. 14 L]
¥ -

, ,Jable & shows the/%ffect of surface:structure'vériation

. 4 >

iﬁ Dative sentences. Children attempted to operate on-
. - —

-

Insert Tablé &4 ' N

\

.

!’

’ .
upon prepositionally marked-‘sentences, though they achieved

. ) . . . ! b} N
a greater measure of cuccess with prepositiorally marked sentences,

¢ . W

‘ E{1,47) = 3.05, p<.032. In tabulating the data shown in .

' Tables 3 and 4, syntactic and lexical categories wére combined

in order”to determine tﬁg total rumber of syntactic operations

-~

involved.

7/ ' B ’ / . l l‘ . ) ‘A
¥ “';?L :
DISCUSSION '

The ‘results of ,this study indicate’ that shifts’in strategy
do indeed precede shifts in proficiency, that lanzuzge develop-

L .
ment ig an ‘&ctive, challenge-seeking process. The primary

evidence of this, the disparity btetseen stratcgy shift and pro-,

ficiency shift, is.furiher evpha;ized-by the influence'of.
senitence ﬁype upon attempted and successful strategies.
The most common syntactic opérations ﬁwithout lexical <‘
substitution) for each basic sentence type vere:
Single—CoretNoﬁnx Adverb Inversion
Agent-Object: Active-Passive
Dative: Dative Movement

El

These‘Wére the syntactic operations inherent in the two

variants of each of the three basic sentence types. ! The

-

gAransformation from Active to Passive, and vice-versa, irgolves

. ’ ,
r ' :

4
e 13 . '

- 3

\




= Chlldr“n W@raP ollowing' “the path offleast resistence,”. e T

$

" they would make fc'er syntactgc attempts upop Agent-Object

¢sentences than upon the other tvo types) 1nstead they Nadé .
- % gggg'syntactic attempts with this typé. That this was not, BN
- ‘ N\ ~ K °
*5? -2 after all the egsiest syntactif ope}ation is evldencel by the: '
N 4
-\

higher. succegs rate they achieped “kith Slngle -Core-Noun _ | |
- ) ;s . rs ‘
sentences; the predorinant iy actlc strategy with Si ngle ~-Core-

[

Noun sentences was Adverb Inver ion. . )

.

€ .

The lower atterpt and’ suhcess¥rate of -syntagtic operation i
t

o

y upon DPative sentences could be at %tuted to the.greatér, ' : !

semzantic complexity éf this three—co&e—noun structure.

Psychol inguistic researchers (Fraser, Bellugi, and Brown, 1963;

found this %o te a difficult
¢
Y

ter., Eowevéﬁ, this relative

Lee, 197u Wiig, 1975) hav

=
Pal

structure iop)children to nz

( . N . .
difficulty does not furnish a
1]

’ -

case that children attémpted com

mplete explanatign; it was the

ihed lexicil-syntactic .

.parapnrases more often with Dative entences\fhan they did with -

Single-Core-Noun or Acent-Object s2nt
. . .

e

\

complex sentence type evoked a more .compleX strategy. However, -

4

’ the sficcess of this combination sirategy vas 1n®ersely nelatad J

- S 4 : *
< to the complexity of the tasic sentence types, ?nd furnishes .

" .
. L -
further gvidence'of children's preference for [inguistic
I

challenge. : . ' .

.

fogo

In addition to basic sentence type, surface structure’

presentatlon also influenc dd fferences in rate of attempt and

success. The predomlnant syntactic operatlon attempted w1th

*

. . .
/‘/ ~ P




the Aéen ict sentences was %hs/cgnversién of ;c¥ives to

pagsivés. and vice varsa. .Develoﬁﬁental'gtudies have shown
} tﬁat‘tpe prod@ctibn Qf‘passive sententes is acquired after that
. of zctive sentences (Fraée{ et al, 1363;.Hayhurét. 1967;

° N * [
Tarner and Roimetwiet, 1967a, 1967b). This relativk difficulty
- . A * ¥ .

vas rgfiecfed in the greéter suctess rgtesof proaﬁétion of
active seniehceé as corpared 1o the success rate of%pfoduptibn .
- ~ - . - ‘

of racssive, senténces. This difficulty was not ref%syted in
1 -

.

rate of atlterpt, vhich was the cz2me for actives #nd passives.
"~ Had ‘he children becen aﬁriding linguistic challenses, they 4’
» N Y

~ - . .
would have attempted to produce active sentences less freauently.

@ ’

THe effect of prepositionally marked and unmarked Datives

-

furnicshes further evidence of the active nature of language
. \' . . & .
develoriment. Developmental studies chNeill. Yurawa, and NMcNeill,
1971; Staytior, 1972) showathat prepositionally rarked datives
, ) .

are more easily processed than are prepocitionally urirarked

. .

datives. Slobin's (1973) proposed universal principles of o

- ' . ‘ Le

lenguege acquisition cenfirm the percepiual saliency of the

\ . - .

b . . . . .

prepositiorally marked form. The success rate of the childreh .

. . y -

in+this study upon prepositiona?ly marked sentences excceded

4

their rate of success upon prepositionally unma}kgg,sentences,

but they attempted more syntactic operations upon prépositiqnally

- \ {j‘ '

k uninarked s#ntences. , '
. Y .

ﬁ The overall effect of senténce type upon-strategy is, two=

fold: there is a‘diréct relation between gsentence comp}eﬁity

and complexityng ,attémpt. hut an inverse relation between
&, "

A

éentence complexity‘and-success of ‘these attenpts. 'The bicture

. which emerges from this study is oné of linpguistic, reach thdﬁ
+ . . ; -

™, \‘1 ] g o5 . ' -11 . ’ A ’
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4

information omission (mbre prevdlent

. . 4 A « ' N
.exceeds linguistic “grasp, of active sqfkiﬁg of challenge’ .wrather
.\ . A . }1 - .

] i N . ] . . . | 4
iﬁip opting for the unchallenging but sdfe alternative. This
"same phenomenon has been -observed ih*deﬁelppmen%al cognitive’

¢ .~ . A ce . .

Studiés.~notaﬁly of problem solving'ZFFiedmap,ilgBS. Weir, 1964) .

4 .
in which a_child's ability to formuldte hypotheses may,often be
. M TS

“growing at a faster pace’than his information-prdcessing
- e i Y v

:abilfty"’(ﬂeif, w6k, p. 481)., 1In tﬁié'szQy, this disparity -

s
IS

; . / N . . N ! . ' v y
wasrevidencednot only in léxical and :{\Factlc errors(more

prevalent in the younger children in this stiudy) but'also in - o

'

in the ol@er chfldren).
Tbk;charaéterization of the process of languzge défelopmiyé o
& 5 . .

onsistent with

e

8

¢}

curréﬁ$ nodeis of language acquisition-..¢- .

which describe it as'a brocess‘of ﬁypothesis testing and ,//
. ‘ . ' ) . ps

verificatidh (Chomsky, 1965; Chomsky and Miller,.1963).

Within such a model, attempted strategy ‘preceles guccéssful

> > N

\ . ) ’
> .

P
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, Table 1: Syntactic Paraphrase by Sentence Type for Total
) \ Fopulation )
\ ' - .
A Single ‘Agent ]
n bl Agen - .
Core-Noun _ Object” Datlv% y
Attempted, - 58% A 20%
Successful 89% 67% 54%
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TableZ Lexical-Syntdctic CombLnatlon Paraphrases by
Sentenc® Type for Totai Populatlon
) Single—u s Agent- . )
. Core-Noun . Object Dative .
4 - . S l :> ; R -
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