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Developmentsl Word Kno

A Linguistic and Cognitive Ferspective LT P

I'd . ~ ~

[
3

_a consequence, reflection, or ‘symptomatic ' -

)

expression of an. underlying and more fundamental

Al

. cognitiVe.‘hange. (Rlavell 1963, p. 434) . B

.
* - . °

Ty

The parameters of investjgations into deéeiopmental word knowiedge

ra

are continually being shoved further back. We are gaining'insight
dnto how children organize words as vell as how they. are able, tacitly’-
and consciously, to think about this organization and the concept of

"word" itse1f' Nowadays, to exploxe such areas requires casting into

- 1]

Y
ever deeper vaters. Before addressing developmental word knovledge

' : per- se, therefore, f vould Tike to establish a methodological herspec-

.
‘e .
»

tive. - ; ’-\, - r. ' . '
v * ‘ . , N .

The~term "psycholinguistics" was coined'to describe ad area of
intellectual functioning that registed angiysis by the more traditi a1

procedures of either psychology or iinguistics Until the last decade,

-

however, linguistic paradigms still held sway in the investigation of

»

language, and matters qf ognitive functioning were in' the service of

*
N v

these linguistic structures Noﬁﬁthat powerful cognitive theories

o

were not afoot; ehey were often simply ékcused as fsrling within t:e
e

concerns of performance, or ﬁhe actual behavior of indivi?uals.
>

more (apparently) interesting concern--cgggetence, or the mecbanisms

' C s
'underlying ‘behavior--was conside,red better examined from g linguistic

standpoint, specificaily,that,7épresenﬁed by Chomskian'transﬁormational-

-~
" -
¢ - - ,

v .

"Wocabulary (development). . .is in large measure 134 .

»




=
- - &

generative grammar. - 7 f ‘e Tt S !

For - those of us investigating the development of. vord knovledge|

] ~
in children, however rit is- difficult to avoid the impression that .

[ X}

) we are now the beneficiaries of the Q?st of both competence and

o ]

performance worlds. cognitive concerns have recently at least achieved
. -1 .
parity with, 1if noﬁ-in fabt overtaken, matters linguistic, and the
¥
classroom world vith which we arae ultimately concerned is as a cpnse;

oS

quence drawn ipto sharper focus

. L -
implications have emerged as -to what we " cah anq,perhaps cannot do vith

Specifically, exciting pedagogical

regard to young children learning about.vords.

As the purpose of this papen:is to survey a theoretical terrain,

\A

I will not be fundamentally concerned with classroom practice» Where

\

* an obvious pedagogfcal -question might otherwise be left begging, -

§

B
however, implications are at least suggested. This- paper vill address

two baaic_concerns (1) the theorefical paths that,h&ve 1ed to the’

5
present state of affairs regarding word knovledge, and (53 what the

. N G»
current state of affairs actually 14,0 . . -t L

Tﬂéory' Primarily Linguistic

) I will pick up the theoretical thread where it is.sustomarily 2

-p

seized, that is, with the noted American linguist Lepnard Bloomfield. -

, Bloomfield's conception of language (l933) reflected the psychological .

biases of the second quarter of nhe twentieth century' .éehavior-- ’\'

» ’

1inguistic or otherwise--Was conceived ag being -most reliably and 151;
! . . N

lrjidly investigated through scrupulous attentibn to observable pheno-

Y "l

mena, Although Bloomfield did not discount the existence of

.~




‘avowed mentalist) he agserted that these.processes lay beyond.the c‘ ‘, e

. ’ qlt .
“realm of observation and were therefore empi{‘ically unjustifiable,
. . L . ) \‘ . . . L4

. "utterahce tokens' (Postal, 1968).

taﬂively rather than qualitatively assessed

‘ (1957), hpwever, other lingd!sts had begun to pry beneath the veneer

- Am riﬁan linguistics in contrast to the earlier Bloomfieldinn T . .-

™
-

»

"hentalistiéq-processes Kindeed,‘he‘embarked on;linguistic‘study an; . .

Those-aspectS'of language that linguists were able. to ob3erve existed . )

at the level of sound. Tﬁe analysis of dangugge, then, invol?ed the o Co

«

consi@ération of repetiEiVe or nonrepetitive occurrenges among

The rima unit of analysis was . - ;
¥ . P ry ' * Yq L
the phoneme. 2 ’
. ~ As Miller (1974) pointed out, until well into the 1950's
vocabulary study followed a methodological orientation similar to

linguistic analysis.

.

The growth of children 8 vocabulary wag quanti-
In effect, investigators .
vereaconcerned vitﬁ the number of entries in the child/s internal

dictionary rather than with the information structured within andn

v _ 'l, . \/.§ ‘
» I o

; ‘ ’ . ‘ ’ - e
A more cognitive perspective in language study did not perceptibly SR .

among the entries..

emerge in the United States until tha latter part of the 1950's, most
notaily as feflected in Noam Chomsky's transformational generative

grammar. &ell before th:>publication of chomaky's Syntactic Structures o

WA

Mo hoﬁmonemics (Swadesh and Voegelin, 1939), for example, emerged.in b o

~

-~

' - . AN
-

g,tonomous phonemicsr . . : . Ll e




Faithful to the perceived confines- of their discipling, however,
13 ’ ’

.
linguists continued to avoid speculation concerning how knmdedge about

s Ty

e language might be learned or structured within the human brain. It

.

\ ’ " was Gxomsky's singular .achiévement not only to extend the scope of .
analysis of! language to incIude the emerging 1inguist:ic construct of

- deep st:ruct;ure, bpt also to fire substantiql broadsides into contem-

N ] - \‘\ g
) porary behavioristic notions of language acquisition. )

¥
S . Contrary to'vo\cabulary study of earlier years, this né«er theory ,‘

considered the lexicon, ox‘ "dictionaryt," tl'!at each individual possesses -

’

e in terns of content rather than number of items. Chomsky ] description

. of the lexicon is rather complex; for-our purposes, however, we may
‘ ) ~char:!xcteriz'e it in the following way. o = L W

i} » 'f ‘ lexicon comprises the basic units of the,_.,language. Bach

’ v (

« ‘.lexical item has only, enough phonological informtiOn specified vithin

N .
RS .

N : it to dete\‘mi‘ne the pronunciation~ of that item in va‘rious spoksn

. contexts--the actual phonetic representa);ion will be detemined by the ' -
! ' . e e

- . appropriate rules in the phonological- component of the .language. Each

‘lexical item also contains min‘fmal syntactic and semsntic specifications.

B
' >

o
'I‘he nature of the lateer: infomation is.problematic and- several of
&

chomsky 8 students have endeavored to, vork out ‘an adequato theory of

. semantic structure in lexioal representations. ) - L
. . / ~
s . Chomskian theory invested the greater proportion of language-
[ :'. [ a .
vt generating vari.ables within the human organism than within the -

° « "  environment. 'l‘he manner ‘in which’ this Iinguistic competence is : .
~ ' >
- actually represented in ‘the * brain intrigued psychologists in the \




N ‘We might say, then, that it is the spirit rather than the' geéifics

a * 34 . ¢ - - .

, Simties; research seeuﬁd'to be aimed at validating Chomsky's linguistic -

constructs (weimer, 1974), rather than exploring how humana really "‘ 7 N
processed language. ,The Seventies have witnessed a Jlarge scale ;oveklﬁ '
T away from this effort, “the charqpter::tics of whic We will consider ‘
a bit later. . . . ,/- ' ) ' ' - o S

» . . '
. , N - 4 A

£ ot Chomskian theory which has Left its imprint on’ psycholinguistic T

research. Notably, transformational-generative theory has served to N
PR

. highlight two apparently’Valid criteria in accounting for language \

development creative construction and cognitive economz (Pollio, 19 4) E

-

s Chomsky observed that it i& possible to generate an infinige number o

‘sentences from a finite set of rules; obviously chi’ldre& do’ not learn .\ '
~ ‘ .

every possiblggsentence in'a language as a discreet item, yet they are \ =

.. able to generate any number of novel utterances. ‘ﬂhey must learn, o, i UL

\ i
- \
- o

generate rtules of construction. Furthermore, these rules must be few ){‘ ‘

v in number and complexity, otherwise, children would be overwhelmed by

Y
.

‘the task of learning them., . ‘ ' , 9 \ A
— - : ) N .
Although chomskian theory has been appealing and for a while at’ e
) . v

least -quite revolutionary, several inadequacies have been noted. -

-

[N

Critics have- suggesEed that the conEributions of the "real world" have .

. been inadequately incorporated “ind the theory, and that postulated ’

7
~~linguistic constructs have their basis in coggitive structure (Sinclair

k]

deXwart, 1973). In response to such criticisms Chomaky (1975) conceded - %. s
; 5 1 . . - (TN

the role of cognitive structures in the description bf.lexical'iEEma: e
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",..leéxical items might he related by.ptinciéles;

" ]
« - . .. . .. .
. ;

.t 7., . that form-a“kind of central core of common-gense
\ L} . ) M

o beLiefs..JUnder this assumption lexical items

. «

.'.‘0 .
'
'

are loc&ted ina "semantié space" generaceﬂ-by

-
-

" the ié:efactgpn of the language faculty and f S
< " N ¢ T . M .

( - - other faculties of mind."' (p: 42.) U

N

And with regard to languxge in genera1° ., : ), L

"it may well be impossible t6“ﬁT§t£nguish -

SN -sharply between linguistic and nonlinguistic

A

comp@negth‘of krnowledge and belfef. Thus an

.

. action of several mental faculties, one being
» - F) ’ .

R the faculty of language." (p. 43, empgasié _— .

added.) : " .

[ 2 . “ - T
There seems to be little doubt, then, that whatever the nature of the

. internal D¥xicon might be, Its'development'in§olves giveeand-take .
between the ée}uéture;ion of cogn;ttveeeﬁiities and the requiaeﬁént

ef ;he_pbjecﬁ%ée environhent;‘o; the world "out there."
. R . B .
o ) x .Theory: ;Primerilyibognitive bl " ) )
) The éeneti; ep;stéaalogicaiﬂzhebry ef Jean Piaéet currently
oéfers the moseieoweéful framework‘from which an iébestigition of‘

(N .o . R

developmental word knowledge can be approached. The significant

L ’

variables in che interaction between cogﬂitive structutation and

actyal language may result only from the. inter- - .

.

. L
obtective environmenﬁ are established during\bbpt Ptiget has termed

'}tge sensorimotor period (birth-Z% years,,Flavel}, 1977).

‘gl ' vy i R -

X The

Y )

&
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“ o
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’ qualitative\nature oﬁ)subsequent language and cognitive development

depends upon this interaction. ~, ( -
~'-/“/)It is possible that, ag Bierwisch (1970) suggested, a set of \
"semantic pr tives" interpret an individual's initial experienées
L -, .

in .terms oﬁkperceptuak ﬁpatures, and that these "primitives" are the_
genesis_oﬁ universal cognitive strugtures,” There {s” evidence thet, e
ﬁor example,‘infsntS'are percestuslly predisposed té interpret visyal .

-
-

informstioh in a certain fashion without benefit of action'upon’the

~ [}

objective environment (ﬁruner and Koslowski 1972) From our perspec-

-

ive, -however, thg/iﬁﬁortant obgervation is thdt very ligtle time

> ]
.

elapses before the, infant is~activelz engaged with the environment.

The cognitive developmgnt that ensues serves to structure the frame-

\

) work into which will fit the primitive elements of language that.

- o -

ariSe through integplay with the talking community. . . !

-

There is strong evidence to suggest thst the progressively com-
plex g\hmmatical structures that children use--and the increasing

' sophistication of differentiatioh among lexical items--refle!ts the

development of’increasingly complex cognitive structures (e.g., Clark
. igZB). Such lines of Eesearch support, by and large, Piagit 8 ‘
aésertion that this structuration\is assembled- through a orocess of -

t
-

h induction which’is itself continually developing. Sinclair-deZwartﬁ

states, "Action patterns becOme established (to vhich lexicsl items
may later be mapped), extended combined vith-others, and differentiated
under the &nfluence of ingernal regulatory mechsniams...' (1973, P 13)

" The child appesrs to structure the objective environment first in 3

o7




&

- o . .
terms of its relationships to him or%her and, later, in terps of the
. ° 1 : ' e - ) " ; sl . -
. relationships of objects.to one another. In the case of spoken” - .
\ . 3 ’ ' ' .
language, particular_phonological sequences are mapped to particular
€ \

)

action-patterns ,.Asq; conseqUence of continued interaction ard
maturation--and the increasfhg s0phistication of inductive generaliza- : N

. ) tions--the phonological sequences and action patterns become further ) R

‘ ) differentiated and discriminative coe

’

- - Action, the critical element in Piagetian theory, is the source ' g\
of knowledge. The child "knows" an object by acting upon it~ the - .. -
symbol or representation of the object is an "internal reenactment Qf

activities origina11y carried out" with it CBates,'197B; p. 11J).

w

‘Furthermore, children learn to.take their owntmental acts as the

.S

objects of higher mental acts. In thi\ fashion, complex ponceptual )

»

schemata develop based on procedures words become the 1abe1s for

e \ these procedures, Piaget commen\~d .. the act of qiving a name
to an object is not merely that and nothing more, but the statement of ‘
"/ . J‘- r A .
_a possible action™ (1962, p. 222).. = : .

The gtowth of 'g lexicon thus depends on the quality of actions

that differentiate procedures, that is, ways of kpowing about and .

[

acting upon the real world This generai develophenlal characteristic
has been variously described most notably by Gibson ("progressive " e
differentiatiOn", L969) and Campbéll and. Wales (vocabnlary "exteénsion
__— and restriction", 1970) What appear to be rather specific terms are S

- ’
& used by children ta refer to more global action-patterns. These

action patterns are then differentiated as a’ consequence of learning’ .

>

N N .
. . °
-
N . -~ - . .
- . . ’ N
F)
- . . . .
.

‘Y . . » ’
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L3

sbout the real world, and the resulting subpatterns become tsgged by "

other terms, or phonologicsl sequences .~ To elaborate on Campbell
- s
and Wales' cox}‘geptualizstion, ad cognitive structures are deve10ped ’

' vocabulary"ishincorpqrsted that represents these structtires. In turn,

each vocabulary 1tem is’ restricted as to the degree of procedures it

Y ¢ .

*t 18be18. .~ . o ) - ) v . - ) - 2
’Working_yitﬁin a Piagetisan persbecti&e, Papandropoulou and
Sinclair (1974) investigated the degree of "metalinguistic aﬁsrenessﬁ-:

the ability to reflect‘os language as an object of study in itself--
" manifested by children at various age levels. Their study offers a
new twist to word knowledgd; how children think about words, as : .o

, N . . - .
opposed to how they use ?Efdsf/i; an exciting and "an essential aspect -

for educators to consider. . Paéandropoulou and Sinclair note that

"metalinguistic ref1ectipn should show close'resemglsnge with general
. . . : ’ ’
cognitive development, and in particwlar with the constitution of

_ K —— .
me7ta1 operations" (p. 249). 1In thi 3}gard,,th6 things must occur;
) children must be.aBle to assume a perspective that is at some .

distance from their own verbal activity, and (2) tﬂey must abstract '

3

- a

% NS

the linguﬂst%c elements to be studied from the corresponding reality. g

I wiil consider below the manner in- which these abilities develop.
, . ) Co . e - \ 7
M » ‘ N cw . . ,‘

Theory: - Cognitive and'Likgdistic v

-

As .with any\aspect of human knowledge, it is hardly possible to'

\

circumscribe effectively the study of “how children learn, use, and A
O %
‘think about words. At least a few cognitive psychokogists have -
P o / ’ b




. P R L - e A
. . A \ ' ‘ . . ‘ :‘ . . .
I . T 10
[ - - . )
. , .. . ,
. . \ \ . o v, p .
o ". recently thrown open the spgculative floodgates (Weimer and Palermo,’ .
) \l974), and it is ‘not only excitin s but beneficial as well to see } . R
4, : R .. .. '_ . ) - . e v
' where their concerns might lead in the investigation of developmental .
.. R , . ~
word knovledge.' T : R

As Opposed to behavioristic psychology, cognitive %sychology
has pointed out- that e know far more than we have learned; we have " ) 4

already seen how this applies in the case of language--the\ghild is _
X ) . '
- 7 abfe to construct all sorts, of novel utterances that have never before

’
L]

been heard. - This is because rules, rather than specific facts »are

- ° - L] . . ‘e

v generated from the limited amobnt of inpﬁt information. This suggests .
N\, \ 3( Y :

/some sort of hierarchical organization of cognitive structure, as

-

. . opposed to s_simple linking together of a single responsé to 'a single

- . . - . . - &, ' . . a

. . \
stimulus. Childrén generate phonological utterances, not yet

>

N . By ~— s . . ¢
. . — conceptualized as “words," that"correspond to underlying procedures

of’cognitive functioning. As cpgnitive growth occurs, so does the,

] s .
: sophistication of the proceduxes that underly the phonological SR

<, ' e, L s - . LI - . ‘QV .
: ) utterances.. ! .. . » . A

-4

% - PR
©

Recently, cognitive psychologists havq,become fascinated by

"eacit" versus Yconscipus' knowledge, and the distinction may;be.a\
L. ., N . . { *

-

. - Lt
yaluable one for thelinvestigation‘of~word knowledge. Much of what . .
- e T T T R
M we know'gperates at a tacit level, a level about which ve are

. - . .-

' unaware.” Much of what we learn appears to be rules of inferenCe

»

that, for the preoperational child may also operate at a tacit levo*

. -

/ "In other“words, the preoperationél child cannot think about how he
{

’ . v s ~

f E or she'thinks.. ’ S N L




~o R N - -

¢ With the passage to the level of concrete Operations, children.

are freed from gtimulus bondage" (Elkind, 1967). ‘To a limited degree:

- <, 1] - .
. they are able to ppll back from the bere-and-now and reflecﬁ on -their '
& . -
- ovn mental operations, and they are able’ to examine consciously rules - . ~

of inference. In addition, as Papandropoulou and Sinclair 8 (1974)

research suggests, they are able to think in interesting ways about

the combinatorial elements of their language--vords. a Ny " )
h What happens when children-begin to pay attention-to print? How -

night they tacitly conceptualize the correspondence between sound and ’ B
o ""laf graphics? Most children are exposed to print hefore they have any-
) ’ tiing approaching an adult cbnception of what a word is, W;imight
i expect that‘ when they realize that, the mar;a on a page scmehow‘“
represent the language they hear, there is a fairly gross differentia-
ti0n of both their "phonological utterances and the graphic array.

: e
. In a Piagetian sense, thelir development of this new cortespondence e

»ld

is gased not o;ly on an assimilation of -the graphic~features into - -

existing phonological schemata, but also on an accommodation.of these

*
20 T

schemata to the new graphic infprmation. Lest this development be
oyerlpoked, I would like'to emphasize what it suggests. ’ T .

.

- : Contraryﬁ:to time-honored opinion (e.g., Hall, 1961, childrenN

do not' appear to map a\to—be-learned system of orthography to an .

V3

already‘%iistlng phonological competence--this.is far tdb simplistic '

J .t a‘notion of what the% must do in learning to, read--rather their

- -

-

phonological system interacts vith and is modified by the character-

. 1stics of the orthography. There is a twp-way relationqhip in this

. . ' y
. .
- B .

'
\ .
N .
.
13 ' v . - -
v . .
.
. N
. .
"
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v

process that can, be seen to develop continually throughout a child's

~ early years and on into'adolescence and beyond. I viH& consider * . ‘
d H]

evidence for this later development below, but the point should be
. o emphasized/that the}genesis*of tnis two-vay interaction occurs at ) "L e
thé mbnént the_child first inapects a{graphie.arrax. .o ‘ ] ‘ o\
’L .Sdnething elde interesting séems to occur roughly dufing the ¢
~tranaitio’n from nreoperationsl to concrete operational ﬁwught.l As ’ P
’ a consequence of accommodating a phonologieal s;stém to an ortno-

- graphig system, a child's concept of whdt a word is way be modified.

- . At a, conscious level, the level of metaldnguistic awareness, print. ‘¢

® -aépears to serve in the abstraction of word-level segmentation in

the speech stream, and may indeed mark the first introspectively-
available symbolic characterization of individual lexical items.

/ .
QBAB Papandropoulou and. Sinclair (1974) have pointed qut, children” ¢

- . often refer to words in terms of 1etters; they rarely spesk of sounds,
yet at roughly the same time they tacitly abstract “the nature of a )
!
second-order symbolic representation, that is, print to sound. This

abstraction appears to serve tbe purpose of both objeetifying words

and laying the foundatign for what I vill term the orth raghic grlaz

—
L. \o Vv
f lexical representsfion. It is at this point that the beginnings // .
of:a onstant orthographic representation in lexical structure may i;e.;’!’—_ﬂ
emerge. WRTle not giscounting the influence of school in this process, : \

L ‘ Papandropoulou and Sinclair suggest ''less shpergicial factors...the

.

written word is in a sense’a permanent result and, moreover, an objective

-~ -

product of verbal activity' (p. 257; emphasis added).
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At this point I would like to examine Papandropoulou and Sinclair 8* \ -

(197&) study a bit more closely because I belidye it best addresses

the types of theoretical questions we now must ask. According to

-

g

Papahdrspou}ou and Sinclair, young children (roughly between four
. .
and five years of age) do~nbt’differenti§te vqrdé'ffom'the reality to
which fﬁey correspond. ' For example, a word is simply anotherifeature
of vhatévei ir is associated with.. A ''strawberry" is a word because
"it grabs in the garden;" "turtle" 14 a word because "it has a shell:"
A little later on (aées five to seven) words are both comments on;;
things and names of thinés; a degree of separation between the

linguistic elements and corresponding ‘reality occurs. A "topic-

.coement" relationship 1s exhibited wherein words are conceptualized °

-

3 ) - o - L .
as both.identifying elements in the objective environment and stating
)

(~lthing about these elements. A "truck" is not a word, for example,

~
.

but .'"a truck drives dcwn the street' is. .

At a third level, (seven to eigﬁt yeaxs 0f age), children are able

to segment both their avn utteranc%' snd,those of others It ia'

£
critical to note, however, that npo corresponding segmentation of the

o

~-total meaning of an utterance"occurs: "sords are seen as elements
meaning . : ] )

of & complex entity" (gbpahdrOpoulou and Sinclair, 1974, p. 247). Words

<

-are not cbncepcualized as isolable units of meaning because they are

I

part of a unified meaning-uhole, They are, as one child in the study s

e:‘tpressed it:, "bits of & story." . - ‘:‘ , o

‘At a‘fourth level (ages éight to ten), words are conceptydlized

as both meaningful entitiés in themselves dnd as belonging to a system

.
* v * ) : \
. .
.
N
.




" Mitchell, 1969), although well- intentioned may be overenphaaized

and in scope depending upon the level of analysis.

of relationshipa in a more formal, grammatical sense,

For example,

v

children cad understand why some words may be grouped together as
"nouns," others as "ve}ba," and 8o on. - N
Recent research od the invented speiling of young children

(Read 1975) suggests that the criteria by wﬁichqthese chiigren

~assign letters to segments of the speech stream are eyery bit as

"rule- goﬁe;ned as the criteria by which they gene spoken language.

It ahou1¢.§%$>emn§bered however, that whatever the rules are that

. might be operative during the pre- operational atage, they‘are tacit

We might hypothéstze, then, that much of the concern about he}ping

chtldren to understand that writing is & code (e g, Levin and -

Read* (1975) states that children tacitly aggggg the‘prigciple of

spelling, that is, of the torrespondence between sound'and print.

In order to bring. this principle to the 1gve1 of awareness, we ought

to provide more graphic informatiop ratherithan,more (pe;oaps'tangential)
. \ .

"°oding games .

Since children'appear to abstract the principle of

spelling with little e it 15 the facts of the spelling system

~

that they will need to learn (Read, 1975).

Whatever the- facts of‘English spelliag are, they vary in number

&~

One may choose to

study more superficial soudd-e;mbol correaponﬂencea, underlying
- ¢
structural relationahips, or the interplay between thede two levels: ‘;:

~

Despite differences in recent analyses of Englisﬂ'or;bography (Chomsky
\
and Halle, 1968; Venezky, 1970) one common denominator emerges: there
. & : -

’ 1
4

- 5 ‘ :

- .- -
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do exist “4n the spelling étem of English npore regular, underlying

relationships beyond ¢ efie%:f of sound-symbol or sound- spelling

pattern correspondence These'underlying relationships reflect what

has been termed the derivsxional or morphophonemic aspects of . the

) s
system; thesg,aspects aréfsubsumed by the underlying~1eve1 of lexical

representations (Chomsky and Halle, 1968) to‘which'I referred earlier.

-

As children deVelop; and as thejir individual lexicgns expand to

include a broader range of items, so too does the interaction between

phonological"sistem and orthographic system- become more sophisticated.
« ~ kY . s

structure, our lexicons must reflect a similar organization.

Children are able:to note the derivational, relationships in the ortho-

graphy as expressed in such word pairs a:\gquator-equstorial a

advantage-advsntggeous.

As ﬂoskowi!tz (1973) suggested the symbol

system itself appears to exert an idfluence on the structure of

lexical items. Mbskowitz was referring tq the way in which in&ividuals

might store phonological information, but it appeard that common !
. =%
semantic relationships may be more easily identified hnd stored through

*

orthographic structure as well, This is a claim that has been strongly

forwarded by transformational-generative. theory (:anmsky and Halle,

¢ 3

M .

1968; C. Chomsky, 1970).

Eor older students‘_orthography becomes a tool by which syntactic,

semantic, and higher-order phonological relationships may be, explored.

T - . .
It allows one of the few glimpses into what may be a commonality of
This is ‘ot to,

1 ., o=
say that, because the orthography manifests orderly underlying

structure in the lexicons of lhterate individuals.

We must °

s - . . A
. - . .
N

-
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derivational aspects of orthography. For example

- L N "16
/ r o‘* ’ 7 - '
;o g o :
become consciouslz‘swsre of this structure in order,to put’it‘to any
sdvsntage‘ Just as print may sexve to objectify oﬁh‘knowledge of what
words are, 80 too can the ‘structure of orthography objectify other -

aspects of our language, a language»over which we have s,tacit command

—~ *

. Our intfospectively-available lexicons may reflect a disheveled

organization 1f our conscious inspection‘of orthographic structure is
similarly disheveled. . e ‘
N .
’ If.students are consciously attuned to rules ofTinference when . -
exapining orthogr ;hic structure,:thencthey will use this structure .

‘to induce the.higher~order phonologicsl rules sésocisted 'ith the

student sees
L= ’ Ny

‘ the word spectrogrgphg,and does not kn6w its pronunciation (snd Has

i .

never, to his or her knowledge; heqrd a vcrd which might cgrrespond .}

’

to this visual representation), the s dent cﬁh figure out‘(l) where 3

tc assign stress, and (2) whether the vowel in the second ayllable is

>

N
long or short, by noting-a structural similarity between this word

and photogrsphi'which‘gg known. The gtudent may not be aware of how
to generalize this knowledge until -he or she has consciously taken

-note of stress:plscement in a numbee@ of such words. After the student
g

’

has seen other words that follow_ the photography-spectrography pattern,z .
N

a phonological principle concerning stress placement and the quality -
of vowels (whether thezfare'}Ong or shortjnmay be generalized.

' The p;eceding example suggesﬁs f\rather novel_but apparently'
ve11 justified cggciuaion there comes a pointlit which sound/1is no
longer produétive fo;‘an analysis of English\spelling, the orthography

~ , . - . ’ -

% “,




-must -then be used ag a tool to analyze both itself as well as the. °

souPd system of E 1isn. ?

| Reflections on a Perspeective . ' '

1 have emphasized that words suggest procedures or grocesses;

)

by their-very nature they- are not paired associates with élements in

¥the objective enviromment. -Like the whole of language its?}f they

¢ .
may refer to thimgs and ag¢tionsy but they can not directly'mean

something. 1In effect, our lexicons are intersecting "open sets'"
((Templeton, 1977) in which words refer to varicus procedures and

" précesses. . ‘7
¢ - . X )

Al

Perhaps the only way we can subjettively note the imperfect .
R
correspondence betveed/the level at which the cognitive play\is enacted

and the words with which we ultimately tag‘that deeper level exists
. » .
in the situation.so aptly described by William James (1890) The

- / . *

underlying cognitive play provides the "ideation" and, - subsequently; -

the vords to mark that ideation Once we have got the vords, however,
)

" the anticipatory intention" is gone--that ineffable meaning has flown-- ,

. o

and yet we know whether the words "fit" or not. In effect, Jamés ’

anticipated the current cqncern-in cognitiverpsychology with the- ~

-~
fascinating issue of tacit knowledge. . R .

The procedures to which our lexical itemF correspond may initially

", arise from what Miller (1974) terMed "oehera ized perceptual tests"

(\(p.'§107. So, too, does it appear that the ntrospectively available'

orthograghic overlay of our lexical items ii over tidge, generalized.

-

Children may indeed tacitly assume the princhIe of spelling, that is,
-~

s

1

¢ 3




~ mapping sound tonprint the facts of English orthography, however,
R remain to be discovered (generalized) through the activegexploracion ) ~ x
S - .of observed patterns. . ~\‘ . b | ’ - o0
2 ' ; ‘ The facts in the objective environment*w“”?‘ﬁartially cdnstitutes .
“ the "stuff" of lexical representati;n cannot be exactly specified ;' .

hd -

L , “The situation in which these facts might be abstracted can be attende . -
. \ ’

to, it is in this fashion ihat because a child 8 attention has been
- - i . .
verbally directed to a particular phenomenon, it is often erroneously o

conclhdéd that the child'has therefore been taught an actual relation- - i

S :

ship. Such is probably~not the case, although such a phennuenom . :

T * was assged for many years in somé educational circles " The \child v | -,

3
through behavior,» plies understanding, but this, understanding has /

¢+ to be 8 ubjectivelz abstracted there appears to‘be*no~other wayéground
s ! 4‘ ‘?
v A it (Weimer, 1973) ) . : . - R fﬁt

-

ALl

Our task is the invéstigation of the ‘trade-off between the child's
s . ’ v, ":"
tacit assumptions about the relatiorships between spoken and written
. ¢
language and the influence ©f patterns reflected in the orthography. ', -

At the present time our goal is not, and perhaps never canp be,

. . . .oc S
specifics in the tightly g§ganized matrix of a scope and sequence ‘=
L3 . [ R 4
_ chart of word-study activitims. We can aim, however, to specify at - . ~

» : c1 . .

leadt the general enviromment ahd thé pedagogical attitudes'that will >
allow for a near-optimal»systematic‘d\xtension and restriétion" of - -
the studentﬂs;ﬁexicon. The gaal of dourse is to provide for the -

. . ~ « ¥ . .
‘active exploration of words within a conceptual Eramework that the . - .

PR . student brings to the gearch. - o ) ., e T




Some méy argue that it is unwise to raise such apparently global

"comscilous!

. 2y : .
\1? the cognitive psychologists have not worked out these issues, how

-~

in_the world can we 3xﬂe¢t teachers to make any semse of all this in

the ‘classroom?

.We "cannot ask meaningful quﬁftions'about.how children deal with

knowledge in the case of words.

i

* theoretical concerns regarding matters such’as "tacit" vig-a-vis

I hope that, by now, the Answer is fairly obvious.

. . .
)

"It might be argued that .

’

3

Yords

jn all phases.of ;eading-instruction until we have asked meaningful

L

questions about what in fact~chi1dren think words are--at-both a tacit

and a conscious level.

-~

o

~

- X

.Throughout the long history of reading i‘strquion,_it has been )

only recently, for example, “that anyone has thought ho*ask children

g

~ 7/

ghat they thought words are. Furthermore, it Has been only=tecently

P

that a systematic procedure for, expioring children s tacit knowledge

-

of words has been developed It 18’ our re8ponsi§irity as reseaichéiﬁ

~

and—teachers to establish a suitable framework within which we can : .
evaluate these conceptst . The scope ‘of the issues involved iS'hroadg' 5,
nevertheless it’&escribes those areas with which we must be,concerned ‘
s .
o \

words.‘-
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