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Y L CHAPTER ONE 7
- T -;l'lte research described in this report repres'ents a mo»i‘rnf;\e direction
. '. ‘of mciudmg other languoges than Enghsh in the enthusiasms that followed the PE
"~ Psychohngurshcsof tbe 1960*s (cf. Berlhn, 1975) The semor mveshgotor cﬂ'ternpfedb
" to fest generql hyporheses ab0ut languoge learnmg usmg Welsh {Bellin, 1976). %lle
engoged th this research he heard oﬁﬁe interest of Mr Natsopoulos in. Psycholmguushcs.
.- The contac? was a colleague from ThessaIOnukr, who was visiting Readmg fora yeor. fe
S Mr. Nostpoulos was interested in o nurrber of aspects of Psycholinguistics which led
J to two pubhccmons in the Annals of the Fccvhy of Hulosophy, University of
Thessalonki. These were "Genesis cnd\Developmem of Longuoge" and "languoge and
Thought: Four Theoretical and Experimental Approaches® (Natsopovlos, 1974 and 1975).
WhatYhe fwo researchers had in common was a concem that theories put forward as
if they had universal application should be investigofed using other languoges than

. §rugiisr\: Theories about younger childreun seemed to be getting such attention, but .

3
V4
’
- : ' . »,
' * . » L
. ‘ )
o R IO P i . eI oo S an.s e e omsremans e e T —

" not theories ahout older children. M. Natsopoulos was enabled to come to Reading

1.

~

by a Bitish.Council grant in 1972. He spent some time familiarizing himself with

research methods and statistical techniques whrch led fo an experiment with Enghsﬁ

N children (s00 Natsopoulos, 1976, ch. 2). Thrsexperlmem suggested that picture *

| interpretation “tasks followed by "diogrrosﬁc" quesﬁoning were soﬁsfactory for . - .
studying older children's comprehenuon. The experrment on brlmgual 'hrldren described’
in Chapter 3 of this report led to the application for nprogect ghnt and then threet_.‘

. experiments were conducted, whrch are described in Chapters 4, 5 ond & of the repr:m.‘~
Natsopoulos (1976) discusses the theoretical rmphcohons of the exper“nents evqnswely.

What was wanted in this fmol report wus o‘record of the basic fmdmgs and procedures e

that both researchers could refer to in projected orhcles to be submitted for pubhcahon. 5
A . . F
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The progress report covering the first six months of the project describes

problems eﬁcwmtered after political changes in Greeoe,'but these were very

unusual circumstances. However, wlbut the effoﬂs c{ the research assistont, the
N . .
prolect could have foundered then. An extension was mde _pecessary because of

/
the delays. The role of the research assistant was central in mqny other ways. Th;

}

research was conducted from within the minority group involved, and this contrdsts
-~

with many attempts to investigate bilingualism, T'es'ting a minori'* group on the
.muiorify I’angt’;oge i easily done, byt i;'con be reacted to as an intrusion by the |
. groups being investigated. Resedrch with lower status minority'grdups than the one
C e ‘
_ considered in this project is very important, if tl'\:e widet issues mised in 'Chopfer 7

) . N
of the report are to be discussed in an informed way. Working from within the
- R \ _

) minority group is an essential corrective to the impressions gained from sources like
et \&nnona

)

t psychologists and social welfare agencies. Educdtional psychologists

. i
receive problem cases where factors like bilingualism may only complicate a

A - o e

ke b 1

]
’ communication problem rather than represent any strain on_lenguage acquisition . f}
! . .o . ' ;4
capactties. . ) .
'Y e ' . . . . !
The immediate future plans of the researchers on this project conem wider , o h

issves Gﬁly'indirgacfly. .More information is needed aboyt the production capabsilities .
of children like the ones that have been tested oncorﬁWs project.,

There cu-e plans for research on-the mastery of the mo;';)hology of the verbal syst.em.. »
This is an area_where there s a contrast between Engh: and Greek in the my

“verbal oategones are represented. A project on the verbdl system could Ieod tothe . . ;
cbnstrucf'ion of tests that might be of use with other Ianguages. The choice of topic
is motivated by incidental fin_dings in this project, and their agreement with findings

reported from the U.S.A. by Seaman (1972). ' o .




To prepare the ground for a new proiecf, the senior Investigator has invfted
Dr. Maria Tenezakis, a Senior Lecturer in Education at the University of Macquarie

in Aush‘;:lia, to spe‘nd’o sabbatical year in Reading. Dr. Tenezakis has worked with

’ ) inguol Greek children in Australia. On the way to Reading, she will spend some
_ months at the "Kendron Ekpedheftic'oh Melet'on® in Athens. M. Natsopoulos
’ shoJId be in Greece at the same ri}x’,e, ond i.t is intended to arrange for the senior
/ o ‘ in\;esfigator to'give-seminors. j |

The sehior investigator with Dr. S. Felix of Kiel, W. Germany, is organizing

qﬁ session on research methodfor a_projected Psycholinguisties meeting in Salzburg,
A’ustr-io; during 1977, There js.conespondence _going on with researchers on other -
longquesl who would be interested in morphology acquisition. Many of these were
et ot the Third International Child Laguage Conference, held in London in
_September, 1975.' NG - K \
‘ It is very imporfont to follow up the project described in this report now fhot

.. valuable contacts have been “made with members of the Gr# oommumfy in London

. - a
' . .
.
§ ]
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CHAPTER TWO |

: The study which influenced‘this\research considerably was that by Carol-

*

‘ Chomsky (1969) She found that children as old os epht hod dnfftcul'y in

comprehendmg const?uchons with, the verbs promlse and,Osk but not tell. Her

results were replicated by Kesse! (1970), using a picture interpretation tosk whnch
\

resermbled the one agopted for the project. Natsopoulos (1976) found thOt teshng
L

some of the same constructions with dolls (like Carol Chomsky) and with picrures o
(like Kessel) produced a n‘on-signifiit trend fovquriné the superiority of the picture

method. Twice as many children succheded with the picture method when failing

-

on the same construction with the dolls method, but the obtained frequencies were

-

such as'to result in a non-significant trend. Because pictures were easy to carry

arodnd, and because of the trend, a picture interpretation task was odoptéd for the

project, o ' ) . ) . '

The, data analysis in the project relied on developments in scaling theory

associated with papers by Bart and Krus (1973) and Airasian et al.(1975). This hos
v

the cdvontoge of bem; a more general approach than the one used in previous
stua'es Natsopoulos (1976) worked .through the data of prevudbs investigations with

these methods and shovwed how the analysis confirms the description of the results *
]

* provided by the original inves‘r%gotors. However, the methods give more information

‘t han the alternatives. Chomsky (1969) was mainly interested in. whether the constructions

4

she tested formed o Cuttman scale, and her approach does not allow o descnphon of
difficulty relations where such a scale doss not exist. The methods of analysis ysed for

this report show Guttman scales where they exist, but they also reveal other difficulty

d

relgtions-between constructions. The approech is therefore superior in that it is more -

comprehensive.,




\

It is importarit to stress that the results of this project may affect the

interpretation of results in the English studies, but'do not necessﬁrib; cqnfl‘ict ]
witl?‘ th;m. With one or two children wfwo.knOW Greek in Reading, the equivoler;t
English ;;onstrucﬁons were t’rieg out, and the .&hildren' showed exactly the some |
behu;;iou'r as the English studies report. The investigators are quite sotisfied that.
the basic doto of others are trustworthy, ;hhough testing the same children in.both

’ lo;;guoges was not con‘sidered a worthwhile procedure, since it must' look to thf;\wbiect

being tested as if the experimenter cannot make up his mind which languoge he is

going to speak. o \

-]‘ =

When the senior investigator gave a conference poper in Salzburg, August 1976,

. _
describing the "upside down" difficulty hierarchy reported in Chopter 4, o heated

discussion ensued. However, w Roeper of Harverd Universﬁy reported that

‘he hod re-tested some of the relevant constructtons in the possive voice. This was to

enspre that children went k;y the order of eler;wents in the constructions. The behaviour

he found accorded with what would be expe;fed if a syntactic basis for responding

fxi'sted.' The; fcct thot Grgek -spagking children do not bebcve in this way adds
interest to the test of bilinguals.

- The oqalysis of Chopter 6 of.this report relies on the additive nature of the chi

square statistic. Ap alternotive approach would be to test the fit of linear models for

-

gat.egoriccl data, using the data in Table 6.3. A statistician has been consulted about

< the applicobi;ity of this approoch, since it would indic?te whe'ther oge or bilingualism
,wos a better pfet’ﬁCIOf of sucfess. It is hoped to produce a paper on the topic for an
oppropriate journol, provided tb‘ot the difficulty relcfion;beiween the constructions
do not invalidate the procedure. The final repo;t has concentrated on stv.n’sﬁccl

treatment which gives a full description of the results, rather than-more elaborate treatments,

since popers for publication will need to refer to the report for details of procedures,

»
pictures.ond some results. '




.Sinc'el the basic task yas a pi‘cture iri'rerﬁretction task, ond all interviews were
recorded in entirety, it was necessary to have cassette recorders ond a plentiful
supply of cassetter. Less money was sp-m on cassettes thcm the senior investigator

A3

. anticipafed because the"assistant wos very energetic in transeribing interviews.
Less money on tope r;mofders was e;;ent because the facil.iﬁes 3rov§ded i;\ the London
schools werg better than expected. It was rbc;ught likely that recordings would pe

. mode with omboent no:se A stereo nerorder was budgeted for, since hstemng to
a stereo recordrng woth heodphones con overcome such problems. BuN: separote room

7 was provided free of charge by the I.L.E.A., although the proper charge ‘should

have been £4.50 an hou,r at the time of 1estung.

There was much generésity shown by those who took on work involved in
the project. The charges for the pwfures were e very neosomble, consodenng the
number of hours of discussion g5 we!l as druvnng that were mvolved Hospotohly

d\ownvo/n rhe trips to Greece cut costs considerably . The whole pl;o;cct was

conducted at unrealistically Jov/cosfi, from the point of view of foture budgeting.

Balances were left in the oppropriate accounts, to economize in accordonce with

reguests from the Research Council.

+




From the "po:nt of view of structural d‘fferences between Emlish ond‘Greek

4

the following one oppearcd to be of importance for conduchng expenmcnfs usmg -

A\l . P o ..
Gfeekt ’ A4 - - l:"'

L. ‘. Greek unlike Enghsh hcsno mfmmve (Thompson 1967, p. 18) I;"\luses T

\
‘-

finite dependent clouses wheré Engluh uses non-finite dependent clouses. -
‘ }
, ‘ p R
Consider the fotfowing examples with the quivalent constructions in bo:lh

languoges associoted with the main clouse verhs g's_k(q'uesﬁon) promise ond tell -

® John asked Mary what to feed the cat”or "John asked Mary what he should
’ . . . .
feed the cat,™ For these two sentences - to use o clause/sentence distinction in

» “<r

" describing differences ond similarities between the two Tonguoges - Greek uses only

a finite dependent clause 1o cover both the non-finite dependent clause (to feed)

*

and the finite dependent clouse (he should feed),by means of the particle na folloved

<

by o finite dependent clouse verb,(ro"isi, 'feed®) :

. - . .

St " O Jonnis.r'otise ti M'eri ti no ta'isi ti gh'oto l ~
_ ~ {ort.) (John} (ocked) fort.) (Mary) (whot) (to) (feed) (ort.) (cat)
’ Jobm asked Mary what to feed the cat
" or 'John asked Mqry what he should feed the cot. ~

When English uses o non-finite dependent clouse 82_+ infinitival vgrb)! its subject i

not ,denotéd.Tobc correcfly undersfood, the NP} (John) must be se!e.cted s the subject

of the aoction described in the non-finite dependent clcuse The e :volent'Greek

. sen!ence,poses the scme problemy NP1 (_J‘_o[\ﬂ) must alsd | oss:gned to fhe fam.e :

‘depeﬁdent clouse verb os the sgbie,cf‘of the oction. - X ) % 5
h.English the sentence 'v\;ifh o‘finife degéndent clouse has the second subject: |

shown in the surfoc.e s!n.u:h;-re (the pfonodn bé). ~But Gieek-indic;:fes the subject but

not its gem'icr. So, the problem of assigning the correct subje:cf to the finite dependant

i - ] :

clouse verb exists os in the'case where Erglish uses o non-firite dependent clouse -
. A




' lang%oges.' Figure 3.2 depicts syntactic relations i in the equ:valerﬂ’se:)tences with .

~ A

- ' ¢ . .
Fig\‘nvs{. 1. shows syn'gctic relations both for non-finite and finite dependent
.‘ - s 4 ’

. clauses in the constructions with the verb isli(ask = quéstion) in English. The some-
. . -

figure shows relations associated with the equivalent verb in 'Greeic..

, Figure 3.1 . .~ L
A ,\
x,{‘.‘* L
NP, X .,
£ . : ~. c -
. ’ NP : '
W [ 4 .

L

dependentVerb (v2). *._ |

Sentences with the verbs promise and tell, using non-finite dependent clauses

<«

~

The mork in the top right-hand box indicates that NP1 Is the unstoted sub]ect of the

in English, correspond to Greek sepdences with the equivalent verbs followe‘d'b‘y o ‘

 finite dependent clouse (na + the')subiunctive).

I

John promised Mory to study more .
O J'annis iposxjéthikje sti M'eri na melet'ai periss'otero
'(Orf) (John)‘ (promised){prep.) (Mary) (to) (study) (more),

. . i
5 - . N
o'ﬂ . R, RS
. :

&
John told Ncry what to study
- O J'amis * ipe sti M'eri ti no melet'isi

fart.) (John) (told) (prep.) {Mary) <wbot>'(to) (tudy). ”

In the former exomp!e NP; (John) is the sublect the non-fcmte (Enghsh) and flmfe ;

°dependent clause verb (Greek), and in the latte; NPZ (h‘ary) is the sub;ect in both

J

the verb promise in‘both languages and Figure 3.3 those where the veii is’!e_l_l_.

.
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B ¢ . .
- W Figurd3.2
: Y V2 d
NPy X X ‘
’ NP, -
- % ‘
: Figure 3.3 I §
A vi—| v ,
-~ - - ’
* NP, X - .
AL | : S : ]
~ . \ . NP2 s x L %

in Eiguwrk in the lower righf-hd;pd’ boxggpdicates thot V2 has NP, a.s irs

wbiect In oll cases, the subject of the main verb (V1) is NPl as is shown by the - .
mork in the top left- hand box.

- * . ~
P A

.
.

.
Y

.7 " What monuals of Greek do not point out is a-side-effect of the use of o firite
s - ;

_.clouse in Grgek. Consider the fo”owing example : S . 4

1 M¥éri 2'itise. ap'tin Anna ne tin p'ai sinem'a

y o von I o
o b I SO . il A

' (ort.) (Mary) (requested) (preg) (Anna) (to) (her) (toke Zmovnes) T
v Mary dtked Anna to take her to the movies. - %
. ™" The finite form of the verb pai (toke) in the example has an edning (p'a-i)
whlch mdlcofes, among other things, the person and the number of -its sub;ecf ln A |

tepoﬂed 3peech however, (q,;ﬂﬁ'yuven examplé) this resuhs in ombiguous ,senfences R

out of context. The gmbiguity stems from two sources : Fnrst, the inflection of the

dependenf':chuse verb (p'a=i) marks 3rd person only and in re'ported’spee;h could N

refer either to Mary or Anna as the subject. Thus,'in Greek either "Mory could tcke

' Anna 1o the movies or Anna should toke Moary to the movies', where in English only

. - s B
. . ) =

v
- . . \




. ) ’ [} ' ‘. ) " . : ) '
Anna v&ould E‘the subject of the_ non-finiié dcp‘endent clause.: Figure 3.4 represents

ﬂ\eiwo posscble tnterpmtohons resuhmg in Gieek (ve | onxbigu}ty) ond Figure 3.5

-~ -shows the syntox ond m&onmg o"owed only in Enghsh o : ’ ‘

Figuré 3.4, T Figure 3.5
‘ v ovee Co Vi w2
NPy | | X e Npp| X

N L [ox | N X

e T T R s s

ﬁ Ce : Sesond, the pronbun !_l:l_ (her} oppearingﬁthe finite dependent clouse (os,the

example ihgws) could refer in reported speech either 1ggNP, ifv‘nry)or to NP2 (Anno)
R J as the subject of the séntence (in the way shown in translation), or to another person
- Q :

not mentioned in the sentence. ‘Ambiguous exbmples of pronominol reference occur in
. .. /’ . “ .

“English : "Knowing that John hod won the race surprised him" where hlm refers to

TR

LT
P

John pr somebne. else. The implied third person tin_(her) could be the dnrect object
) : of the finite dependert clause verb (p{}/?take) vhen NPy or NP2 are the sul;iects. , "

These afnbiguiﬁes arigg becduse oncphoric pronouns can re?ér bcck 'to persons.or other %

‘

noun phroses in other sentences whnch might form pcrt of }be total dnscoorse
.14_;?;__\

The fo"owmg mferprefohons of who is to go to the movies are posssble .
o r
. .. NPj could take NP, to the movies; ' s ) o
o "~ NP2 should take NPy to the movies; o
r ‘ . - « NPy could toke NP3 (outside the sentence) to the mowes,
< Z © . ‘NP2 should take NP3 (outside the sentence) to the movies.
# Where NP3 is possnb!e, the term exophonc" refererice™ may be mrroduced

- The possibilities wnhout exophonc reference whnch are mdncated in Flgure 3.4, |
mevery tmportont for the descnphon of the verb in both longuoges The poss:bnhhes . f

indicated in Figure 3.4 do not exist with verbs hke ask, tell ond promise in “English.

“English verbs can be classified according to-whether the subject in a following dependent

clouse is identical to the main clause subject or not. Tell-isa verb where the subject

L ]
~




5 - . . ? o .
5 - "
LI % .
- . . .
. . . Y 4

- . .- .0 " - ) ’- . :' N .
{ - of afollowing dependent clouse is always different from the subject of V1 (the’ main

J . verff). So tell cao always be ossociated With Figure 3.5. Promise is a \;erb wh'jcﬁ

con always be associatgd with Figure 3.2 ‘(fdentic'ol with Figure-3.1). Palmer (l%lS,

' ,‘;,;1974) vses 7this‘ formal €haracteristi of English verbs in clossnflcohon of "catenatives”
. '\

Wy

He olso netes that the formally identifiable subclusses, of whnch promise, ask and

te" are. members, hove common semonhc charoctenshcs They are all reporting verbi

“or verBs to do with ﬁknnmng. Longacre (1970) follows Polmer in his classification of

- such verfs. T : - ‘ - , A -
The foct th—ot\ehher the Bigure 3.2 relationship or the anure 3.3 relationship, B |

-or even the Flgure 3 4 relohonsh:p is posslble in Greek rules out subclassification

118 (,

. ocoordn to formo! cmeno , exce t rot'o 'ask’ belo toa formal closs iven
ng P Rg S¢- 8

ibot they con be followed by na and the sublunchve, but further wbdassuf:cohon is nod

4
L. 4

possnbie s in Enghsh
’ . Smce the reloUonshlps that occur when ; is used are relohvely mfrequem |
in Enghsh (F4gure 3.2 relohonsh;ps), Rose nboum (1968) has a speciol role to cases vhere §:
the. second NP is given the subject of the dependent clause verb, Tha; ‘is',’ in Figure 3.5, ~
- the second noun phmse goes with the second verb Both are nearer to ‘each other in the

_ senfence than is poss"ble when NP] goes with V2 Rose nboum proposes for, syntax the

'mimmol dlstonce prirciple” according to which, closeness of elements of the sentence

- -
! . wluch ore in underlymg structure relohonshlps is given a hlgher volue than distance.
i Socorutmchons with promise, according to the mmlmal dxs‘nce pnncsple , are

more complex than those with tell, since the unstated suE‘ects of the second verb i is

for from tho(v‘
 The éxistence of verbal ambiguity in Greek, where either NP1 or NP2 could

- be the unistated subject of the deperident clouse, must raise doubts about the vniversality

. of Rosenbaum's principle, ) PR

. N

~




?.u Report (cont'd)

¥

* -

Besides ve;bol omblgunty there is 311 Gnee!f onother type of ambiguity, ncminol ]
. A
; omb:guny (cf. Chomsky 1957, Lyons 1968, Jacobs dnd Rosenbaum 1968), which works .

" in the some way os nominal bmbilguity in English. Thesenlence, -

; - ‘ ‘!o’dh‘orotu J'onni"iton pol'i or'eo - //
: v (ort.) (gift) (ort:) (John) (was)(very) (nice) S

.
r > . P
-

" . could mean both in Greek and in Engli.sh :* "The gift John gave to someone was very

_—rY

‘nice® or "the gifi';iohn was givejn' (by someone) wos very nice. The mﬂbiguity results
when the nominal expression dh'ord (gift) is combined with lthe NP Uo?h) dppecring
3 on the surfacé structure of the senfence. Active meoning results in assngmng’the NP
(John) to the sentenae os the sub;ecf ond poss:ve meaning when the NP J*hn) is acted
|- o . upon by someong else amplaed (out of corttext) os the subject. Both nominal omb:gbny
v ond verbal cmbiéuity c;a;; coses of ungderlying structure ombigl:ity. In both cos;s
3 mhle‘r the rneon‘mé of the words chonges.(os in lexical ombiguity) nor the grouping
| of the words occording to the linguists who distinguish deep and surfoo.é struc.ture.

As hos already beert pointed out verbal ambiguity is a particulor choracteristic of,

—
- . ?'
» Greek ond results from the use of the finite dependent clause combined with the main 2 i
verb of the senfence ! ‘ - _ N 1
+ - ' . : - . ;"‘A . i
. . . , - 1
! e . i
. g1
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" "~ A pilot study on underlymg structure ambiguity (nominal ond verbol) w:th
- ¢
\ \ bilinguals : = e, ,
\

Results from developmental studies are conflicting as to what extent children

in the bge ronge 6 to 12 (Kessel 1970) ond as old as 15 (Shultz dnd P'lon 1973)

.
ey NSRRI S

could appreciate ombnguul'y (surface ond underlymg structure omblguny) With the
| extra case of underlynﬂg structure qmbugmty occurring in Greek (verbal oTBuguuy),
“ it-was thought important to.t'est appreciation of thot kind of ambiguity. The . .
| possibi.iities seemed more extensive.fhah in tbe English .studies. A pilot experiment
* was conducted using Greek speaking children in London. These children were

Illlngwl s0 checkmg the reésults by teshng monoglot childrén in Greece was «

L4

& f‘.‘ '

envnsoged Most udeas about bl}/nguohsm woyld imply that there would b€ some

.
- ———

.
Wil 5k i 8 [ TR —— ™

d’ﬂ'erenqes in buhngua!s T ; - , :

Sbb'chs

,

The sample corisisted of 49bilinguafs}{j’hey were pupils at Soint Sophia

-

TR T
i . . " .

- _ Ségoo!, Mgnfmo;nh ond Inverness Terrace, L&hdon, where they oﬂendedlcourses
In Greek, once o v;eek!' ‘i;rgariized gy !he‘Greék Hinistry of Education..'n'ne children
" came from homes where Greek was spoken. Their parents camé from differe.nt parts of .
,t I : . - the Greek speaking world, but Greek- -Cypriots were sl@atly better represented mcn
_ the others. They fell into the following age groups :

. .' . . { - . ¢

= - : _A_-_Egroue:

_ 5,6,7+ 8,9,10+ 1,12,13+
4 sox. Bovs 6 5. 6
. "'{\_' Girls  -10 . 120 10
B ) 16 - 17 16 /49
~ ) ° ’ '
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_l:@gisﬁc constructions tested :

\ : .
‘\ . ‘ The linguistic constructions tesfcd were all constructions which concerned

cnbtgmty The type of ambiguity was underlymg structure ambiguity of the nominal ¢

" ond verbal, form.

Emmples of nominal ombiguiry included the sentences : .

ﬁ tv J'onm to dh’oro 'itan pof': or'’eo
fart.) (John) (art.) (gift) (wos) (very) (nice)
“the gift John gave someone wos very nice -
.. the gift John was given (by somcone) was very nice.

¥ | s ond " -lep'iskepsi tu thiv ‘itan pol'i-efx'aristi s'imera

fart.) (visiting) (ort.) (urcle) (was) (very) (pleasant) (todoy)
the uncle pleased someone vusmng him 3
‘., the uncle was pleased by someone's visit

f - g The comprehenslon prob!em for the ch:ldren was to decide whether the ogent

o for the action described in the ombxguous sentences was the noun phrase bavmg %— ‘B
, . genitive case ending (tu J' onn-:ond th'{-u), or, whether there was an unstated so.bpcct

1 i the genitive was cbjective. The second aim wos to see sfge b:hnguals would alfow’ /

both- possnb!e méanings implied by the nominal omblguoumenfences . N

e

The second port.of the pilot study concerned verbal Ombiguiry (undérlying

structure ambiguity). The main verbs which introduced the verbal construction were :

'Z'!{'o, r ‘request’, prot'ino, 'suggest, propose’, p'itho, 'perséode':, simon'o, ‘cgree’

LA and ip'osxome, 'promise’, - ' o x :

The kinds of construction in which all four main verbs can‘stand include : .
..‘ " NPl+momverb+NP2+na+VwblUn‘“ve o ) ‘

* ) I oll these cases the main verb does not determine which NP from thef main clol:ge (

will be the dependent clouse subject. The situation jg os depicted,j#%igure 3.4. -

*

Because the pronouns tu (his) tin“(her) were included in the dependentent clause

a reference to someone else; who could come from the total discourse, wos possible
o . Exophoric reference). ) i : s
- : e K : -
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) mofc than two possable meanings could be ossn')ed to the construcho'.
This kind of ombngunty oceurred in the scntenceymth z'itise 'osked, requested‘ LS.
co?ocmn.ng who shoulld take whomJo the puctures‘. Therg was one sentence vmh each

main verb in the main part of the test, but five other sentences with‘eoch main v‘rb

»
-,

\ were used in the preamble befoi'e the pictpre selection test, S
; . v, » F]
) it
_ Materials .' . ‘

‘\' The task \}vos a -pi?ure selechon task. The p:ctures used in the swdy were
g
like those. given in Apgend:x Bbut slightly bigger in size (9 x H":nchrg:/loured

-

drawmgs). There were seporoyfe pictures of the individusl characters with consistent - i

’ ‘-

colouring. -
g »

An implied character wos glso presented with the others'mentioned in the
7

-

sentence when ambiguity of exophoric reference was tested| - -

* Each testing session was recorded with an ITT cassette_recorder.
v ’ N
° B

Procedures -

v
1118 test was individual. It took place ot Nomforfoble, well heated room

‘-""

of Saint Sophia School neor te-tbe children's clossroomis.  The child and expenmﬂn!et
&eJe seated side by side, focing a™able Where the Jest was administered. The festing
’ -

perl'od lasted about thirty minutes for each child. It consusfed of two parts. Tbe furst

por! included two measures of linguistic performonce to@teck on the children's

PO
.
[p—

bﬂinguaﬁsm. Foch child had to comprehe;»d a Greek story in its entirety which \Mx3
presented to him oro!ly Then he had to continve the story for two minutes, mamtcmmg

relevance to the events already describe. Lﬁae Greek story was os follows :
-
. Mary got up late to doy. If wos nine o’cldk when she 'got up."
Mother told her that she would be very late at school. -
She dressed quicRly; she drunk a glass of milk only and
ron to the school . . ¢ ’




- .
~

After comprehensi-on of the story had been checked the child was asked

*®

" to continve the story by giving what he thought Mary's activities could be at.school.

The answers were recorded and the number of relevant sentences and averoge sentence

1 O

k-%mih were calculoted
The basic aim of this test was to sce whether the chdl Id follow the

) communication demands of the experimental procedures, and “wheiher comprehens:on -

and ﬁuency could be related to I'IIS perfonnonce in any way

. .

- The other test of secondary importance was a word~association test. The

" children were given the word "school” and weré asked to give, for one minute,

as many words as they could think of cfter hearing this word. Their résponses were

. - . \
recorded dnd the number of words given wos calculated,

- The word-ossoc?ohon task had the same aim as they comprehensnon and

oomplenon story fosk. S

The main test ‘

o . .
The second part of the test, (the main test) itself consisted of two patts. The

first part wﬁs a preamble with orqi presentation of nominal ummbigt;qui ang ambiguous
‘constructions similcr ® those which constituted the main fe;t when nominal tmbiguity
‘wus tested first. The purpose was to check upon the bilinguals' Greek competence by ,
*parsing” the constructions mformolly o ‘ -
.When verbal ombiguity wos tested first, similar verbol construc_ﬁon; (unambiguous
ond ombiguous) to those which were to be tested were administered to the chlld The

purpose here was to hove a "warm-up" dlSCUSSlon to find out if the children understood

- erucial lexicel items like the main verbs. Whether the test began with nominal or

: , »
verbal constructions wos varied unsystematically. .

e
.

A




I {cont"d) ‘ ’

lnstwchons
| The instructions given to the child for the main test were similor to those
described in detail Tn Chapter 6. The child was fold that he or she did very well
on the tests of secondory importance, if the Ievel of comprehension indicated 'im.
- he or she could follow the experimental procedures. - . .
| Voo Then the child was told that he or she would pldy with coloured pnctunes
‘ listening to shod stories. The tosk wos to decide which picture or pictures could
' go with 'v}hich story, and the children were o'sl.c'ed to try their be$

* B _ _ ' y
"Biographical Information - -
2iogra . ‘ -

After the child had finished with the main Test was osked to give information
about his own background ,ond‘tbe)-;ctenr to whic}; he used (;mek ot,hom_e with his
-y parents, siblings and Greek friends. The purpose of this pcm‘of the interview wos
to explore pfssib!e c;;-reloﬁon between the extent of usage of Greek and perform::nce)-
in the test. A seven point rating scale for the extent of Greek usoge wos extracted

/rom this'infommign. The wﬁy fotings were assigned, and the frequency of the

P kinds of response are shown in Table 3.2.

{ "K’l— R
- ) 5
. |
Resvhs , - ;~’:=‘ . - - - - :
e, - - . . . .
Table 3.3 shows how the interpretations ossigned to the constructions change_

with the oge of the wbiects: dnly the oldest subjects allowed a second possible

meaning for constructions, The chonge with oge is mainly dve to the onset of ombiguity
detection. Children who did not detect ambiguity seemed to have o mixture of

" .
preferences for one, or other of the adult mterprctohons that were possxble In Table 34.,

the associatien between detecting o:nb:guufy in verbal end nominol constructions is shown,

P
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‘ Ratings of the extent of Greek usoge, based on categories ,

'
_ YABLE 3.2

-

of response to the biographical questions

Interaction with Parents

Porents use c;H Greek and
children use™all Greek

Parents-use oll Greek
and so do children _

Parents use all Greek-
but children swich -

Pgrenf{ use all Greek
but children switch

. Parents and’children

switch languages

Parents ond children
switch languoges

Parents switch but
children use only English

Now only English

4

Interaction with Peers

Mostly Greek.
Longuoge switching
.

Longuoge switching

- . -
k]

English is'used with
friends and siblings

Moinly English »

Only?riglis}\

-

English or sometimes
switching

Only English

Obtained ovéroge i
in the sample : |

Standard deviation :

. Rélﬁng

.7

4.17 Total: 49°

2.22

-

.. .

y

-
Frequenc f
o i}

.n %}
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‘ TABLE 3.3 . -
Resylts for individual constructions g
- - ‘ '
/ Age groups ©, Chi squore for association
Construction Interpretation - with age (4 d.f.)
. o ' - 5,6,7+ 8,9,10+ 11,12,13+ | (> 18.46gives p < .001)
To dh'oro tu J'onni Subie'ct%ve genitive 10 12 | , ’
(John's giving) 'Objective genitive 6 3 A 4 3.75
gvng’ . Ambiguous 0 1 . )3 )
| ep'iskepsi tu th'iu Subjective genitiye m 12 \ 4 -~ . ‘
v eees Objective genitivg " 1 3 0 "26.51
(Uncle's visiting) Ambiguous 0 1 12
Zit'o + na NP 9 8 6 .| ,
(request) NP2 5 5 1 20.16.
. - Areques __Ambigyous 0. 0 9
Prot'ino + na NPI 14 12 - § y
' T NP2 2 4 0 30.32
. (suggest) » Ambiguous 0 0 11. s
P'itho + na NP 7. 4 0 '
_ NP2 ) 10 8 22.63
(persuade) Ambiguous | 0 0 8 .
Simfon'o + nma NP1 13 14 S -
' (ogree) : NP2 2 2 0 28.22
o earmel, . Ambiguous 0, 0 1,
/1! NP 8 "7 2
+ Ip'osxome + na ] A ) 1 -
" (oromise) NP2 8 9 .3 28.75 -
promise - Ambiguous 0 0 1
@ Where th'e numbers in the age groups vory, this is because some responses.were bard to classify. o : .
2‘x ) Y/ . s ’ .
- f o~
‘ - __ e d..) .
U e e e o e - :_; . - S ——— £




" What,is meant by “portial detection® is detection on one of the exomples and not the
'x ) ‘./ -~ . R - .

PR3N

other, For Consistency with verbal ambiguity, only the main verbs zit'o 'request’ and’

4

*. simfon'o 'ogree' were considered, since there seemed to be problems in deciding
T ’ . ) )

whether the children really knew what the other verbs meant. The kind of association

in Toble 3.4is s one: where detechng nomi omb:guuty isa prerequus:te for detecting

. L}

. verbal onbxgunty This mcons:stency in appreciating the some : kind of ambiguity,

oonsndermg that both nominal and verbal ambiguity are cases of underlymg structure
u'nbig;ity, runs counter to predictioes from linguistics | éefore i:onside‘ring further the
!mphoahons of such an mconsnstency, it wes dec:ded to see if the results could be
repfooted with monOglots, using a more stondcrdxzed procecﬁ:re.

An ohemtmve way of looking at the dato pr:wdcd the results gi;en in Toble 3.5.
Instead of look;ng ot individual constructions, the performance of individual wllaiects
was considered by counting the number of ambiguity detections, and by usingo
difference score to see if there wasa bws for an NP2 mterpretohon in verbof

comtchions. Such a bias would be of interest in view of the resuhs of English

psychohngunshc studies. The difference betwecn the number of NP2 mte:pretohons

. ’
t

ond NP1 interptetations wos co!culcfed for sach subject. If there was no preferencw.
ihe d:fference would be zero, as it musfbe where ombnguqy is detected

Olber meowres of linguistic performonce wére derived from the first part

" of each festing session where the ch:ldren hed te,show sahs’octory comprehension

of stor} before toking part in the experiment. They also completed the story themselves.

. The measures obtained from this part of the test are listed in the{:key to Table 3.5.

In Table 3.5, it can be seen that there “wais @ very slight prefegence for

one interpretation (NP1) over anothet, but there vas no evidence for an overall .

s

syntactic strategy among subjects who did not.,detety‘ﬁbiguity. This confirms

the impression to be gathered from Table 3.3. The mean difference score was - 1.07

~—

- " <o, . - 26

—




: v"-—" ‘m‘ﬂ) o . . ) ’.$
} R E . AP ¢
. - | P -TABLE 3..4
, Relation between detecting ambiguity in verbal and nominal
| - ' o ‘constructions A
e A S ‘
Verbal Constructions : / : . B ‘
’ | - Consisfent  Partial Failure ’ i §
- ‘ ' detection  detection  to detect H
. Consistent : * '
o "~ detection- 7 4 ] 0. n ‘
' Nomiral  Portiol 6 A 3 . B |
Constructions: detection : . ) : :
. Failure . : ' N
to detect 0 - 0 34 4. N
- 7 .5 37 49 (Total) - -
- 4. i . ’ . E i
. Chi squore = 46.89d.f. = 4, p / .001 s k
< , ¥ 5
. i
| TABLE 3.5 1
, P . - LS j -
— , : . e i
. Pilot experiment with bilinguals - Correlations between measures: . ‘
" Vartoble: 1, 2. 3 4’, 5. 6. 7. - 8. 9.
1. 1.00 : ‘ Lo
- 2. ‘2‘ l-oo ’ ~ '
3. . JU o 17 1,00 L)
: | 4 N 49 2 .8 L . .
. .. “ 03 5.- 017 o3_2 .36 o36 ‘.00 o1 § 4
: - 6. A7 13 A3 34 .10 1.00 «° U
7. .w .m~ .M .w .w .m’ ‘.m Ve ;
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Voriclile 1:
Variable 2 :

Yéi'iable 3:
Varioble 4 ;
Voriable 5.; -

Variable 6 :

Variable 7
\Y

Variable 8 :

Yariable ¢ :

8

13

-
5

Number of ambiguity detections (maximum = 7);

Difference between.the number of NP2 preferences and. NP1~
preferences (+5 weuld mean all NP2, -5 would mean all NP1
ond 0 would mean that there was no particular bias);

Age in  years;

Number of words given as ossqc:oles to the word for school"
/

Number of correct answers to the story comprehension questions
(moxmwm 3)¢

r of sentences provided to‘g:omf')lete the story;
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and It did not correlate.with age, so it could not be higher in the younger dge

groups, . |
Vﬂ)ot is'most remorkable in Table 3. 5 is the clear lock of correlainon bctween ‘

J A
the ro‘hng of Greek usage and doing well.at’ defechng ambiguity, or even other

rps of grfonncnce. Chlldren clearly do show differénces, but it all depends on _
/ ) i
age, as can be seen from the correlotions in the third column of the corre‘lqhon matrix, -

It appeors thot the longer these children use the languoge. the better they become,

Independently o the circumstances of usoge. They all receive the schooling on

Saturday mornings, of course, and may be this keeps up the knowledge of Greek-in ¢

‘spite of sometimes unfavourable Mrcumtonces.

" tn later studies, the voriety of constructions used meont that quoantitative

- . _
approaches to the dota were atondoned in fo\?ur of quolitaﬁve ones, This was no

_disudvuntoge, since the total number a%b:guny detechons correlated very hnghly -

wm‘loge, but, at the some hme, the associations in Toble 3.3 were very strong for

Individuol constructions. )

-

_ The high score, .with the low variance, for the answers to the comprehensicn
qt.;est jons{variable 5) is becouse th_at port of the test was used as o creening
procedure to ensure that the chi]dre?tested were bilingual.

el - LT

Further mveshgchon of ambiguity cppreciation

3
- . . . . #
. 3
TN " . - . s
- ‘ '

A\ e .
The way the bilinguals fdi led to understond the mecmngsof repomng verbs

could have led to underesﬁmcﬁng their appreciation of ambiguity. 1t wos loter found
out that omb:qunh/ was not detecfed eorher, even when fom:lmr main verbs were used. ¥

But a test of monoglots was neeced,pnd also a selection of vocobulory vhhich would te

within children's capo bilities. Verbs like p'itho (pcrsuod'q) ond Eot ino (suggest)




ceomed téo unfam:l’ar Further teshng rehcd on the most frequent r(;porﬁng verbs

lke rot'o osk question* and | ggho tell soy N

h.}

= The pflot e‘xpe'riment foreshadowed loter discoveries in failing to indicate -

/4 .

.ﬂ\ol the youngesl children’ rehed on primitive gyntactic strotcgues Syntactic sfrotegies «

would ngt produce the results of Table 3.3. However, the procedures needed some
-mndardrzatipn, although an informal pich??(terpretoﬁon tasks was judged
'suhsfactory | -

»

.. Whot waos very clear wos the psychohngurshc relevance of the hngurshc
d'rfferences between Enghsh and Greek. Even though claims for a "universal®
' syntucﬁc principle (Rosenboum 1968) had been mcde on the bosis of what happens in
Enghsh ‘verbal constructions, important dafferences existed in the syntux of Greek
The exrs!encegf such differences would make it unlikely that Greek chnéren would
behave as Enghsh studies might lecd the investigator to expett. Even bilingual
da‘rldrt‘e.n showed en-absence of primitive syntactic stratfgies in spite of the behaviour

of children of the same age in English studies.
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© .. - CHAPTER FOUR y s
Among the kinds of constructions tested on énglish speokiné children over. -
the oge of five (see Palermo and Molfese, 1972) only a few cases involve ambiguity .

opprecioti;\. For example, uqderlyir\g structure nmbigt;ity is involved in sentences ____:_
lil;e— 'Visi;iljbkuncle can be nice”. In this case, nomirﬁl'ombiguit'y is involved.
" But since many verbal constructions MLMQWs in Greek, ;vi\en the correspondirﬁ
| English constructions are unambiguous, it became necessary to find out what Greek
‘ monoglot children would do, and what to make of responses when ambigu:if; was not
detected. Since.ombiguity is s0 pervasive, it was questioncble whether children -

would employ syntactic strategies in responding to a picture interprefation task,

" instead of responf:ling in a way that took accoun‘t of semantic differe;)ces. ln‘vestigafors ’
like Carol Chomsky (1969) think entirely in terms of syntax, even when dealing with
constructions with verbs | i-ke promise. One group,of theorists about semntic;, theorists
who invoke the speakers' intentions (cf. Chomsky, 1976, pp. 64 ff.), might pref.e‘r o
m-interpre;ﬁl:ter results in semn;ic fer;ns. Carol Chomsky found that constructions with
promise were difficult, and even more diFfig:v:Jlt were c;ar\stmcﬁons with o_sl;_-like

. “Ask Mary what to do" . Following Austin (1962) and Searle (1969) all her’construcfions +

\ are assertions, but they are assertions about other kinds of speech acts. Her‘miie
_constructions were reports of "commissives”, in Ausfin's}enni;ology, and the difficult ask
construction was a report of @ speech act whereby one person consulted another. More
-~ * commonly ask ‘is used in reporting requests for information. May be her results could be
re-in}e‘rpneted by saying that difficulty depended on the kind of speech act which the
construction reported. Since thif is a re-interpretation of &i data, testi@ ;or‘re‘spondipg
cons;ructions in Greek could indicate which way ofl;interpreting comprehension
< .

difficulties wos superior. So an experiment was conducted with.t;mmbiguous

+

constructions equivalent to those tested in English, but with the majority of constructions = |
) be

being ambiguous in conformity with a structurg] difference between English ond Greek. 4




D, S . Method <

The English investigations which pron:;atedvthe questions about ambiguity

. oppreciation in Greek all #sed c(ﬁoirly limited numbes of sentences because obtaining

“subjects presented no s;aeciol‘ﬁmblém. However, this investigation had to rely on a test

with a range of constructions since going back to the subjects with further items to fest - H

was not g ;eolfstic strategy . This opprooch had an odvonloge over doing.many s:mll
experiments, in that it gave more mformohon about the relotions between dlff'culf ]
Subjects - ' L ’ ' Yl -

The sixty children tested on o variety of Greek ambiguous constructions were

3

eonstmchons

pupils ot the experimental schoo! in Thessolon'kl, which is attached to the Educahon
and Psychology department of Thessaloniki University. The schml population is
recruited so as to be a cross-seckion as regards family socio~economi¢ status. Ten

" children were selected at rondom from six school classes as shown below : .
[ - . i

-

Mean Age o

68 76 &7 96 105 123 N ‘

Sx: Bops 5 5 5 5" 510 3% ,?_51
Gk 5 5 5 5 5 o 2 -. |

60 !

. It was not possible to get equal numbers of boys and girls in all age gréups, but only

the oldest children (students of secondary education) are an exception. iThe 11+ oge ]
range wos affed because testing ip o pilot experiment suggested thot y%unger children
\ , . K
. would be very resistant to ambiguity é'ec'tjon.'. It wos thergfore decided to expand the - 1
. o . . \ i
oge range-at the older end. - . \ ,
L3 ) i "" ) . !
. ', ‘.
e f
’ 4 ¥f
+ 8.




jpert (cont'd)

-

. Linguistic Constructions Tested:

Greek has ambiguous constructions with nomjnal expressions which are very -
%&-- - .
T —simitor 1o whet wn happen in Enghsh Ambngunty can arise if sentences comum T

<
.
H
. a4 e e
A — I ORI o

derived nommols,or nominal expressions with genitives. The first part of the test
. ‘ . .7 ':
consisted of three sentences which were ambiguous because of the way they incorporated

such nominal expressions. :
. (.- ‘!

Ambiguous nominal expressions. A derived nominal like kinijit'o ’chasing'./Jl

con give rise to ambiguity like an English literal tronsiation for sentence 1 = "Chasing
tired John". The second sentence conttined a noun with a genitive case ending and

with its definite article in the genitive case. The genitive could be takenos a

subjective or objective genitive, like the modifier of the hunters in the well known

English example the shooting of the hunters. A third sentence used to test the

- - - .
appreciation of nominal ambiguity contained the noun episk'epsis 'visiting’, which . :

Wi g e

-+ isinaderivotional relationship with the verb form 'to visit". The noun occurred in
s . = ' [

" a periphrastic expression which allowed two interpretations - one on which the subject

iretdtele

of the sentence made visits, cnd one on which he received visits. The free translations

. glven inAppendix A indicate the possible mterpretahons. Appendlx A contains 611 the -

o

R 4

sentenses used in the whole study. They are numbered from 1 to 78. The first 39wer§
vsed in f};e/tesf of ambiguity cpprecicﬁon'.' Where there is more than on£ interpfefcﬂc;n
¢.'I an ambiguous sentence,a translation corresponding to each-intérpretation is given,

" . Tronslations are lcbey with lower cu;e. letters, starting with "a”. Unambiguous
sentences have the}r translation lettered, because Appendix A serves as a guide to .
Appendix B. Appendix B contains the pictures‘.presenfed along with the sentences.

»
The numbers and letters on the pictures rorrespond with the numbers and letters in

Appendix A, For example, the sentence number 2 has two interpretations represented
. . (4

by the tronslations 2a ond 2b. The correct pictures.in Appendix B for that sentence are |
< . |

Iy *mml-:'
.

labelled 20 ond 2b. / b
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- Ambiguous verbbl exgess:ons. Most of the test concerned ambnguous -

verbal | expressscons. The gcnera! class of verb used was the class correspondmg
‘
to the kmd of verb that hos been tested in English. Besides having the formal

“

distinguishing characteristic of being followed by a to-infinitive construction,

English verbs like osk, promise and tell have much .in common semantically.

Palmer (1974) points out that verbs typically used with the to-infinitive construction

~

. :
are futurity verbs, that is, verbs conceming plamning, ond also reporting verbs, It

Is theréfore easy to select the Greek counterparts apart from the tronslation equivalents
"y

of ask, promise and tell. It was thought important to mclude common Verbs of the same
#

-

. class like simfon'o 'agree'. The verbs se(ect9d for testing were l'ﬂho"soy, tell',

rot'o 'ask, question', zit'o 'ask, request an oction’, simfon'o 'agree’ and ie'osxbme
‘promise'f -

The verbs with more inherent lexical conter‘\like zit'o 'ask, request'on action’
have more restrictions on the variety of cors?ruchons in which they con appeae. Zn Zit'o,
simfon'o 'ogree’ ond i E 'osxome 'promise’ are comronly fallowed by o dependent clause,
which begins with the particle na} and has subiuncﬁve verb form. The most stereo-

. typed of these verbs, l’_egbg, 'say, tell' con oppear with the following dependent
clouses : B ‘ ' 7 2 |

]
phacl + V¥V abjunctive; -
, :
conjunctive + na + sziumtive;

—
-

conjunctive + tha + Vg, indicative;

. . . e
conjunctive + Vpast indicative,

The tem "coniungﬁve" is taken from Hornby (1974) to refer to forms like ti 'what', \

" p'oso 'how much' and other forms which con occur os interrogatives in direct speech.

\
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T “ When these main verbs appear in the various-constructions, a largg mimber N
of interpretations are concelvpble, but not all of them are regorded as possnble by i
- '—ﬁmspeokcw%m rehabdﬂy‘w mrdecrdahovse a procedure I'ke the ~

one used for testing the children. Twenty two native speaking adults gave their

N lnterpfefohons’of each sentence used in the %stY considering the plctures which

’
vt Mg . - -

were in preparation for uge with the chlldren Other wntences about whnch the
adults did not agree were excluded from the motenois. Twe}ve of the adults t‘:onsulted
were Greeks studying in England, and ten were r;sidénh of Thessaloniki.

After obtoining the adult's iudgemer’mfs, there were thirteen constructions

consisting of a main verb-introducing a dependent clause. The thirteen differed,

either according to which main verb was used, or according to which kind of dependent

PO

clouse, or becouse of the kind of interpretation thot wcs’possible. The first port of, the
test concerned nominal amBhywity. The other parts of the test are divided according to

which main verb is concerned. Ameng the verbal constructions there was one of more

B e e —— b

unambiguous sentence along with the ambiguous ones.

Port 1l The second port pi-the test concemned consfructions possible with

rot'o 'ask, question'. The construction labelled ROT'O A s :

—riame -m\ﬁ

NPI + r'otise 'asked' + NP2 + conjunctive + na + V, subjunctive,

‘bf

Ahhough rot'o is normc“y the word for requeshng information when it stands in the

- - A
v oe N

. ROT*O A construction such an mterprefahon is ruled out.  The adult nomn is to allow

* ‘ 3 .
only one interpretation on which the main clause subject (NP1) asks the hearer for

= ———
o

advice. This is clear in the translations. For example, the translation of ‘sentence’4

' —
EX

has the moin clouse subject asking "whot fruit to buy™. So the subject of the dependent
clouse is identical with that of the main clause. The specker (NP1) consults the, hearer

(NP2), ROT O A will be referred to as ROT'O A (consulhng) The construcnon

-
-

Q l.'EGHO A (advising) could be the construction reposting a response to a ROT O A

»
- N s :
"
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The first ambiguous construction in Part 11 of the test is ROT'O B :

: NP’I + r'otise ‘asked'"+ NP2 + conjunctive + V past tense

Accodi‘é to the adult norm, sentences with this construction con have NP2 as

~ subject of the dependentclause. . In this case the request is for information about ﬂ:
-ﬁeqrer‘s post action, The constﬁ;ctfon con be referrgd to as ROF'O B (requesting o
report). ¥ the first person mentioned in‘the'sentence asked the hearer the questic.m,
he seems ?'o wont the hearer toimagine or guess what he (the speﬁke?) did. ﬁé':
'quesﬁon does no} seem to arise out of lack of knowled.g'e, but seems to be a request for a

display of knowledge by the hearer. This interpretation can be compared with L'EGHO -8,

where the. hearer. seems to be getting information about himself, or receiving a display

" of knowledge, rather than receiving information.

Thé other ambiguous construction in Part 11 is ROT'O C:

- NP1 + r'otise 'osked‘;+ NP2 + conjunctive + tho + Vg . 0

When NP1 is selected as subject of both clouses, the interpretation is thot the speaker

-~

-

asked for advice, as with ROT'O A (consulting). If NP2 is the subject of the dependent

clouse, the speaker wanted to know about the heorer's intentions. Sentence’s 41012

-

”

constitute Part Il of the test, S
. Port lil. The third part of the test consisted of sentences 13 to 24, The main

verb was always 'ipe 'told'. L'EGHO A-was the construction :

y NP} + ‘ipe 'told' + ‘NP2 + conjunctive + no + v subjunctive.
Only one interpretation is possible. The speaker recommended a course of action for

the hearer, M:y be he had been consulted with a question as would be reported with

“ROT'O A (consulting). This L'EGHO cons}riocﬁ_on can be referred to as L'EGHO A

(odvising).




’

.- L'EGHO B was the construction

- NP1 + 'ipe 'told' + NP2 + coniun\ctjve + Vpast tense, g

L'EGHO B is ambiguous. B NP1 is subject of both clauses, the speaker described

. ’ _ - .
his own actions. 4 NP2 is subject of the deperident tlause,. the speaker guessed
what the hearer did, or reminded him of what he did. L'EGHO B will be referred
toas LEGHO B (reporting) and L'EGHO B (displaying knowledge). L'EGHO C

was the construction

NP1 * :_E'told' + NP2 .+ conjunctive + tha + Vigorie.
This construction is also ombiguous. With the same subject for both clduses, the

speaker stated his intention to do what is descrided in the dependent clouse. His  ®

utterance could have_been o response\to @ question reported by ROT'O C '(osking about

+

-

intentions). With NP2 as subject of the dependent clause, the hearer is the recipient l

of a suggestion or advice. L'EGHO C can be referred to as L' EGHO C (expressing
intentions) or L'EGHO C (odvising).

The lost constructio in Partlll is L'EGHO D
NP1 + ‘ipe 'told' + /NP2 + na +V subgun;:tive

When NP2 is subject of the dependent clause, this construction is the one for o simple
direchve It reports an imper;::ﬁve utterance, or may be a request for ocﬁo‘n worded
some other way. But according t;:duh norms NP1 can be the subject of the dependent
clouse as well as the main clause, On 'this i‘nterpretotion the speaker requested to be
allowed to do wb'gt is described in the dependent clouse. This is L'EGHO D (obtaining
consent) ond L'EGHO D (directive) will be the other interprétoﬁon. "Petitioning”

L

would be too strong os a label, but the sense is slightly different from that of o simple

request. - y

-

H
|

[

+

i

i

i
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. — Port IV. Port IV of the test concerned the verbs zit'o 'ask, request an action' -}

. ————

~ and simfon‘o ‘agree'. With both these verbs the dependent clouse was one with na +

~ Ce
~_°  asubjunctive verb form. What was special about Part IV of the test was the way adult
_ lnferpnetoﬁons would allow reference to unmentioned porticipants in whatever

eonversohons or interactions were reported~ This meant that for ZIT'Q cnd SIMFON'O

B - o o e The
.

one sentence hod four possible mterpretchons. . g

The construction ZIT'O was given the same interpretations by the odults as

- v

LU'EGHO D - either 'obﬁcning consent” (the specker asking if he or she may do

somthing), or,"requesting an action, What hoppens with Sentence 27, which has more

P Y S —

than two interpretaticns is due to the presence of the pronominal form tin ‘her* in the .

v dependent clause. The pronoun mdy be anaphoric (refegring to someone who was in
the interaction described but not o specker or specific addressee). * Adults have to
imogine o specff‘c context in order to take advantoge of the referential cmb&gunfy,

, but for the children, a picture of o thard character was presented along with the | ;
pictures for t'he interpretation of.the s;n‘ence. The trunslchons 27¢ ond 27d irr .
Appendix A name this third chorocter, who was available if the exophoric interpretations
would be entertained. The referential ambiguity dees not affect whether the interpretatio}:_

Is "requesting an cction“ or "obtaining consent®, A ‘

Conpmbpeg et ama. L
LN

 ~ SIMFON'O ollows lnferpre’hons where any kind of 09ree‘)ent is involved.

N The first person cgrees or undertakes to do something, or, alfemhvely he can consent

to on agreement whereby the hearer (NPZ) may do something. For this construction

O e —— - g———"

teference con be made to SIMFON'O (gwmg an undertckmg) and SIMFON'O (consenting).

In sentence 30 there wosgiérenhcl ombiguity as well gs the ambiguity

-

arising from the morkmg of categories in the verb form. .The moscuh'é genitive prenoun

L IETIH
——— "

t_g_c:’on refer outside the sentence making pessible the tronslations 30c ond 30 d, given

Q the presentahon of three characters,
ERIC . -

.
| -
Ll e ]
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Port V. The fifth and last part of the test concerned ip'osxome 'promise’.
K As with zit'o pné simfon'o, the dependent clause began with na and qu a subjunctive

verb form. IPPOSXOME C was the construction which allowed two interpretations,

the general cose. If the speaker (NP1) is subject of the dependent.clauses, then a

promise is reported as in English. The speaker gives an undertaking thot he will do the
action of the dependent clc;use. But the ot,f;er interprét&tion which works for senténces
37, 38, and 39 has NP2 as the subject ofthe depend.ent clouse. . Besides pro-rqising to
do mm, the promise can be to let the hearer (NPQ)do whathﬁs described in the
deper.dent clouse.. So IP' OSXOME C can be IP'OSXOME C (giving an undertokmg)
of IPPOSXONME C (guaranteeing consent). '

By changing the content of the dependent clouse, sente;\ées con be produced

which are not ambiguous. This 7§ how the three sentences of IP'OSXONE A were

produced, so that IP' OSXOME A (giving an undertaking) is the only posscbnhty v

’f Promisess to help mother are more likely to be good resoluhons than guorontees of

‘ 2

. oonsent/.’ Thus it likewise it is possible to have sentences where only the guurontetfing
of consent is the adult interprei;ﬁcrf. fl:ns happens with IROSROME B (guaranteeing
consent). _ : .

For the five parts of the test, all sentences were composed of only eight or
nine words. An attempt was made to keep vocabulary and the kind of situotion

descri&;d as familiar to children as possible. The different ports of the test were

- = —_ - -

odministered in two testing sessions, or (in the case of some young subjects who shoved

i3

P

- weariness) in three sessions.
/'""\
The summory lobels for the adult interpretations of the constructions are
" gbbreviations of poruphmses of the way the adults descrnbed‘ ﬂne meanings. Tte
~_” >~

summory labels are given in Table 4.1. Table 4.2 gives the parophrases. For full
o details of each construction it is necessory to consult:Appenaix A witleAppendix B.
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TABLE 4.) :
L I
Adult Interpretations of the Linguistic Constructions Tested o st
B | Conshucﬁon o Dependent Clause Subject assigned by Adults
. k ' NP1 (Speaker or NP2 (Hearer '
=~ . ’ . . Addresser or (oddressee):
> . ¢ ;
ROT'O A . conj. +na'+ V 4.  Conwlting ~ . iy
ROT'O B conj. + Voot - - Testingknowl€dge  Requestiga  * |
oot - report ;
ROT'O C conj. + tha + Vg,  Consulting Aking obout - ' |
‘ ~ ) Intentions. g
- ” }
.
L'EGHO A conj. + na + Vgpi, - Advising v 5
L'EGHO B conf. % Vo v - Reporting Displaying ;I
\ . knowledge £
‘- . . 4 8
L'EGHO C conj. + tha +Vg,, Expressing intentions ~  Advising - . B
x . [ E,
L'EGHO D m o+ Vb Obtaining consent - Requesting on 8
- - 2 action . 3
zmo - . Obtaining consent. Requesting an 3
; T : * action §
- SIMFON'O' .. Giving an undertaking Consenting |
IP'OSXOME A . Giving on undertaking * - i A
IP'OSXOME B . - ' Guaronteeing |
g - ) ' : consent
_ .IP'OSXOME C . Giving on underteking Guaranteeing
consent ' I
: - N
- b
< e HE |
~ g
’ ‘ﬁ’ N B .
. 2 L b
® g

‘u-
ND

<
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. TRBLE 4.2 *
Imerpie;ufions of the constructions assigned by adults -
. \ — -
DEPENDENT .CLAUSE - \ MAIN VERB
. Py . . - — .
tion | Sebleet [T o I , SIMFON'O | IPOSXOME |
Construction | assianed L'EGHO ROT'O Zr'o - »
—-— g L - . v .
' é o ask for advice, a
| Conjunctive+na. |~ "~ NP1 suggestion, @
.- . . L — - recommendation A
+ subjunctive -
: ~ advise, recommend, . -
- NP2 suggest an action
for NP2 A : :
R ‘ , stcte an intention ask for advice,. - 3
| Conjunctive +tha NP1 c for a suggeshon\C/ ;
+ o g T
future indicative advice, recommend, ask for. information _ -
] NP2 suggest an action about a future . s
> ., for NP2 - C action* = C - i
. _descrike his own ask NP2 to guess - ‘
Conjunctive + . NP1 "} agtiofh :L;‘T:lg‘;ne what . | .
. . ‘ - s - r) L
past :ndiwgw - guess or remind of * ask for information,
o, J NP2 @nd attion performed report about NP2's, ©,
. .- ’ by NP2 ° action B . {
- NP1 request permission ¥ request permission agree to carry | prgrhise to carry
na + subjunctive or consent D or consent t'an action | out ah action AC| -
o : request, order an ) request, order agree to NP2 | promise enjoy-
) NP2 action . and action enjoying what | ment of a privil-
-1 ' the ogreement | ege, gront per=
‘ g - includes mission or favour |
- : . el
: - : D . - o )
4 Fa = ) a ‘\l Q: ’ -
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- " In testing the linguistic constructions, presentation wos oral, and the whole .

-

- . testing session was recorded using an [T{.Cassette recorder. The basic fask was a
%" picture selection task. All the pictures used in the whole-study are given in o

5 3 wendix B. The pictures in the Appendix are photogrophed from ofiginal line

drowings: In presentation, colours were used to make individual characters .

. ( Jannis etc.) easily identificble. There were six sets of coloured drawings with the

1 a

dimensions 83 by 103 inches. There wagli picture which corre'spon&d with each

oduh inferpretation of a sentence, and almys the same number of dlstroctorsps

\ o~

comrect pictures. So for ambiguous sentences with the mterp;etchons, there were

"~ four p:cwfes, two of them bemg correct. In Appendix B the top left capital fetter
- on each drawing ( C or W )indicates whether the picture is a correct choice . . <%
", 01/' wrong. (The pictures lised in the test did not hove any such mcrks on therg). :
Besides ﬂn'pictvrg; accompo;mying sentences, there were i)i;tums of thf.;t | ¢ B
indivi@ choruc.ters on their own. The colours were ¢onsistent throughout the sets

' of pic.tures, and the picture of the individual characters reduced the burden of the (
-7 3

nomes as much as possible, since they were given on the individual pictures.

. P Sy

The distractor pictures for unambiguous sentences were pictures of the wrong

‘character performmg the same action as the character of the corréct p:cture

For ambiguous sentences d:sfractor pictures had the same chomc’ters shown

- e o . /\
s with similar accompammnfs, as in fhe correct pictures but no-action was bemg

- .

- w N e el o oy b B
»

-y -
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The pictures were the materials for the moi‘est, but ih warm-up discussions

coloured pens, coloured counters, pencils, marbles and two toy clowns were used to *

. . .o 'b

» -
o ey g

check cor;nprehension of -the verbal concepts.

(T e, =y
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" were comprehended.. ThenPart IV of the test was administered. A further;’mnn-up

. discussion of promising come before odministration of Part V, the last pOI4‘, of the test.

s T

" What does "his father's odvice® méon?

’I‘he dﬂldmn were tested individually inyolsmall room, seated next to the
expenmenter ot a table ‘The test was divided into two sessions which took ploce ‘
.on dnfferent days. Flve young sub;ects who showed weormess hod the test odmnmsfered

* 4
ovetthreesess:ons L ’

- =3

Ore of the sessions begcm wnth a "warm-up® discussion of amblguous nominal "
expressions to alert the‘hxld to whot would hoppen . J’h:s lasted from four to five

minutes. Then Parts l Il and lll of the test were administered. The other session beggn

~with @ warm-up discussion of the agreement concept to ensure thot cmporfonf feotures

The worm-up discussions of ogreement and promising eo,ch lasted three to four minutes,
in the main parts of the test, about one and a half minutes were spent on each sentence, .
ohhough tiB Y was not stn‘ct . Both testing sessWed cbout holf on hour Co
Within each e:ge‘group, half of the children received Parts {V and V of the test
in their f'i;s‘t‘t:’stin.g session, and the other balf of the chlldren’be@)‘:@?om L
Ilond|m.’:~> ' . '

i : i . i
Warm-up discussion of nominal expressions. The warm-up discussion of ///!/

n?minol expressions 5 on entirely vefBal offair. The course of the interview con

be indtcated os follows : . ' ' .
» ) , ) o
" 'EXPERIMENTER . CHILD ,

# | say to you " John alwoys remembered his
fother's advice'' what do you understand?

F you hear the following sentence: “Cleaning
the house was o very easy job for Helen",
what did Helen do?

o




EXPERIMENTER ‘ . CHILD

- ¥ | soy to you: "Kostas/Helen always had in ‘
mind thelove of his mother”, what does it mean? i
Who loved whom?™> "~ - L : -
~ = MR

- Some children are playing in the school yard. l '

John and Peter started fighting.. Now, if you L |

hear the sentence, “John's punching was very ;

hard®, what do you understand? Who punched -

whom? _ '

F | soy go you the sentence, "The-car's
movement wos very fast®, whatdo you think of ?

¥ you heor the following sentence, *The bird's \ g

flight wos very low", what does it mean to you? :

What did the birds do? i
. e % o

It must be said that the hominal expressions in Greek, which are very commonly

KT

used in everyday speech ond conversations seem much more natural than their free or

oy

'litergl translations in English. Some of the English investigations of nominal expressions

have tended to use rather unnaturol seatences. Which proper noun oppeared in o sentence

"(Kostas or Heler) depended on the child's sex, ond the order in which questions were

i \\__/

Warm-up discussion before SIMF ONTO 'ogree’  The course of the interview, §§

4

in’which grosp of essentiol feotures of agreeing was checked, con be indicoted os

. asked varied considerably also.

rd

follows :- - |
EXPERIMENTER CHILD ik
Suppose your brother/sister tells you to il
help him/her with hemework, ond you ogree. ‘ 1
What would you say to him/her? Whot would M
i you do? - j
; ¢ o o H
~ Suppose you ogree with a friend of yours to . ;;
play together. What would you say to him/her? -, o |
What would you do? ] ' k
t * - a-

! A5




The aim in this dlSCUSSIOﬂ was to check v.rhe!her the children realised thot agreement
was rwtually binding, and to d\eck 'ho' !hey realized that a porty to ap ogreement

could be letting someone else do sométhing, as well as undertaking to do sornething

——

Waim-up discussion before [P'OSXOME 'promise’.

&

EXPERIMENTER ' : CHILD

_bTwo toy clowns are presented. | . Child identifies
. ' the toys

Here you*cve got two clowns.(E.adopts child's ~

terminology¥. Suppose you ogree to let me toke

one. What would you soy? What would you do?

Coloured pens are given to the child.

+ You have got all these pens. Suppose you ogreed

that 1 may have twg. What do you say? What would
you do?

Why did you give me the toy clowns?
Why did You let me hove the coloured pens?

.

. for him or herself.

checking H-/children'_s notion of promising can be indicated as follows :

EXPERIMENTER ' ' CHILD

Suppose you study hord, or if you are a
good boy/girl and your father promises
10 buy you a new bicycle/dress. Con
you tell me what you understand by this?

4

How do you promise your mother to be good
ot school 2, i

The course of the interview

b o .
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.
) .
EXPERIMENTER CHILD

'Coloured pens, counters, pencils and marbles
* are presented on the table.

-

J
-~ Chfld identifies
the objects.

Flere you have got a lot of coloured pens
and pencils. Suppose you promise to let
me toke some. How would you say that? ™

¢

Why did you give me the coloured counters
and marbles? Why did | get the pens and
pencils? '

§

The oim in this interview was to check whether the. children thought that someone
" 2

who mokes a promise must either do something, or let another person do something,

in accordance with the promise. Al children ge-vfwmedfaiifustv?\bg " beth
parts ef LWL warm ug AistuoSie AL ) )

_ - The main tést procedure. The parts of the main test each hod the some main

verb, eg l'egho 'say, tell’, while the dependent clause construction varied. Within
eeach part of the test, the senfences were presented in o random order, regardless of
the kind of dependent.efause, Wwith the restriction that no more than two sentences

with the same Kind of dependent clouse could follow each other. The course of the

interview for each sentence can be indicoted os follows :-

-
-

EXPERIMENTER

After warm-up discussion where appropriate :

You did very well. Now you are going to ploy
another gome, listening to some short stories
and looking &t some lovely coloured pictures .
But first look ot these two pictures.

E. presents pictures of individual choraciers
to be asked about, plocing them to the left
of the child. ,

| am going to tell you some stories/sentences,
one at o time, about these children. You will
“see them acting occording to the story you are;
going to hoar. Now look carefully ot these
pictures.

\
o ——

\
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EXPERIMENTER -

E. presents correct picture/pictures and the
distractor/distractors in front of the child,
keeping the individual character pictures in
view,

Do you recognize these characters? They are
the same as the ones here on your left. Have
" a careful look ot them. v
' Child scans pictures
forJd2 - 15 seconds.
E. delivers sentence orally, avoiding biased ' &/
e sis.

Yoy must choose between these pictures which

picture/pictures you thinx tells the story or

goes with the story you have just heard. What .

was the story you heard? Can you nepeat it? -
_ Child heats sentence

till reception is sctis-

factory. Then chooses”

picture(s)

1

“Dnognoshc questions :

Who asked whom? W'nat did X ask Y? Who did
that? How did X ask Y? Suppose ygb are X, how
—  would you.osk Y? Suppose you are Y, how would
~ you ask X to do thot?

The term "sentence” wo\used for the older children. In the case of cm;guous

sentences, there wos more thon one correct picture, and the number of distractors wos
alwoys twice the number of correct pictures.
. The questigns asked ofter the picture choice were an attempt to see if the child

could "parse” the test sentence informally, and moy be supply the direct speech. K a

correct picture vas chosen, the experimenter asked why that pisture had been chosen, :

r -l

ond why the other picture or pictures did not fit the story.

Ambiguous sentences were sometimes precented ogoin, later in the testing
. .

session, becouse of vacillation. The choice noted down waos the child's final choice,

’ ollhougTrevery inferview was recorded with the cassette recorder.

J
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© Thefe were fewer problems in relating the pictures and sentences with verbal -

ranged from three in thf case of ROT'O B to 7 for ZIT'O . With one exception,

(@) -Ambiguity appeeciation

€. © — Resulls : R _

Eighteen subjects apprecioted nominal ambiguity, but the responses of six - i
were difficult to assess because of problems they had with interpreting the pictures. !
' i
constructions. There was only one case for ROT'O B and for ROT'OC.

. Verbal 6mbiguity was much more difficult. Tbe’numbe; of successful subjects

[R————— SR )

children detecting verbal ambiguity were over ml/ve-xeor-old. Four detected

R B

ombiguity on ROT'O B, five on ROT'O C, three on L'EGHO D, seven on ZIT'O,

and on all other constrictions there were six successful subjects. Table 4.3 compares

IR ——

data from this and other studies on nominal ambiguity appreciation. Raw pmrﬁons

are shown since the numbers of subjects vary. Also in Table ‘4.3 the relation between
oppreciating nominal and verbal ambiguity is indicated. It is cleor that consi‘stent
detection of nominal ambiguity is o prerequisite for even partiol detection of verbal -/
ombiguity. .This resuli., with one excei:ﬁon‘, 'Mst;bto.imd with 49 bilinguals in

London, and it must be concluded thot something more thon purely linguistic knowledge

-

may be involved.

—ionaBi———

Where children did not appreciate ambiguity, they often seemed to prefer

one interpretation over another. With ombiguwgrorgstrucﬁons, their picture choices

- FIL NI eIt | e

were the main source of informotion-about these ﬁefemms. The picture choice data

s

were given a detaijed treatment,

it
-
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T TABLE 4.3

Defection of rominal ambiguity - comparing other studies :

. &) S Ambiguity apgtécliotion dota - _ i
]
i

~— i
Less than 9-1 n-13 Adolescents
‘ _ mineyears  yeos _yeors ¥
Kessel (1970) he 432 14/17 N - i
Sholtz. & Piton (1973) - /28 38 /B 20/28 1
Thls S‘UdF - . - . ‘ . s ‘
(Greek meﬁ)glofs) \/27 __8/18 9/9 - i
Greek bilinguels 0/23 210 5/6 1010 i
Note: The monog!ot dota is bosed on 34 subjects because of prob!ems six of the .
, children hod with the pldums. . - ’ 8

\ 7 o

(c) Relation between detecting nominal ambiguity and verbal : (Chi square =
' "19.10, with4 d.f., p / .001). -
\ —-’——._’ -
. T ’ ) ‘L .Verbol Ambiguity : ; ‘
Consistent  Portial Failure
detection detection to detect i ‘
— Consistent > - ~ , i
detection 2 5 9 16 i
Nominal  Portial _ 3 |
Ambiguity : detection -0 0 2 2  §
“ Failure . i
to detect 0 0 36 3% : M
2 5 . 47 54 R | i
- i
| ¥
. ,
~ N
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W) PFicture selection data

The picture selection data consisted of three kinds of response in the cc:lse;s

were ambiguity was not detected. A preference for NP1 occurred when all three-

™ sentences for a given construction were ;udged as having the same sublel the
moin clouse and dependent clouse. A NP2 preference occurred when a child took

the. nearest NP to be the subject of the dependent clause for oll three sentences.
Then there was the possibility that mixed respondmg could occur. Table 4.4
shows the frequency of the different kinds of response. Since the subjects are divided
into.three categories on each construction, 1t is possible to use the -proporﬁon§ to -
plot the constructions on a triangular groph (see Dickinsor.\ 1973, pp. 35-37). The
proportions used for this plot ignored subjects who detected ambiguity . The plot of
the construchons is'shown os Figure 4,1. Constructioms neor the left side recelved

. few mixed responses, and those near the right-hand side received few NP2 responses.

1 :
The ones near the bottom received few NP1 responses. The further they are to the

middle of the groph, the less pronounced the preferences, and the more frequent are

the mixéd responses. What is cleor from the plot is that there is no clear preference
at oll about L'EGHO C, ROT'O C and L'EGHO B, Where there seems to be a clear
préference is with SIMFON'O which is treated as if it were SIMFON'O (giving on
undertoking) egclgsively, whereas to adults it can also be SIMFON'O (consenting).
The‘pref_erence for the "giving an undertoking” sense with IPOSXOME A accords
with the only adult-like interpretation .ROT O B-and L'EGHO D are treated as
ROT'O B Kshng a report) and L'EGHO D (requesting on action) excluswely,
mthout consideration of other interpretations, although there is more mixed

. responding. Only in the case of ZIT'O there isa preference for mixed responding.
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L'2GHEO C (expressins intentions/advising)
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Otherwise, sentences with c‘_:‘s/ingle construction seem to be treotea as belonginé
o |ogpther Pr‘eferem':es where more than two-thirds of the children pfefsrred one
Inferpretation over the altemative occured on SIMFON'O, [P'OSXOME C

(both for NP1) and L'EGHO D and ROT'O B (both for NP2).

- ” \
TABLE 4.4

e) Picture choice data for all childrp except for the ambiguity detectors
. o< A -

Motrix of Phi coefficients for associations between performence on the different
- constructions : :

- N :

RBL RC LB LC W Z
1.0 .31 .32 .18 .23 19 .20
1.0 .25 34 .38 .20 .10
1.0 .51 20 32 .5
1.0 .34 4 .0
1.0 .20 .01

1.0 19
1.0

LA iPA' @8

a8 .21
24 .28 A9
21 A4 L4
21 .29 .3
43 A5 .25
A5 .20 .30
0 .28 .20
10 .59
34 .38 ..30

3

~
L ]

oo BRRBRY

!

RB
RC
LB
LC
LD
z
s
IPC
RA
LA

-—t
o

3

>

Note: Coefficients greaf;r than ;31 are significant ot the 5% level,

.§)  Frequencies of preferences for infer@mﬁ‘om:

RB RC LB IC

NPL 3 16 15 19 2
NP2 - 2322 21 43
Mixed 12 \15 17 14 12

Totol 55 54 54 54 57 -

@)  Chi scuare valves for association with age : .
g8 RC®WLB ILC O zZ. S IPC RA LA IPA |
10.13 4.14 8.09 3.81 9.11 4,76 4.61 7.80 11.56 10.02 20.20 3.52

4
i}

Note: Values greater than 9:49 are significant at the 5% level (d.f. =4)

g
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The Phi coefficients in Toble 4.4 can be used to answer the question whether

ambiguous constructions are treated like unambiguousignes by children who allow

. onlyb-in} rp;eiaﬁon. This seems to be the cose with IP*OSXOME C, since

. *

"preferences are strongly associated with preferences on unombiéuﬁus constructions
with the same moin verb. Also association between ambi guous ROT'O C and unambiguous

A is due to the same meening (conwhipg)ppplied bydthe some children. But associations

between ambiguous ROT'O B and L'EGHO B, and ROT'O C and L'EGHO C are mainly

Py

 due fo underspecialized meaning (question®) which L'EGHO receives with the same
"kind of dependent clauses. Although i}:iere tsa NI:“I preference for SIMFON'O as well .
as for IP’C’)SXOMEI constructions, the smollness of the Phi coefficient is due to different
children moking up the totals. : ' - -
In Toble 4.;, statistics for the ossociation with oge are givem. With one
* exception, there is no significant association with ogc'on ambiguous items among

the subjects who do not detect ambiguity. ROT'O B is the exception. Table 4.5

shows the figures used for each age group in obtaining the Chi squore statistics.

[

The yyu‘;éest, middle and oldest iwent.y children were compared. in the case. of the
exoephyml ambiguous construction, a decline in mixed responding with age seem;

'te}sponsible for the significontly lc?rge statistic. .ln the other coses, there is a move
fo correct responding. A decline in mixed responding brought another ambfgubus_

construction near to significance (LEGHO D‘) This decline in mixed responses -

M e e e ——

could be taken asbehaviour consistent with ireat}ng ambiguous constructions like
'unmﬁaiguooé ones. Figure 4.2 shows the constructionsthree times, once for each &

= oge group. Constmcﬁons'where there was no significont association with oge are
omitted from Tab’le 4.5. On the whole, there wos op.improvemeni in with oge on

- unombnguous consiruchons, except for IP'OSXOME B (gucrcnieelng consent) where .

. c"uldren wrongly treated it like lP’OSXOME A (glvmg an underfdkmg), mespechve

of oge. D Iy
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o o  TABLE 4.5 -
- (h)  Contingency tables where the association with age was significant : ‘
Construction  * Age Group . r
, -~ Picture Choicéy Chi
» NPl NP2 Mixed  N's Square p-
) .. Youngést . 0 12 7 19 - .
- '(‘ﬂiguois) Middle .3 13 3 20 013 [.05
;, .o Oldest 0 15 2 ‘ -
: ‘ | Youngest 8 9 3 20
"ROT'O A Middle 5 . 4 120 1.5 /.05
| \‘\ . Oled . 7 3 0 20
Youngest .- 9 9 2 2.
LEGHO A Middle 10 10 b 20 10.02 /.08
' Oldest > 3 14 3 2
. ) Youngest 12 '3 5 2 |
IP'OSXOME A  Middle 20 0 0 2. 2020 /00
P ' Oldest 20 0 -0 20
$ . o
[y ﬂ = : :
‘ / - . ;
. N , Yy
S A [\ *x
SEA ) _ . 54



(I) Ad;lt-like rek;onding
| With unumbuguous items, it was poss|b1e/to evaluate the chlldren s responses
more rlgorously thwth Gmbiguous utems For every item, the children had been
asked to prov:de the direct speech, if possible, and to informally “porse” the
" senfence, indicating what they thought the main verb meont A criteridn was
'upphed on the unomblguous items to classlfy responses as "pass” or *fail®. To poss,
a child hod to pick the correct pncture, but glso to justify the choice in the mformo

<

porsmg , and keep to an pduhn‘hke interpretation of the main Berb It was.

\\
~that insisting on correct conversion to direct speech as well was too st rict/ although
sometimes direct speech was correctly provided. The advantoge of opplying the

adult-like ¢riterion, even though ossociations with oge existed in the picture choices,
n . ’ '

. }lgy in the examination of difficulty relations betweea constructions. From cross-

labu!chpg the Fryuencues of success’or failure on every pair of constructions, it was
/ N
posslble to construct @ matrix of drsconfmnotdy response patterns”, using the approoch

advocated b} Bart and Krus (1973). What was possible was an examination of whether
success on any given c;stn{c.ﬁon was a prerequisite for success o:w another. The

matrix of disconfirmatory resF;onse patterns, or exceptions to th:‘z prerequisite relation,
enables a decision to be made obouf what sort of hierarchy of difficulty e;(ists between .

s

the constructions. -
Table 4. 6 gives the mgtnx of exceptions to the prerequisite relation, the
7nunber of subjects who succeeded on the constructions when adult-like respcndlng
. was the criterion, and the Cochran Q statistic for the sngn:f:cance of the order of
- difficulty of the constructions. With o significant Cochmn. Q ther€ can be more
_ confidence in the Bar, Krus.methods, since they and Airasion et al. (1975) .
do not always ogree[;j:proporﬁon of exceptions to the prerequisite relation
is tolerable. . _ {\

! e’




TABLE 4.6
R .

)] Datu from requ.iring oduh-!ike responses on unOmbiguous items

- Matrix of excephons to the prerequisite | relohon for constructions
considered in pairs:

LA P8, RA IPA

: +F
LA - . WU 27 ° 38 2
1) .8 - 2B 2
A, 1 (3 - 3 '

lPA | E/‘o/w ‘ ) - é

- »

&)  Numbers of subjecis correct when adult-like résponses are required:

~—

. LA IPB RA  IPA
. 14 20 40 52

Cochron's Q for the reloted proportions = 63,37 ([.001

-

) From the matrix in Table 4.6 the hxemrchy of d;fflCuhy can be dvogrommed

as foHotvs
l_.:EGHO A (odvising) 1P'OSXOME B.(guaronfeemg ;:onsem)
AR
. ROT! O_A {consulting)
y IPPOSXOME A (givir;g on undertaking)

" Whoat is remarkoble obout this hlerarchy of d;fﬁcglty is bemy it contrasts with the

one obfamed by Corol Chomsky (1969). In-hers there is a lmeor hierarchy os follows: _
. . / . o

] , ask (consulting)
promise (giving an undertaking)

'3

o tell (ogvising)




Aitha’n the numbers of successful subjects on this critefi;n are not véry different

fmnthose with the correct picture choices in'To‘bIe 4.4, this result would not. have

.
v

s been found without the insisfence on'-oduh-like'respondingﬁ. ,

.
[T ——— e ——_—" S o s 00

The main reason for failing to respond in an adult-like way seemed to lie

M it ok

in the children's ideas about whot the main verbs could mean, Sometimes they

.oppiied non-standard meanings to the main verbs. The importance of-mon-standord s

memings can be gathered from Table 4.7. - In the case of IP'"OSXOME B there was !
another reason for follure Theureoson in that case was the application of the
IPOSXOME A meanmg, which does not affect the mm'n.verb in theﬂse of ROT OA

*ask for & report” insteod of "consulting® meamng was opplied. For this reason foulure

with ROT'O A is clossified under the label "Failure for other reasons® becouse the ) {

g - -7 main verb pfesei;es its question meaning unkike fhe other main verbs. ' '
t TABLE 4, 7
i

(m) Analys;s of foslures to meet criterion :

\
-
" J
BT S S

Failure with non-standard Foilure

Const c;ion ' N.On-stondord ’ meaning - for Total |
.1 ' v meanings NPl NP2  Mixed | -other |failing
: ' meanings | reasons

T

=1 -

ROT'O A - 0o 0 0 20 | 20

- - . -
' L'EGHO A * question 2 0 24 0 46

A

, | IPOSXOME A | * tell-say o 3 5 | o |'s

IPPOSXOML B | * tell-say 0 é 3 31 40

Note: Non-standard meanings ure asterisked.

-\‘l ‘ " -




’ M(G“;"’ ~

s
-

- ~

) Anil(guity oppreci'otion and odult-like responding

,

Being correct on the uncmblguous constructions and being correct obout

omblgmry (in appreciating its existence) are both forms of adult-like behovuour.

. The remaining relationship to be extracted from the data wos between these two

" kinds of behaviour. The relationships suggest o more or less parallel dévelopment.

The best 25 subjects were /c,orremmer 3 or 4 of the unombiguous items,
according to the adult-like responding criterion. No children detected verbal
'oui:iguity wiﬂ;a score of less than 3, except for one child who realized that
ZIT'O wos ambiguous, ’ On the other hand, it was possible to detect nominal

-

ambiguity with a score of only two. The figures are :

Nominal on'tblguqy

o \ ’ " Detection  Fail fo detect
Number of 3oréd 16 9
unambiguous items  less than 3 "8 27

correct:

Furthermore, of the seven subjects who could detect verbal ambiguity (partially
or consistently), five fciled on L'EGHO A, the most difficult unambig;ious
consfruchon, and o:re of these also failed on IP'OSXOME B, the second most
d'lff'wh So although ombsguuy appreciation and correctness on unambiguous

items are associated, progress in both seems to be in parallel, rather than within

" a single develogneﬁt where the one follows the ofTwer.

I
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CONCLUSION A

In deciding when children can appreciote nominal onlbigl:sity, Kessél seems
to be an odd man out. Looking ot his procedures it is clear that his test was invalid.
He used distractor pictures where irrelevant actions were being performed. Children
L’ could succeed by selecting o picturle with a relevant action, whereas in this experiment
the pictures were more oiike, whether correct or incorrect.
The way reliable appreciation of non';iml.ombiguify seemed a prerequisite
for any appreciation of verbal ambiguity wos paralleled in the results from bilinguals
(see Ch.apter 3). It seemed independent of linguistic ex;:;eri‘ence—, and further
improvement in comp-rehending verbal constructions that were not ambiguous q:uld
- - >take place even in ombiguity defectors. 'Nohopouios (1976) orgues that the
transition to formal opemtio;nl thinking is implicoted in ambiguity appreciation.
He pofnts to similarities between the protocol; of children in these linguistic
tests ond__tho_se of children in Inhelder and Pioget's (1'95’8) cognitive tests.
*h?problem for this occount is the dissoc%oﬁon relation between behaviour with nominal

verbol ambiguity. Natsopoulos appeals to the Piagetian notion of o "décalage®

“

<
to explain this.
Response patterns where ombigl;iry was not detected, and where it did not
occur, could not be attributed to any syntactic bias. Engli;h studies would _
lead one ta expect a bias for NP2 response in younger children,ll‘:ut that did
not occur. With the una iguous constructions, the differences in difficulty do
follow semantic differenoes. Speech acts like _coniulting, guaranteeing permission |
, and commissives are 'responded to in different ways. What o;;peal to some general ¢
‘sjemnﬁc.explomﬁon cannot handle is the striking contrast between these diffic.ulty
relations and those in English studies. Further data with more common reporting

ERIC verbs was needed.

b1
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CHAPTER FIVE

Results from testing constructions with a variety of main verbs were very

different in Greek from what might have been expected on the basis of English

E 3

sfidiés. A major cognitive advance was implicated, when ambiguity appreciation
wos involved. One observotion suggested cauvtion. The main verbs in the . ~
constructions testéd were liable to be interpreted in o non-standard way. Some

kind of semantic explanation was preferable to one relying on syntactic principles.

It was decided to conduct o test using only the most common reporting verbs,

.
-

L'EGHO 'say, tell’' cnd ROT'O ‘a'sk, question'. With only two main verbs o greater
variety of following constructions could be tried. Natsopoulos (1976) classified

“the resulting adult interpretations according to the kind of speech act reported

~— by the sentences. He compared criteria suggésted by philosophers, sociologists ang

sociolinguists. Sometimes these criteria overlopped, but it‘sbould have been possible
to see if reports of the most different speech acts diff{rcd .most extensively,
% . Asubsidiary purpose of this experiment was to check on the resistance

of pre-adolescent chik;ren to allowing more than one ir.ﬂerprefoﬁon for ambiguous
x{r_bfl\consfmcﬁons. Ambiguous sentences were presented ofter a context hod
be:n provided. The context was intended to make it as clear as possible ﬂn?:ore

than one interpretction of the sentence was possible - If both interpretations were

accessible to children, then ambiguity detection should have been facilitated.

i
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D. " Method

o . The methodological approach was to test comprehension of a large number

of Miguous sentences for each of a number of constructions, which can, in
general, give rise to ambiguity. Unombiguous examples were uség! to see how firmly

.4-..,__, ..

based preferenoes in interpretation might be. To answer questions about ornbiguir);

opprecuatuon itself, port of the test consisted of ambuguqus sentences prec&d by

? . contexts whaa: were intended to prompt ambiguity detecuon ¥

Subjects - o,
. . T
The seventy subjects were recruited from two schools One third came from

L the experimental school attached to the department of Education and Psychology at

the University of Thessaloniki. The pupils in this school are seleated fo represent N

*

g

< -
- e

gross-section @2 regards family socio~economic background. Two thirds came from
: *

) the 37th primary school, Thessaloniki,which shares classes with the experimental school. -

e

The sample from the 37th primary schoo‘ywos selec*ed to match the socio-economic status

of the chlidren from the experimental school. The oldest children were from the secondary

=

department of the experimental school, The gmposmon of the somple was as follows :

". : o
‘Mean Age
69 7,6 86 96 10,5 M4 12,7 N

Y, Sex: Boys 5 5 5 5 5 5 10
‘ Girls 5 5 5 _5 5 5 0 ‘30 .
' ) ‘ 70

-‘ - - —

The last group consisted only of boys because to ensureséqual numbers of girls .frors

" another school proved difficult due to lack of copperation from officials.
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Linguistic Consttucﬁons.Tested
* The comprehensaon test given to the chnldnen had three parts : Part | tested '

constructions with the verb rot'o 'ask, queshon Part 1] tested comstructions wnh fhc

— -

verps simfon'o 'ogree’ and zit'o 'ask, request an oction'; Part i te_sted constructions

/——- -

hd V4

’ Constmchons with these verbs present a comprehension problem in Greek,

m _E,smd told', a form from the paradigm of lgho 'say, tell',

- //

as in English, because there is an unstated subiect. to decide about. What is different
obwt Greek is that the main clouse verb does not indicate which noun phmse in the
main cleuse will be the subject of the dependent clause. In Chaprer 4, it was |
reported that children as old os_thi.rteen were unaware of the resulting ambiguity.

Whereas adults would allow that both -John and Mary can be the subject of ta'isi 'feed’

in )
o J'annis z'itise ap' ti M'eri na ta'isi ti gh'ata
fort.) (John) (asked) (prep.) (ort.) (Mary) (port.) (Feed) (ort. ) (cat) J
children would allow only John or Mary but not both, . !

All'the sertences in Part Il-of the fest were ombiguous like the example given.

o

The dependent clouse began with na cnd the verb wos in the subgunchve, after the

main verbs simfon'o ‘ogree’ and zit'o 'ask'. What was new in this test was thot ambiguous

.

©  sentences were preceded by o context. The context wos intended to prompt detection of

anmbiguity. For the sentence r&oﬂing the request about feeding the cat, the context.wos :
-

Mary hos got o lovely little cat. John loves the little cat very much,
He wants either to feed the cat himself or to get Mory to do so, because
he would like the little cot to be very happy. =, .

<«

» kﬂ the sentences used in the test are given in Appendix A, along with the preceding

contéxts. Part Il of the test gonsisted of sentences 55 to 60 inclusive (six sentences).

There were ombiguous sentences in the other ports of the test,

’ .. | - - -
. .\ .. . 62
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-

The ombuguous ¢ntences with rot" rot'o osk, question' ond I'egho 'say, tell'
as'the main verb had @ dufferent kind of dependent d0use from the other ambiguous

’ sentences. The dependent clouse in those cases began with a conjunctive (a word

-~

) l'ke whiich) and had o future tense verb. These sentences were senlence; 52 to 54
> lncluswe in Appendlx A ond sentences 76 to 78.
The main verb rot’ rot'o osl< question' cannot be follomd by o dependent ¢louse
with na and the subjunctive’, The entences in Part Tof the test had dependent clauses
- ,ei,.-esenﬁr;g what is b7sible after rot'o,namely :  ~ /f{ |

junctive + no: + subjunctive verb;
junctive- + tha + mdlcchveoffuture tense
conjungtive + md:cohve»verb in various tenses (imperfective
) and simple past)

/

- In the latter casé another dependent clause with subjunctive ofter followed the

first dependent clause os Appendix A shows. To find out héw firmly based chilr.{ien's
interpretations were, it was decided to select porticular sentences for testing .in,which
the content of the dependent clouse caused adults to declare onl.y one conceivoble
lnferpretct}on possible. That is to st:;y, although the syntax of the sentence allows for
more th'on one infe%.aﬁon, the cdntent.of any one example might well r:ule out one
—of the noun phrases as a candidate for being the unstated subject of ‘the dei)encfem .
’ clause.  a question concerns enjoyment of an outing, it is the hearer of the question
wbo went on the ouhng, despite whot is ollowed by the syntax of the reporting sentence
in genen* Just such sentences were ¢omposed for Parts Iond Ul of the test The '
vnambiguous sentences in Port | were sentences 40 to 51 mcluswe. The unombiguous
sentences with |'egho 'say, tell' were sentences 61 to 75 inclusive.
The collocational possibilit’ies with lig_‘h_o 'sgy, tell' are more numerous than
with other reporting ~verbs. They include oll the possibilities with rot'o ‘ask, q\;estion'

* as well as dependent clouses beginning_wih'r_io. ond having the verb in the 'subiuncﬁve.

t_". Nso 60
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In referring to what the sentences exemplified, the main verb, with a letter after it,
will be used. Sometimes the adult interpretation of the construction will be added
o the label. Different identifying letters ore used where particular interpretations

. - Table 5.1 labels q!l the constryctions used in the }é’st, and Toble 5.2

summoarizes the adult pompﬁmée: *o'ensure reliabﬂif'y of interpre;::t_ion twenty-two ]
native speoking adults were ;onsuhed about the senf;ences used in the test. They .
were given the pictures to be used, as well as beér\g asked for Ihgir ;udgements o

. verbally. The term “consulting® summarizes ony interpretation on which the main--

-

.

clouse subject (NP1) is regarded as asking for advice or for suggestions about a
contemplated course of action, Constructions with rot'o con be used to report such _
’ an vtterance. Conversely, constructions with |'egho ‘telf* can be used to report the

giving of advice or instructions, Hence the summary lobel "advising”. Sometimes

when a future tense occurs in o construction with rot'o or I'egho, the meaning does
r
not concern consultation ond the giving of advice, butthe exchange of information

- about intentions. This give.s rise to the interpretatior;s summarized os "expressing
!nfenfi;)ns” and "osking ok;ou; intentions™. Constructions with I'egho 'say, tell' or

- rot'e 'osk, question' and a past tense verb jn theAdependen.t clause can report exchanges

“of information about past octions. These inte rpretations are summarized as. “requesting \ -

@ report” and "giving d’qepoﬂ". When the statement obout past action has NP2 as the

unstated subject, fhe shnse is not quite that of "giving a report”.. Asking about NP2's

w

. _ . . i
past action is o request for o report, but the only way to ensure o construction with .

. ]
¥

© legho which has NP2 o the unstated subject, is to get the overtone of approval or

disapproval. This happens in L'EGHO F where the interpretation is summarized &%

"passing comment®,
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TABLE 5.1.°

)

Adguﬁéetaﬁens of the'U.nguisﬁc Cohstructions Tested

Construction | Dependent Clause
| -
ROT'O A'  conj. +na +V subj.
“ROT'O D~ conj. +V g
ROT'O E conj. + complex
dependent clause -
ROT'O F conj. +tha + Vg
ROT'O G conj. +tha+ Vg,
ROT'O C’  conj. +tha+ Vi,
ZI'o A na +V subj.
L'EGHO A'. conj. +ma+ V g,
L'EGHO E  conj. +V past
L'EGHO F

L'EGHO G
L'EGHO H
JLEGHO |

L'EGHO C’

‘ /coni. +Ypost

conj. +tha + Vi,
ma+Vgbi.

."_"."'Vsubi.

conj. +'_hi+v fut.

Swbject of Dependent Clause

NP1
Consulting

Consulting, '

asking for

permission

Consulting

Consulting

Obtaining

consent

Giving on
vndertoking

Reporting .

Expressing -

intentions
Obtaining
consent

Expressing
intentions

6/

- NP2

Wding a report

Ve

Asking about intentions

Asking about intentions

Requesting an action
Consenting

Advising
Passing comment

Requesting an action

65

.
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) , TABLE 5.2 ~
. lnfe!foﬁéns ¢f the constructjegs assigned by adults ‘
. ~ _ ~ )i ‘.
» ° DEPENDENT CLAUSE i / MAIN VERB
) - . :
) Sﬁbiecf r ’ 7, ) - -
Construction - ~| - gssigned | L'EGHO ~ ROT'O A Re "SIWFON'O
Conjunctive + na _ i ask for advice, a ) - * .
+weubjunctive NP1 suggestion, o . .
- : . recommenddtion A 5 -
| ‘. advise, recommend - ¢
NP2 suggest an action .- ’ )
. i for NP2 A ‘ .
I ~ NP1 state an infggion ‘| ask for advice or -/
Conjunctive + tho - ¢G a suggestion CG . '
L &V future ' cdvice,: recly d ask for information
NP2 suggest an action . | about o future -
\ o - e | for NP2 action CF - )
L — state feelings about -
Vil * NPL. | -own action, express . ‘ ) ‘
Conjunctive + ) personal state  * € o . *
.|V opast "~ qsk for information *f ~< <
.NP2jr % about NP2's past \ .
: . : action D :
‘ . NQ]/ - .request permissiopn agree arid fulfil an action
U one + ssbioneti A B - : A ‘ A
|22 subjunctie request an action,’ - " request anactioh, agree to NP2's enjoyment
: NP2 order H ! - order A ] of what the ogreement
e : . , Lo includes A
d 5. request permission ask for advice or )
o _ NP1 to do something ag for advice with ; -
N\ '] Conjunctive + ) part of bulfilling permission E. ’ 3% .
"complex clause an intention I ’ * , . A | -
62 NP )} - .
- - ¢ - .
e ety o - -
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, test where children would have to switch between @

N

Some of the constructions involve notions like perhission, or letting the

_ othei person do sometl;ing, and requests to be.allowed to do things. Thus the adult -

interpretations of zit'o +.na +V subjunctive @™ the same construction with I'egho
- can be summarized os "obtaining consent” becouse the main clause subject wants to

be .allowed to do so.mething. Agreeing that the NP2 should do something is summarized

with the label "consenting®. | - g S

" These Mrizirmg labels were bosec} ueshomng adults about what
the s:nfences'exemplifying’ the constr.uctl ont. The bcfj\ns the same for the
hwnélaﬁons provided in Appendix A. ' \

g

What was obtained by varying the content, of deper

t clauses, os, for

\ exnmp!{e, forcing the NP2 interpretation with questions fbout enioxmer;t, wasa

]

P1 interpretation and a NP2

~

. Interpretation to perform in an adolt-like fashion. If they hiad overall bioses, !

sfmtegnes ossocaoted with pcrtculor main verbs, then they would dﬂe able to perform

comectly by adult standards. ‘. ’

The length of the ind.ivic'!ucl sentences varied between nine and sixteen words,
but those Mtifh' o ;omp!ex ciependent /clouse were longer (up to 20 words). The complex
dependent clauses in the constructions ROT'O G and L'EGHO | were so because 0 &
further depéndent clo;Jse was embed'c?éd in the one following the‘ ma;n verb, However,

the v0cobul0ry and the kind of situation descnbed wy kept as familier to the children
” R

as posssble. -

Y J ¢ ]
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"Materials

In festing the linguistic constructions, presentation and responding were oral,

;nd the whole test session was recorded on on ITT cassette recorder. The basic task

was picture gglécnon. All the pictures used in the whole study are gwen in Appendix B.
. The pictures in the 0ppend|x ate photogmphs of ongma! line drawings. In presentation,

colours were used to make individual characters easily identificble. In oddmon there

were separate pnctures of the individual charucters with consistent colours, ond fhe

names written in large letters, -There were six sets of 8% x 10} inch coloured drawings.

e s’ L g

There was a picture which corresponded with each odult interprefation of o sentence

(NP1 doing the action, or NP2), and always the scme number of distractors. So for

-~

the ambiguous items there were two correct pictures and twa distractors. n Appendix
. 9 ;

, the top left capital letter on cach pictut:e { C or “W") indicates whether a picture

'!s a correct choice | or wrong. (The pictures used in the test did ot have any-such

marks on ther). o .
B;ides the pictures used in the moin test, "two toy clowns and some coloured
pens were usedgn o warm-up discussion.
: Tﬁe‘ co;1tent of the distractor pictures is importont: For unombiguous sentences,
in the c'ir!mctor pictures the wrong charoctep yos shown performing \the:same action as
the actor in the correct picture . For ambiguous ;eﬁﬂences distractor pictures had the

same chardcters shown, with similor accompaniments,” os in the corréct picture, but

no action was being performed.

/




Ve

Procedures -

-

The chlldren were tested mdmdually in a small room, seated next to the

L

experimenter at a table. The test was divided into two sessions which took place on
different days. Four young subjects who showed weariness had the test administered

in three sessions.

’

One of the sessions consisted of Part 1, then 0 worm-up discussion of the

/

notion of agreement, and finally Part Il. This session lasted about thirty-five minutes.

The other session consisted of Part 111 - all the constructions occurring with I'egho 'say,

fell'. The session for Part 111 took about thirty minutes, About one and a half

. * . -
minutes were spent on each sentence, although the timing was not strict. A little
more time was spent on the sentences with complex dependent clouses. Within each

age group, half of the children received Part 11l of the test in their first testing

’segion, and half beéon with Parts I and i1,

Waorm-up discussion of égreement. To make sure that the children hod the

o
'l

necessary lexical knowledge for Port |l of the test, there was a warm-up discussicn

of agreement. The course of the interview can be indicated as follows :

< EXPERIMENTER CHItb 7

Suppose your brother/ister tells you to help
him/her with homework and you egree. What
would you say to him/her? thxt would you do? -

Suppose you ogree with a f‘nend‘of yours to plcy
~ togethes? What would you say fo&mx{her"
> What would you co?

- Two -ij clowns ore presented. " Child identifies
. the toys
Here you hove got two toy clowns. (E adopts
child's terminolegy). Suppose you ogree to
me take one. V/nat would you soy? What
would you do?

.
- ’ ol d
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EXPERIMENTER

. Coloured pens are given to the child.

Y have got all these pens. Suppose you
' ogree to let me have two. What do you say?
What would you do? =

Why did you éive me the toy clowns?
- Why did you let me have the cofoured
-  pens?

The aim in this discussion was to check’ whether the children realisedthit on agreement

- .

was mutually binding, and to check that they realised that a party to an ogreement

could be letting someone else do somgthing,i as well as undertaking to do somethirg

himself.” A\ childvea pecgoomeds salis iu»tav:bj w WL Luom up discussion,

Testing compréhension of the sentences. Pbrts talland 11l of the test were

kept together in the order in which the sentences were tested, although the sentences

within each port were presented-in o random order, regardless of kind of dependent

clouse, with the restriction that no more than two sentences having the some kind

of dependént clouse could follow ecch other. The effect was a constant switching -
) r . I s ‘\‘s

between sentences where NP1 should be chosen, and NP2 should be chosen. The

course of the interview for each senteri€e can be indicoted os follows :

~ .
o

EXPERIMENTER -“ : " CHILD

You are going to play a game, listening
to some short stories ond locking ot some
lovely coloured pictures. But first look
at these two plctures, °

E. presents pictures of individual characters *
which cre condidstes for choice, plocing
fo the left of the child. -

.

BN o . an, S ) B B e W Dot U R W

I om going to tell you some stones/sentences,

one ot a time, abdut these chnldren, You will
see them acting according fo the story you are
going to hear. Now lock carefully ot these
pictures.

[N




EXPERIMENTER - - -

~

E. presents correct picture/pictures and
the distractor/distractors in front of the

child, keeping the individual character:
pictures in view.

Do yourecognise these characters? They
are the some as the ones here on your

left. Have o coreful look at them.
. Child scons gictures

" for 12 = 19 seconds.

E. says the sentence, ovoiding biosed
You must choose between these pictures
which picture/pictures you think tells the
story you hove just heard. What was the
story you heard? Con xa( repeat it?

‘ -
Child heors senténce
till reception seems
satisfoctory .

Then chooses picture(s)
*Diognostic” questions : Who asked whom? ’
What did X ask Y ? Vho did that? How did
X ask Y? Suppose you are X how would you
' ak Y to do that? Suppose you are Y how
- would you ask X to do that?

The term "sentence” vas used for the older children. In tbe; case of ambiguous
sentences, there were two correct pictures ond two distractors o; well.

The. questions ‘msked ofter the picture choice were an ottempt to see if the child
;:;uld *parse” the test sentence informally, and may be supply the direct speech. K a

correet picture was chosen, Yhe experimenter Gsked why that picture had been chosen,

ond wh\yﬁhe,‘bther picture or pictgre‘s did not fit the story. All sentences were presented
! 4 LI )
only once, althéugh some retesting hod token place in o previous investigation.




Report (cont°g)

- which distinguish high scorers from others on the rest of the test.

By Results.from testing ambiguous constructions : -

/

"~ Despite the use of contexts intended to draw attention to two possible
Interpretations of the ambiguous sentendes, only four subjects showed any appreciation
rpre y four subj ny oppre |

of ambiguity. Three showed portial detection of ombiguity on L'EC; HO C,and one

.subject consistently detected ambiguity across the four ambiguous-constructions,

- L 4 ’ . L
The results from testing these constructions concern preferences for one interpretation
o%er anothes, when ambiguity wos Aot detected. When a large number of ambiguous

rs
constructions was tested in a previous experiment, it was found that children, who

did not detect ambiguity, nevertheless treated ombiguous constructions somewhat
differently from unambiguous ones. A possible exception was the verSfor “promise”,

which wos not tested on this occasion becouse it produced similar. behaviour. ’On

this occesion it was possible to fm:i;gét if response prefefences had some basis,

- . * L )
boéuse many unombiguous constructions wer¢ tested. The ambiguity detectors were

among the best 20% of the sample, according fc;;':—erfonmnce on unombiguous items.
Since other subjects did just as well on ;Jnombiguous items without detecting ombigui?y,
their preferences could be compared with those- who did not do so well, ¥ high

performance and particular preferences were associated, then there might be ™better”
-

and "worse® ways of failing to detect ambiguity. In Table 5.3 the relevont Chi square

values ore oll insignificont. So, there are not preferences on ambiguous constructions

v

.
.
- . — ©
’ 4
.




, ' TABLE 5.3
i~ | . - ] )
©)  Data for ambiguous constructions when ambiguity was not detected : &

* Matrix of Phi coefficients for associations between preferences :
’ RC' ZA SA IC

ROT'O C' 1.0 24~, 28 .30 N
ZIT'0 A~ - 1.0 .22 .24 Coefficients above .24 "
SIMFON'O A 1.0 .14 would be significont byt &
L'EGHO C* ' 1.0  Fleiss (1973) recommends 1
ignoring those below .30.
. Preferences: ) . * o
NP1 2 3N 5 3% ‘ / j
NP2 16 9 &2 10 3
. Mixed 1N 28 \14 -2 3
®) €hi square values for associotion Atweenip;'eferences and oge (d.f. = 4):¢
. RC! zZA | 5A e 7
' : 1.33 8:09 5.9 10.61 ; 3
(N.S.) (.05¢p < .10) (N.S.) e £.05) . R °
~  (e) €hi squore volues for ossociotion between preferences and high scoring (79)/
on unambiguous constructions (d.f. = 2)/ ’
RC' ZA . sA LC*
— 1.24 3.6 -~ 0.79 1.08 -
( @l N.S.) .

On the other hand, ambiguous constructions can produce changes in preferences
with oge {L'EGHO C')ond ossocio?ions ‘befween prefesences on constructions with - }
different main verbs (see Table 5.3). th\ﬂ hoppened wnh’t‘fGHO C' was a decline
witl'; age in the frequency of choosing the second noun phrose. But a!though-good

" performance on unambiguous items is ossociated with oge, the change in pseferences
Is not connected with good performance. The answer tone qveshons raised by this
" eonstruction were found s'n the protocols of the children, A common non-standard -

.

meaning assigned to L'EGHO was to treat it as mtroducing on indirect question. This

explains the significont association with preferences for ROT'O C'. So the change with

oge bound up with rr;isopprehensions obout what the construction means, The importance
%

of r;'ueanings&os'sﬁed to the main verbs is stressed in the descripticn of what happened

» ’ I XA

I 7Y




) Results from testing unambiguous constructiens :

.

* The results for unambiguous constructions are based on the requirement of

Mndult- ike responding. To meet this fequxrement a child had to pick the cortect

plcture, avoid giving non-stundord meanings t to the main verb and provide informally :

a kind of "parsing™ of the sentence, saying who was the actor and who was octed
upon. Sometimes conversions to direct speech were provided comectly. It was

decided that requiring correct conversions to direct speech would be on excessive

demand since the test concerned comprehension, rather than what could be express..d'

verbally

]eable 5.4 7'v'es the :Phi coé/fficiems for associatiohy between being correct
on all pairs of conskructions, ond the number of children correct on each
construction, The statistic for the difference between the numbers comect was
highly significont. Also given are Chi sguore statistics for the associotion between
odult-like performance ond age. Where the statistic indicated o significant
nssociaticfn,‘:!he associction wos between improvement ond age with;ug excepfion,
Iris clear that the easiest constructions were not so"eosy as to leave no room for
improvement with oge. The most difficult constructions were very dlf#ult for this
sample of chddren. But for the two most difficult consrruchons there ms'o
significant trend tgwards a greoter proportion of the oldest children being correct.-
For these age'comporisons,,ﬂ)e sample was divided into the youngest 20, the
middle 30 and thg oldest 20. o

-

Tﬁe overoge number of constructions correctly comprehended for H\e whole
/

somple wos 6.76 with a standard devxchon of 2.12.%The cor;elchon between oge\.

L

in years ond the total number of com:ct gonstructions was .62 (p[ .001).

E
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1 : i
@) Data from 70 children on unambiguous constructions :
1 LA IF RD.'RF RG LE L RA'" RE G H
L'EGHO A’ - 25 .8 .24 .02 .29 .06 .08 .2 .32 .9 °
_ . . * 3
" L'EGHO F - J2 .28 )0 .07 .03 .02 .02 .07 .05
g _ ‘ ]
ROT'TOD ° - - A9 .25 a7 .25 27,10 .04 .01
. ROT'O F - .26 .00 .2 .13 .06- .07 .38
ROT'O G- -8 .08 .61 .47 .14 .18
L'EGHO E . - a7 36 .35 .49 .0
L'EGHO 1 - 24 a8 .18 .24
- : i
‘ROT'O A' - 8B 16
. N :
ROT'O E s - - .3 .07
L'EGHO G - ' - 07
UEGHO H : - A
Numbet of :
childen . 20 22 41 43 43 44 45 52 52 52 D9/k
comrect : -t H
P Cochran's Q = 99.13, d.f. = 10, p £.001
A IF RD R RG LE L+ RN RE LG LH '
. ! 1
Chi square i
forassoc.  7.93 7.35 2.01 11.37 2.05 18.09 4.00 11.81 6.68 13.738.37
© withoge  (.02) (.05) (N.S) (.01) (N.S) (.001) (N.S) (.01) (.05) (.01) (.02)
with 2d.f. )
, ) - i
. 4 ° AN 3
b
2 ' 1
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1 .

Phi cocfficients over .24 would be significant, but Fleiss (1973).reconvné’nds

- glgnoring any less than .30. Behaviour from one construction to the other was

L.

2

3

reasonably predictable in the case of ROT'O A’ and ROT'O E, and ROT'O G,

[

between some L'EGHO constructions, and between constructions with the two main
verbs. The coefficient of .32 in the top row does not mean the same as the others,

since there behaviour on the two constructions was different. Further analysis relied

L 4

}n‘the orderir;g theory methods described by Airasian et al. (1975). The aim was to .
i

/| see what kind of hierorchy of difficulty might exist between the constructions. The

“Information needed is the frequency of failure on one construction while passing

A ]

on another. If very few (less than 10%) fail on one while passing on the other, then

success on 'the first construction can be regarded as a prerequisite for success on
t!';e other, The relevant frequencies are giv.en in Table 5.5 for all poirings of
constructions, The table is recd by entering, for example, at the L'EGHO G row )
and reading that only one person was an except ion to f.he ;;'erequisife {le!at;:m as
far as L'EGHO A'is concerned. Looking ot the LG column, in the cell at .the'
L'EGHO A'row, there are 32 exceptions to the prerequisite relation. So success
on L'EGHO G isa prerequisite for success on EGHO A, {f the f.igure in the
second cell considered had been very smoll, the two constructions would be
_equivalent in diffi::;:hy. The relatjons to be ext;ocfed can be sumarized in
Table 5.6, Whot is very clear is fhat there is no linear hierorchy of difficulty, or
Gimman scale, The difficulty relations are very complicated. [f.only L'EGHO H;
ROT'O D, L'EGHO Fand L'EGHO A' had been consiccred, there would hqve been
* a misleoding impression of a stroightforward lineor hiemrcl:ry. The same would ap;ﬂy
if orfly ROT'O E, ROT'OSA', L'EGHO F and L'EGHO A’ had been considered.
B;.rt‘with the numger of constructions tested, it would be exfrer;zely difficult to di&gmm

&=

the observed relationships. s
' v /

Vopaees
by
R e 3,




"TABLE 5.5

6 Matrix of exceptions to the prerequisite relation : -

T - W IF R K RG L U R R LG LM
 LEGHO A' - 12 28 27 31 27 3 36 28 3 40
LEGHOF 10 - 26 25 31 29 3% 3% % 4
RO'OD 7 7 - 5 2 2 .25 2 2 2
ROTOF 4 4 13 - 2 7-2 2 2 19,18 .
ROT'OG &8 10 20 21 - 14 1% U 13 18 25
LEGHOE -3 "7 18 16 13 .- 13 “14 14 12 2 .
LEGHO" | 8 8 26 19 14 14 - 15 16 16 24
ROT'OA - 4 6 14 13 2 “¢ - 5 9 7
ROTOE 4 6 9 12 4 6 ¢ 5 - 9 16
LUEGHO G 1 7 10 10 9 410 9 9 . P
LEGHOH 1 4 5 2 9 7 10 10 99 - _
+ When a matsix like the one in Toble 5.5 is used for items that form scale,
. . ;

*re is an increase in the frequencies along the rows and a decrease in the frequencies
. - E J

down the columns, provided that the items are listed in order ofidi.‘ficulfyi.i.'fhe

-

" constructions are in order of difficulty in Table 5.5 and the absence of a scale js

- obvious, Carol Chomsky (1972) talks of a Guttman scale with reference o only three

-

constructions. It {s clegr that sych claims are dongerous,

~are considered. If only a few constructions, which mr@enyml to theoretical interests

if up to eleven constructions

had been tested, there cduld have been an o.versimplified view of the difficulty

relationships.

z
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The relations that can be extrocted from Table 5.5 can be sumanizea;

in Table 5.6.

TABLE 5%6

. @)  Relations between the constructions:

Relation: Construction: with  Constructions:

Prerequisitt . _L'EGHO H LA, IF, RD, RF, LE
- - . LEGHO G WA IR LE
- ROT'O E © A, IF, RG, LE
. . ROT-O A LA, IF, RG, LE
EGHO E - LA, IF
ROT'O F LA, IF
RO% D LA, IF

Equivalence: ROT'O A ROT'O E

It might be objected that this way of treating the results concentrates-an the
‘ . .t

relations between the cézstmctions tested, and not on the individwal subjects.

/ : -
But this is the emphasis that the data require. The altemative oppraach was

s

adopted by Cromer (1970). He showpd a tho;;ge in age thdt consisted of abandoning

a "primitive” sfrategy of respondnrguﬂbe same way to all the constructions tested.
-The children fested in this study did not behcve in a way. that would make such an

onelysis feasible .- Only thiee children out of the sevenfy respo;d:crm’ﬂ; same wa
to all the unarr\fws constructions. Whot was changmg with oge was not the kin

of overall stategy, but somethmg much more spgcmc.
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% . . p‘r - i ° N i ’/,J .
> () - "Ron-standard‘meanings applied fo the main vexbs
. * e ’ v g - ) B j’ . v k
.~ 7. = The question os to what was changing with 6ge to bring about improvement

e

.had to be answered by reference to the protocols of the test interview. What

’ happendd to bring about the improvements in pérfoimonce wus' the gruduc;l
N »

g di rancé of misapprehensions obut the meanings of fhe main verbs..‘he

-

: mapmy qf failures were due, in the case of L'EGHO cons'm.:cnons, to thmkmg -

o Ihot L‘EGHO could mhoduce an indirect queshon Another case where a non-stondard

‘meaning was applied was where L EGHO waus followed by na and a verb in the 4

unctive. Somehmes children thought the rram varb could still. mfroduce ]

statement, even in thot constngctLon. o v ’

-,

—
LJ

“Table #.7 shows how- well the misapprehensions (by adult standards) account

-

for failures on the L'EGHO c:anstrucfions. Where failure for other reasons occurreci

”, N

’ P

it was because the consfructlorr was treated as a statement gbout the wrong person.
In the case of RO‘F O construqt‘s, all the chlldren knew it mtrdoced
. S~ ) ,
4 indirect questions. Where failure occurred, it was mainly begause the kind of question= -

being described wos incorrectiy understood as to the actor perforang the action, °

denofed by the dependent clause:, | '

o . . 1 . R
3 - - .
’
% .
.

The reason wny-the data were as has been descnbed Iay in the failure of

"

~ young cl_'uldren,to redhze whn; meaning @ main verb gave toa coh'struchoq, and

: H H . r . e . . ’ o *
what meoning it could take from the construction. It 4s not surprjsing, then, that

j N » - . .
very complicated difficulty re lat@ns could occur between gonstruttions haﬁgg%he

P
P [ .
® same main verbs, - . .
. © o AR C . ' . ) s
. -
. - A‘ . . -
. . .
- : . v 'y 2,
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Piasl Report (cagt'd) S “ - S ey ’ -
TABLE 5.7 | - ’
‘n '(f) Analysis of failures to meet criterign : ©
p T g E A
{ ’ e A Foilures with non-standard | Failure .
~ N Construction Non-standard ) meaning for Totals
- meaninds | NPT NP2 Mixed | Other [failing
{ { . ¢y reasons
.. meanings |- . .
Z
. ; ) N T
, L'EGHO A' | *qupstion | 26 2 2 0§ 50
. > - ‘ —
L'EGHO E | *question . | 0. 10 16 0 | 2,
1 | LEGHO F | *question  ~|.% 0 . P = 10 .| 48
J Lesto 6 *question o -0 6 -| -2 | 8
L'EGHO H | *sratement | 6 0 5 N n
L'EGHO | | *request and "o 8 17 0 | 25
statement i -
'ROT'O A - 0 0 0 18 | 18
LI . - — l' b
ROT'O D .- 0 0 0 2% | 29
o ROT'O E Ve 0 o 0 18 18
E . ﬁ . \ .
[ 4 . T Y o .
1 ROT'O F - 0 0 0 27 | 27
U | . -
ROT'O. G - 0 0 o N w | 27,
‘ ) ‘Note: Non-standard meanings are asterisked. '®>
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CONCLUSION .

i

.- Although Natsopoulos (1976) had o classification of the gé)nsh‘ucﬁons tested

_in the experiment to sce whether the Kind of‘spe;ech act reported was the basis for

* comprehension difficulties, the yesults xggésted o more obvious explﬂr{oﬁon.
. ¢ ‘

£ ’

When a verb like L'EGHO 'say, tell' stands in a construction which is used to report
speech, its meaning becomes restricted in @ particulor way, It can only introduce
. statements or commonds, whereas, when used parenthetically in direct speech, it

* has all the stereotypy of the English-verb say. Children did"nos‘eoli; that

L 4

" it could not introduce a reported question. Likewise withROT'O 'ask, duestion' <

onl)'/ the most common me&‘:ﬁng (requesting information) is considesed. The effect |
" of putting ROT'O in @ construction so that it reports o consultation was. not

R T

— e W

— omciofe;by the >;oungest children. What changes with age, then, in the case

of unameiguoys constructions, is a piecemeal growth of knowledge abous the way _

reporﬁr;g verbs give meaning to, ond take meoning,fron; the constructions in which

-

{

they can stond. The foct that #his-knowledge is Tanguoge-particular isthordly surprising

-

- %simce children make mistakes even ﬁ{réd;ﬂesce?e, if adult stondards are applied.
As far as 'omb'ig:uws constructions are concémecD}hé resistance fo allowing.
more than one interprefoﬁon;xirr;p“e}of a focilitoﬁné cont;xt, reinforces the
conter.ﬂio_n of Natsopoulos (1976) fl'wc)o cognifiw.a. defvelo‘@ent ;s‘implicofed in

-

ombiguity opprecidtion,

[N P —_—
o
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. dePth SIX )

The- experiments described™Tn Chopter 4 and YChapter S pu:ovided c; number of
constructions which differed widely in dlfﬁculty for Greek monoglot chtldven
It was easy to select a smaller number which spanned the-dnff'euliy run" to do
a fgst of bnhnguo!s in order to see how they might differ. .
A number of theorists @;ig.wiﬁ very young bilingual children have tried
 to conceptualize what the bilingual's state of linguistic knowledge cap be. '
The @Eilifies considered are that the bilingual has a separate rule "system for each .
Ioﬁguoge or a rule system unlike the rule system olf. mo’iog!ots in either languoge .
'Mosf theorists would predict that theré w;:su!d be a qualitative difference berween
bilinguals and monoglots on c‘test’_'o.f this nature, not just-a slight decrement in
the performance of bilingt.pls.. Theoris}s affected by the behaviourism of the -
1950's w?\ald,expect the bilinguals to split into the cqtegorie‘, or vary f;efween
’ two extremes. There should be a subgroup & bilinguals who would behave as

English studies would lead Bne to éxpecf, or bilinguals showing o degree of

'iqterﬂ:rence". _In this test o preference for one kind of reipqnse would identi
such bilinguols‘. Membership of such a subgroup, or higher ;pé‘n'er'engé, me'
be associated. with a pc‘miculcr kind of exposure to the mfnou;iry lcingvogei |
Blhnguols whao would be vary like monoglots should have a dlfferent kind of
background . These behaviourist influenced views are ahacked by Diller (1970),
but some of the thaories which refer to' "rule systems" are not very different in their

e

predictions, except that the role of biolgraphical variables is minimized,




o

D. T 2 Method

—_— £,

In investigations with monoglof Greek children in Thessolonik;', a wide range

$ 4

of linguistic const.;cﬁons had been used. For bilingudl children, fewver constructions .~ 1

7 were tested, because it wos necessary to get further information about the:r competence‘ :
in Greek ond bnogrophacol mformunon that would be of interest. ) " ’ :
. v . s T o
. s There we:e forty-two ch}ren in the investigation with oges rongmg from six - f
to thirteen. They fell into four oge groups as follows : :
; Averog< pge
6;6 8;5 10,3:1. 12;5 N
Sex Boys 1 5 /15 —
Girls 7 9 /27 -
. : &

The chilgrgn all came from homes where Greek was spoken, but their regular schooling

wos entirely English. They attended courses orgonised by the Greek Ministry of

oy

. | — B .
) Education, which were he\d in Saint Scphia School, Montmouth,and Inverness Jerroce, 2 i

B - - ~ .
London. Tbese courses ore a voluntary provision, to give some schooling in Greek, ond \’

L

they orq_held every Saturday mormng The teachers on t'we courses were asked to proude

pupils who were ﬂuent in Greek. The school receives cha!dren with dqfferént levels of -

X
VR gt o o A I 1

‘ oblhty To ensure that the sublects teally knew Greek, a screening test s.wsed., Tbe ‘

42 subjects eventuclly used were ck:ldren who, on the. whole heard both Enghsh &nd’ ;
] i -
Greek at home . (Onfy fcrur w{ﬁom homes where interaction \mh pcrents was

g

] | i
conducted cons:stently in GreeU Twr thirds of the chaldren used both Enghsh ond :
A‘éreek in m!erochons w:th peers, but 15 of{ne 42.used oﬁ'ly Enghsh in peer mtercc‘:ons. ;
y ] AE

) ) :




- ‘ Id
-\ e .
- . v, . . -
This information wos gothered from a questionnov\e conducted while the test was in
- ] .
- progress. It can be summarized os follows :
Y ) - i -
. ® . * : ’Q_”%
f . Longuoge used with Parents Bt ,
' farents and Parents use Porents ond  Porents switch ond
children vse only Greek ; children children use only
Greek only  childeen switch switch English
Numbers : 4 6 .25 5 M
- Longuoge used with Peers g g
B " English Switching  Greek with ﬁeek Others ~ ‘
. - only with siblings siblings; ly ) !
and friends English with with ' -8
friends friends i
Numbers 15 17 Vo4 3 3 sz .
Of the others one switched languoges ot home, ond used only Greek with friends; i
one used only English of home'o‘nd switched longuages with friends; the third used _*
s
. only Greek with peers. - - Y '
’ - * -
. There seemed to bo poor associction between choice of languoge with peers, '
- ond the languoge used with porents. The children vho wed only English w‘{tb peers -
; came from e\;ery category of parental longuoge use. The some wos true of the childrea ;
} who used both longudges with peers. -
.
L.
-
i

Parental Bockground in Greece. The porents of the children come from

different ports of the Greek specking worlﬁs‘c‘ai be seen from the following' table:
L)

+F -

*
.
H .

. ) - . » . . i
Parental Origins - S :
-Bothfrom *~ One Greek Both One Greek P
mainland and from %j
" Greece one Cypriot ° Cyprus . one

. CYprs
. 15 -

Eng%h -
7 19
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There are mony differences between Greek dialects, besides the existence of longusge

varieties comparable 1o the diglossia situations discussed by Ferguson (1959). But the -

tes!s being used did not seem to involve problems attributable to language varieties,

opart from the judgements about pronuﬁciaﬁon ond accent.

~
P

Ug;ﬁsﬁc. Constructions Tested

The linguistic constructions tested wea all constructions which had been
i \
tested before with monoglot Greek specking chi{dren. They concerned the yerbs

~
I'egho ‘say, tell’, rot'o 'ask, question’ ond zit'o 'dsk, request an oction'. Before
use with ;’r'wowglofs the cdult interpretctions of the instructions hod been checked
with twenty two native speckers, using the pictures for the test with children, cnd

——

discussing them verbolly.

m—— - R

The kinds-of coristruction in whichbohsot'e and I'egho ccn?cnd include :

NP1 + moin yerb + NP2 + conjunctive + Vsubiunctive

—_ NP1 + mainverb + NP2 + conivﬁ'ctive + Vpogindicative

The comprehension problem for the children wos to decide who wos the unstated subject

of the dependent clouse which began with the conjunctive (o word like pj'o 'which” or

~or p'oso 'how much'). On adult interpretstions, when rot*o sppears in the first

construction, a sentence means that the NP1 person represented by NP1 asks for advice,

sggestions or recommendations for his cwn action. The unstated subject is NP1 (the some

as the miri,ﬂg/-.:w subie;ct). In Agp‘c_r}diiq,,_A there i's o list of c;H tbe'construcﬁons tested
in the whole study of vhich this investigation is o part. This construction where NP1 aks
for odvice is lcbehed ROT'O A or A,'. and the interpretation can be u.«'rf-umrize‘d: as’
"cor‘mwlting.l".' The rqles of NP1 and.';’\JF"Q are the othe:’woy cbothhc some

constructicn when the moin verbis I'egho 'say, tell'. In that cafe NPI gives acvice,

. . 4
or recommends a course of action for NP2, This is LEGHO A of A’ (odvising)in &
o X ,

ty p—r

N\ - .o < . -

t
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- When the verb of the dependent clq.use isa sin:lplc past indicative, the

c&nstructbn with rot® 'ask, question' is on indirect question askgd of NP2 about

_his or her post actions. The same consfruction with I'egho 'say, tell' is interpréted -
as NPt giving information about his or her own past octions. These'copsgri:ctions

can be referred to as'ROT'O D (reque:ting o report) and L'EGHO r(giving'a report).

With these particular constructions, theTe is a different identification of the - |
unstoted subject for each verb. However, tFis is onr; because the specific content
. of the depe.ndem clause éo:ces one choice rather than,another. :In the most general 1
Lse, the choice of main verb does not determine which NP from the moin clouse

. N i
will be the dependent clouse subject. In genercl, there is the possibility of ambiguity.

So the test of bilinguals included sentences like ’ >

T ’/".o:fb”nnis 2'itise ap’ 1" Merinoto'ld tgh'oto
(oft.) (John) (esked) brep.)d.) (Mary) (part. ) feed) art.) bat)

which ceo’ge tronslated, according to the possibilitiesllollowed by odults, either os
S John osked Nory could he feed the cat", or, as" John asked Mary to feed the cat®,

4 ) :
There were three sentences for zit'o 'ask, request” with the dependent clouse beginning

~with na and having the verb it the subjufictive. There were three sentences for the —.

other constructions also, The jnterpretation where Mary is to feed the cat can be

summorized os ZIT'O A (requesting an action). “What is also possible is tl:;e.

. interpretation on which John would like to feed the cat - Zq"O A {obtaining corsent).

. hopilot experiment, bilinguals had been found very resistant to detecting ombiguity.

. So the ambiguous sentences were each preceded by o camtext intended to prompt

ambiguity detection. For the exomple given, the context was :, ¢
.. . N
. Mary ‘has got o lovely Hale gat.. - John loves the cat ve"ry much.
_ e He wonts either to feed the* cat himself, or to get Mary to do so, Ny
. - " because he would like the little cct To be very hoppy. . W0,

The}rb I'egho 'soy, tell' can be used before. @ dependent clouse with na ond the

w@mﬁve akso. There wos also the construction L'EGHQ H.(requé’sting an action)

— - o




L a——t

information, requests for action and consent - but also gftest of a syntactic kind.

~ The question is whether they will realise thg&./the unstoted subject of the dependent '

Tor‘ZlT*U”K‘om sentences 55, 56 ond 57.

were sets of 83 x 104 inch coloured drawings. There was o picture which conespoqg!ed l
L , . o » ) s . . ) . .
with each odult interpretation of a sentence (NP1 doing the action, or NP2 doing the -

" action). There vrere ‘o9 mony distractors as correct pictures, So for the ombiguous items . .-

What these constructions provide, for testing billnguals, is o variety &

meanings to comprehend - giving aond receiving odvice, giyihg ond receiving -

clouse is sometimes NP1 and sometimes NP2,' and if they realise this rmt;J'r, will
their identifications be:like those of moﬁoglots'. : " AN
- . , ( f
The octual test sentences are to be found in Appendix A." Those for ROT'O A i

or A' (consulting) are sentences 4, 5 and &; those for ROT'O’ D (requesting a report)

- s - N s

. - R .
- are sentences 40, 41 and 42; those for L'EGHO A or A’ (odvising) are sentences
- 8 -

13, 14, ard 15; those for L'EGHO E (reporting) dre sentences 61, 62 and 63; those

e

for L' EGHO H req(;estmg ond action) are sentences 70, 71 and 72; fmclly, those e

e o T e o e

{ . Y
- . ’,.
Materials _ ~

Every testing session was recorded in its entirety with on ITT cossette recordet . -

The basig/task wos a picture selection task. All the pictures L;sed in the ‘whale stuc'&_. ‘
one. given in A ndix B. The pictures in the oppendix are photo;TOPhs of th; original y
line drawings. In W’s&nmtion, f:olows were -Lfseg}o moke individuol'charccters éosily ;
_identifioble. {n oddition, there were seporote péctures of the individual characters sij

with consistent colouring, and the charotter's name written in_lorge letters. There

A

2\

there-were tvo correct pictures and two'distru’c':to's‘ In Appendnx B, the topeft capital

letter on eoch picture (C o W ) md:co es w{»et.s‘r o pleUl’e isa corre.ct choice or

'

wrong. The pictures when vsed in the test did not F>\Q,an.y such morks on th?m. ; )




Report {cont'a) : - -/
£ ' .o
Procedures | B
- &
The chuldren were tested individually in o !orge but comfom&ly heated soom,
seated next fo the: expenmenter at a table. .
- The moin fest and other interviews were administered in three sessions. In one o
session subjects were given the screening test, and testdd for comprehension of 1
constructions with rot'o ‘ask, question’ and zit'o 'ask, request ariaction', . In another
-session subjects wede tested on constructions with I'egho 'say, tell' ond interviewed o 1
" about their biogrophical details. In a third session, the subjects 'were given a reading
" test to record their pronunciation of both, English ond Greek. Half the subjects were i
. : 3
-fested on the rot'o 'ask, question’ and zit'o 'ask, requ'est an action' constructions first,
and half begc.n with I'egho 'say, tell' constructions.
»

The screening fest. To make sure the sub;ects really knew Greek well énough ”
to take part, the first testing session began with a screening test. This was & :
comprehension fest of a modified version of the"Greck myth about Leto and Niobe. -

; The entire procedure for the screening test wos in Greek, and can be indicoted as t'
foHows : S ¢

EXPERIMENTER . CHILD g

. ; E

.o Instructions. { s ; b
- Now you are going to hecr § short” story . ;
) in Greek, and then | shall ask you some , . i

.easy questions dkgut what the story wos Y |

about. You must listen to the story care- AN i

fully in order to give correct answers. L. o

Try ‘your best.” if you do well, you are Y

ng to play o gome with me, listening '}

w stories and looking ardovely it

L colovred pictures. ]
"E. tells the story at normol speech rate _ e i :

without repemions. E 4 3

. Once upon o tme there wos a queen by the ‘. L
T name -of Leio She hed two chlldren, mboy .
‘( . . A ~ (
' . - : . “YE
[N ' P . _O O &



" EXPERIMERRER

e arid e gil. Once, she and her children were

-~ walking in the countryside;-and they met o

. wery poor woman, whose nome was Niobe. She
had twelve children, six boys ond six girls.
When Niobe saw Leto's children, she loughed
and made fun of her because she had only
two childen. The queen become angry and
killed all the poor woman's children.
Niobe cried without stopping for many days
and nights. Her grief wos unbearable. She
prayed to God to transform her,into @ stone.
It is said that tearsstill spring: from this stone.

E. aks:

How many women were there in the story? .
) - Child con score 2 points.

How many childfen did théy have ? -

Child con score 2 points.

%y did leto kill Niobe's child;’.n? Child con score two pouinfs;

What hoppened to Niobe ofterwards?

" Child gon score feur péin?s.

In order to proceed with the test, children-had to score o total of five points.

Testing sentence comprehension in the main fest. A quick checl( ﬁs made on

whether the children uncerstood the main verbs to be used by asking them fo translate

them inté'English. Otherwise the procedure was consistently all in'Greek. The course

of the interview for o sentence can be indicated as follows.:~

H

-
-

EXPERIMENTER . CHILD

—ne ARG . O 4 WSt .
. . ot e 4w

Now you are going to ploy another game,

listening to some shorf stories and looking

at some lovely colgured pictures. But first
_ look ot these pictures.

E. presents p?chgres of individual characters
from the sentencks, plccing them to the left
of the child.

-

-, ~
- jr-ﬁmat—‘..‘.‘p——wmon
v e et - " "

I om going to tell{you some stories/sentences,
one at a time, abdut these children. You °
will see them acting according to the story
you are going to hear.” Now look carefully

gt these pictures. '




e Aeport (cons*d)
"< EXPERIMENTER /" CHID.
. E. presents correct picture/pictures and - )
the distractor/distractors.ip front of the
1, 3 child, -léceLng the individual cRErocfcr
< - picturgs in view. . |
Do yoi recognise these character? They ” = - ~ - .,
are the same as fhe ones here on your-left. _ s
. Have a careful 1ook at them. * Child scans pictures
Ve ' . for 12 - 15 seconds. '
E= says the sentence, avoiding biased
emphasis.
) You must cheose between these pictures
which picture/pictures you think tells the
story you have just heard. What was the
’ T ? 1 : T,
. I story you heard? Can you repeot it? _ Child hears sentence -
till reception seems g
_ satisfoctory. Then =
i = & - chooses picture(s).
:’?; o .
' "Diognostic” questions : *'f., .
Who asked whom? Ylhot di&X ok Y? - - ' . C
] Who did that? How glid X ask Y?
< Suppose you are X,/ how would you ask
Y to dg that?
/ . Y . ? :
' - The term. "sentence ™ was used for the older children. In the case of ambigucus
. sentences, there were two correct pictures, so there were two distro‘ctors. .
. The questions osked after the picture choice were an ottempt to see if the child

' .
could “parse” the test sentence informally, and moybe supply the direct speech. Hf a

corred picture was chosen, the éxperimenter asked why that pncture had been c.hosen,

L

a pd why the other picture or pictures did not fit the story The porf of the testing

s

£

sessions, in which the sentence comprehension test occvrred losted about twenty

+"  minutes.The other ports of the interviev;;.(n'de ‘the whole session fost obout half an hour.

- .

a— [

\3{\
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- pt;rents, the language spoken to the parents by the children, the language used

P A

s,

Biographical infor'motion., A short informal inferview gave information

about the subjects’ backgrounds cnd the extent of their usage of Greek. The - -

information collected coricerned : the language spoken to the children by the

~when spedking to siblings, and the language spoken when plcyfug with friends ) : ,-

ond sibEngs. "The interview also revealed from which part of the Greek specking

world ts originated.

., .
B -

’ o, o ) -

» L, s,

Reading test. Each qbn[d took’a feodmg test in a separate interview session.

The purpose of this test was not to find out about reading obility, but to get a sample .

o ¢

of the child's speech te establish whether there was @ “forengn accent”, The passages- /-

reod were from a schoo! book in enher language . Eight sub;ects were not very good
ot reading Greek text, so @ sotnple of their speech was obtomed by gemng them to
describe in Greek pictures from_o]Greek book Six of the youngest subjects hcd
trouble reading the Enghsh book so describing pictures from an English book provided :-
& sample of thelr English. , | ]
Eo%ch:ld s scn'ple of Greek was judged by four Greek notive speakers - two

>

~ from mainland Greece, and twd Greek—Cy»ponors Two Enghsh native speakers judged

| .
oyt §

the samples of the children's English. AH |udges worked entirely independeriy, and,

ol
v

since the fask vas a long one, received one pound for their efforts.
The Greek recordmgs wére judged as "Greek" “Greek-Cyprlot "Mixed"

T ~or "Forengn The English ones were |udged as "Enghsh" "Mixed" or "Foreign" O
~ - L4 E
In making use of the judgements, the Greek and/Greek'Cypnot ludgememgv.-ere .

/

- cpmbined as "Greek”, ' ' - e . ) . |




Results for primory measures  -*

" The main interest in testing the Eiling;uols was to see if fhey 'wwlibEMVg
In o different way from the monoglots. It‘ ﬁdher'efore best to present the data from 4—-' :
) the constmctwns tested, treating the bilingual group os @ whole, before oskmg
about within group dlfference!'*?he results from thg secondary meqgures )
(osessment of the extent to which they use Greek, ond other bnogro

informotion) can foucw, as they justify the componson of the grouP asa whoie

L vnth the. monoglots. Dotg from seventy ropoglots will be cempcred wath the

bilingqal data throughout. The test of the monoglots is de;crfbed in Chapter 5.

.4
>

N ‘ - CF i
f0).  Ambiguity oppreciation ‘

From a previous test of bilinguals, it did not seem likety that the;' would* .
" beany diff;er;nt f.r.om monoglofs as far as omb'iguity app;reck;ﬁe?:m is concemned, |
When méno_g%ts were aided in 0ppr§citﬂ3pg ambiguity’by putting the sentences T
ina contg;t which emphasized that more t‘ht\:rro,ne ons{\afer may, be eorrect, 'tlwere‘

‘ -m/sllin!e effect. The c;ge at s;rhi‘ch'o}nbiéuity was opf;reci;:ted did m; szem to get
inﬂuenced The ombtguous.constm.chon tested on this group ofbxhng/uols wos’_
ALS O A None of themﬂnowed more. than one mterpreiohon This did-not -

" imply any mfenonty at the tcsk, since only 1 monoglot opprecmted the ambiguity. .

Y
of that construction cnd the somple sizes differed. However, it was possnble to-
. - ] =, . W,

compare the preferences for gne interpretation over the other using the p}cmm‘ ‘

choice data.




hport s : \ - _
®) | Pict;re Shé‘cc data ) L y
. In the case of <'m ambigubus c.onstruction, the{;c\fure choice'c‘:lc.ta‘ is tl:c ‘
« main method.of,a'ec"rding what the preferences for fone inft:rpretbﬁon over anothet i
might be. .'ﬂﬁs is beca)use'it is difficult to decide what o: "goosj"' or "bad" response i
is-bz od.ult sfcndcrds,(since any refusal to admit éni*-%altgrnoﬁve inierngtqﬁon is '_'bcxdf').~ ’ }
To s_e'e,the. ‘bmb?gpoﬁé constmcfic;n in re(btion to’theiupcmbi}guops*ones, the picture |
choi;:e data for oll the constructions tested on the b;xfngua[; i_s’g‘iven in Table 6.1, )
and the COm::uctiqns are plotted on c'triongulm: grap;'b\{\’ Fig.ure 6.1. -Dot(: for o E
‘ monoglots are also given. Q - ) ' - ‘ |
ﬁ TABLE 6.1 Lo .;
Picture choice dato for childrén; who did not detect ambiguity - o |
" Construction . Response category (;.>r0porﬁons'in Brockets)
- NP NP2 Mixed \ )
’ . ROT'O A" - " 52 (.74)  8(.1) 10( 14) _ [ ’
~ 2010 D 6L05) 41 (58 23 (3) - .
L'EGH'o"A"\ 26 (.37) . 27 (:39j - 17/(" 24) MONOGLOTS| = &
* N ' LEGHO E - 47(.67) 10 (.i4) 13(19) _ Y
LEGHO M | 6009 59 (84 sgon R ’
- Zmo A 31 (48) | 9(.13) 28(.;41) 1 - '.:'}
| roro A | 2 (:50)  12(.29) 9 (.21) P | Y 5
L ROFO-D ¥ | 0(0.0) A28.(.'67) 14(:33), I ‘
’ " LEGHO A 13(.31)° 19 (.45) Vo (.24) BILINGUALS -
3 z _ L'EGHO E ° 8(.19) 21 (.50) 13(.31) . R
S .Fsé;no H 102 36(86)  5(12) |
‘ e .z_.n‘o /_x | 1? (28) 10 (.1?‘4: 20 (.48) . | EE
. — .- AR : A 1
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From Figure 6.1 it seems that only two upambiguous constructions are treated
. difierentl}; by bilinguals and monoglots, and the ambiguous oonstrucﬁor; seems 10 be

!reoted similarly. Breokmg down the frequencaes by aoge*groups gives Figure 6.2,00

«

8’

-

' MOngulcr graph for the frequenc:es in Toblc 6. 2, in the case of the ambiguous

construction . For unambiguous constructions, age differences were looked at using

~
LY

the data for adult-likeperformance.
; _ .

Cad

i

-

cdhéent", but in the oldest age group there is no clear preference fpr one' integpretaiion

N

. ‘,__:‘ ’ f~ .
N ON < Tafte 4.2 ' '
’ - Picture choice dota for ambiguous constfuqﬁon.Z!T'-O A
— - TV -
/ ’ .
A r:“ 1. Group Category of response | Chi square d.f. P
' /7 \ “ | NPL NP2 - Mixed .
{ ~
1 ; Mono 7 1 12 : :
/ . :
MCRACIN Y'Y 3- 2 4 | 18 | 2| Ns.
s . _ -1
Mono 17 3 9 ~ !
B, 901041 g 6 "6 12 6.46 | 2 | £.05
. Moho 7 5 -7 C
ez | g 3 1.5 124 | 2 | Ns.
e 7 Sum : : .
' - . = 9.59 6 N.S.
‘ ) 7 \\
E Ty On ZIT'OA what hc'p.pens or’rgong the monoglots is that the middle age group

. move towards a NP1 preference, the choice thot adults would interp'r'et'as' "obtaining =

o -

.
It S———— -

-

or ohothet. The oldest ond youngesf bllmgucl oge group ‘are not s;gnffaconfly d[{fercnt
from fhe ménoglors, but the mlddle grodp is more like the other two groups. Toble 5 2

i\ : © shows ﬂ'nt too much must not ‘oe read m‘o the difference, in the middle oge groups,
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ol mpon (cont*d)

. the resilting value is 9.59 with 6 degrees of freedom (N.S.) (see Maxwelk1961 ,

> (d) ©  Adult-like pet:fermcnce .

_on the bosi§ of English studies would be exéh-:d_by the resistonce to a move in the .

[

A . ' . . . -
even though they vere seporcfe‘ in presentation. It was also necessory to.informally -~ .

three (overoge = 3.19) for.the ponoglots. The differenge between the’ means is i
significant (t = 4.28 with 110.d.f.). Looking at the way oge groups perform with _' ,

9 - .
_respect to the oppropriate means or medians, it is clear that a grouping of the first

-

because if all the Chi square values are added, os is possible with that statistic,
p. 79). The thorist who would predict a difference between bilinguals and ponoglots

direction of an NPl preference in the middle oge range. But the b'flinguols d6 not

show any tendency to favour NP2 and the overall difference is pot sl‘?nnftconf

\‘(
g
L

Where constructions were“not ambigyous, it was possible to judge performance

as adult-like or otherwise. To be judged as adult-like on a construction, & subject

. ?

.
.

had to pick the correct pictu;e for all three senténces exemplifying.a given construction, {

“parse” the sentences so as to satisfy the experimenter that he or she knew who vn’:‘t{»e
subject of the second verb, It was also neceseary to_cenvince the experimenter thet |

o stondard meaning ‘was being astigned to the main verb: A correI;tfon of .45 was )

obtained between age and the'tomi numbzr (out 'of five) of constructions where there ‘ .

was adult-like peformance. Generally, there.is an improvement with age. A

correlation of .50 was obtained between age and performance on the somé constructions .

with monoglots. The bilinguals were!%ot{;s good as the monoglots overall - the medion

A ) .
number of constructions correct is two, whth an Gverage of 2.29 for the bilinguals and-

AY N
two, middle three and oldest two oge gfoups can be used to’ porisons on

individwl constructions, '

. LI . . 10:3 ) 7 fé




A3 , . \‘ \r ’
", The way the two groups are distributed about their medians is as foll
' A
b : BILINGUALS . -
:F. e . éor 7 years 8,9,10 years 11 years and older
_ Number cc;‘i"rvec - .- » AN
«  on more thin the ", .
rt ) medion or mean: | 8 6 L
At'or below median: 8 16 ) 3. A\
. ' B 3
i Totals: \5\ 24 .9 /42
- N _ |
| .\ MONOGLOTS Lo
. - - :
6 or 7 years \§,9, 10 yeors 11 yeors and older
Number correct =, ‘\‘\ .
on more thon the \
median or meon: 3 9 14 *
At Br below median: 17 o2 6.
. A ;
. Totals: 20 t30 20 /7
! *. What is really of interest is not so much the foct that the bilinguals are slightly vorse
overall,- but whether there is anything different about their pattern of results. Some
overoll decrement is to be expected s}nce their week-day education is entirely
Engl:isla, and the b?ogrophicai information shows that English is very much their
B . language, more so than Greek.
{e) Comparison ¢f b”fnguc.ls and monoalots on individual ;:onstn}cﬁons
A . The question arises, given an overall improvement in age in both groups,
whether the sarhe constructions are found difficult in each group, and whethar
changes in oge are comparable. Tables 6.3 gives the data for each unambiguous
38 l{llC ~ construction tested. Only one construction shows aroverall différence between
. - 1 47




Te

morglofs and b:lmguals, and°another mc‘nes ﬂ'\e IO%Ievef L'EGHO E, where
the correct cho:ce of subject for the depend!nt clcuse ve(b would be ‘the figst

nouﬁ phra¥e, shows o;sngmf:ccnt cssoc:ohon bﬂ tweep bemg monoglot and correct.

‘The mfeud'ng(of the bilinguals °n this construction cannot be exploned by the

theorist who wouldpredmf o general preference for the second noyn phrase, sine€
)

¥ 4
Yhere ore other constru;};ons where the bilinguals nﬁght be expected to be inferior

. on such @ view. The other gonstruction, ROT'O A', requires the, first noun phrase

b

to be chosen. Wreovér,‘ the most difffcult construction of all is one ﬁ.hare the .

L4

secéhd noun phrase is correct The foci thot pon-standard meqr:mgs were g?ven to'

the momverbs is dealt wit ’1 bnlow Thxs is the real bosis for the differences.
-- '3&:
~ One nmw:duc! Chi square volve for ROT O Alis sugmf:ccri "o the ccsé(

. . »
' of ROT'O A, the‘reoson for an association between being hjlingual and moking

mistakes. in the 'middle age group fs becouse there ‘is o slower move-dmongst the

bilinguals to.the majerity being corect.




. geaal AiEpOrt (cont'd) , T e ‘ ;

»
. I . - )7
6.). Co;'ngori50n of the hiercrchy of difficclty for the h:;? groups :
Table 6.4 shows two matrices of Phi cocfficients indicating the strength of -
_ essociation between\b.eir.\g correct on all pairings of items. The numbers of successful
childrerz are olso given. To es}oi:lish if there is a hierarchy of d?;ficulty, contingency
tobles were con;tmcted to show the o;socioﬁon bn’tween performence on  every item ya

. anure 6.1, the tncngufor gmph There, l. EGHO Eand ROT'O A’ are out of ploce L

with' perfonnonce on every other item. Airasian et al. (1975) recormnend giving just
* the matrix of excephons to the prerequisite relation, when fobles are constructed for

~ 8

this purpose . This is because they contcin all the.crucial information (the frequéncies

a

. . v - . o
in the off-diagona] cells of the contingency tebles). The:matrix of exceptions to the

prerequisite relationship s given for both groups in Table 6,5, As Guttman (1950)

and‘Aimsion et al. (1975) explcin, the prerequisite relation often occurs despite
whut happens to the signficance of the Phi coefficient. The dnff:cuhy hierorchies
h@ﬁmmmmwwnmwwwmwwzmwmw
hierarchies implicate ROT'O A’ and L'EGHO E in the woy the rwogr‘wps differ.
.The dnffncuhy hlerorcmps, and thmcr?lyscs of contingency tcbles for the association

[
between oge and svccess,, all cgree with the visual impression to be gathered from

from the point of view ‘of cornporlson with the mcngulor gmp-h for the monoglots.
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TABLES.D - -
- I - . Comporison of bilingsals cna_rrﬁglots of different oges on BN
: " unambigueus constructions : )
. Age in yearr  Group Construction & Cotegory +Chi squore d . P :
. of Response ) .
N "~ orrect Incorrect
' &+, 7+ Mono 9 [ ] -
\ N . ‘ - 8 ‘ .% ‘ » No’St
[ N , .
8+,9+,10+ Mono - 26 . 4 . . i
i - Bi 413 11 . 5.55\ 1 /02
1+,12+ Mono = 17 3 '
8i 7 2 0.00 1 N.S.
z- ’ o 75, I ‘.osgz.w
, Y ROT'O '
, ~ Compct Incorract
. R T A Mono 12 "8 o
- : Bi 6 -3 -~ 0.00 1 N.S.
8+,9+,10+ Mono 15 B ’ -
. Bi 15 9 0.41 1 N.S.
114,12+ Mono 14 o6 .
: Bi 7 2 0.00 . 1 ¢ N.S,
. - m L] § N.S.
LEGHO A
- .Correct Incorrect
&+, 7+ Mono 2 18 T
’ Bi- 0 9 0.04 1 N.S.
to- ' ' 8+,9+,10+ Mono 8 22’ ' )
Bi 2 22 - 1.97 1 N.& .
Ne12¢ Momo 10 10 \
Bi 1 8 2.7 1 N.S..
, 4.72 3 N.S.
LEGHQ E '
. : Comrect ~  Incomect
&+, 7+ Mono 6 14
Bi L 8 0.42 1 N.S.
| 8+,98, 10+ Mono 19 n 4
. ’ B -2 4 20 10.57 1 &L
113,12+ Mono 19 1 -
Bi 3 & 9.37 1 .01
. 19.36 3 .001
L . LEGHO H
. Correct , Incorrect - . . o
&+, 7+ Mono 15 5
) - H 6 3 0.02 N.S.
8+,9+,i10+  Mono 2% 6 :
Bi 22 2 0.66 1 N.S.
114,12+ Mono 20 0
o Bi . 8 P 0.17 1 NS,
ERIG:: -+ - o, 3 ns,

10 N R




.y Report (con . .
. . TABLE 6.4 .
’ L Te - ] . . 3
" g)  Phi coefficients for associations betven responses\on the unambiguous b
! ‘ items for pifinguals .
. R R0 WA
ROT'C A 1.0 05 19
. ow .
) . ROT'O D S -
L'EGHO A’ 10
) * U'EGHO £ A oL
L'EGHO H
Numbers of correct . | ‘ .
' # children : .21 28 3 8 “ Cochron's Q
- ' = 72,19
Proportions : .50 .67 .07 A9 .86\ p/.001
Note: Coefficiem; greater than .31 are significant,
\‘ B
f—
) Phi coefficients for ascociations between responses on unombiguous items
3 for monoglots: : ‘ \\ )
N A RD woE |
\ ROT'O A~ 1.0 22 .08 36 J6
‘| roro D . 1.0 05 17 .
¢ ,
L'EGHO A . 1.0 .29 19
L'EGHO E S .00
, L'EGHO H . 1.0
'Numix:rs of correct ] :
" childen: - 52 4 20 4 59 Cochron'sQ.
' X - . =537
"Proportions : 74 59 28 62 .84 p/.001
Note: ‘ Cbefficien‘ts greater than .22 gre significant beccuse of

the number of subjectsy but Fleiss (1973) recommends
ignoring those less thgn .30

1.




TABLE 6.5

. : - . Vo .
Matrix of exceptions to the prerequjsite relation for unambiguous

/ ’ . constructions with monoglots: | q
RA RD W& LIE W

ROTO A - U 4 6 17
ROTOD 25 - 7 23
LEGHOA 36 28 - 40
L'EGHOE 14 18 . 22

~

L'EGHOH 10 5

\

. Matrix of exceptions to the prerequisite relation for unambiguous
construcHons with bilinguals:

A R TR LH
'RbT"O‘A“ - 10 18
“kotrop 6 - ) R ¥
- UEGHO A" 18 25 33

L'EGHOE 14 . 21

-

- LUEGHOH 3 3




: ’ Figure 6.3 _ . <
é .-, . .
v - 1
Voo
’ 3 ‘o . (3 . t pe o \
&) Difficulty hicrarchies for-five comstructions :
- i

i

Monoglots : ~ "Bilinguois i
LA. ‘ g 1

, :-\_17 "
) TRR

,,\./RD.
-

. §
\ " - LA = UEGHO A (advising) . N
LE =L'EGHOE (reporting) ' i
- RA = ROT'O A’ (consulting)
RD = RO:['OQ (:equesting o-feporf) .
LH = EGHO H (reqbesﬁn; on action)
2 -

. ————— i © AP0

-




?  final Report (cont'd) A c S e . 4
» J . . [ ; . .\

‘g‘ jg the monog!;ot results, it can be inferred from the pnmx of prerequnsne AR

- telahons, and from the thatrix of Hu coeffncnenfs that ROT'O- A (conSUTtmg)and

ot [ 4 s

fashion in ordes to succeed on &‘EGHC E (repomng) cmd L EGHO Al (consultmg)
"~ Asin the other ways of loomﬂ’g at the results, L'EGHO. E and ROT O A’ are the

constructions where bilinguals and monoglots differ. 'V ;
‘ — - L ’ -
L

T '
a Non+fondard meanings applied to the main verbs :

It is temphng to see an- mterference frOm English in the way that L'EGHO E

- . and ROT O A "behave in the results. However, the real reason for children mkmg

rd

; mistakes on these constructions came ouf of the‘mtervnews where they were asked tos

i o :-explain their picture A'choices. In the.cgse of ROT'O A' (consuhing‘) the children wha

i ~ failed, monoglots and bilinguals, thought the main ‘verb mtroduced a sqmple quesho‘n -

% . a request for information rather tho?u a reauest for adv:ce With ROT oD mlsapprebensnom

»
.

occurrad when both monoglots and bohnguals apphed "teshng knowledge" meamng-
i‘stead of askmg for mforma'hor#' The ch:!dren who failed in both the monoglot
hnd bxhnguol case o'pphed non-standard meanings to, some of the main verbs in

‘ construcnons they found difficult.’ }h the case of L‘EGHO A' and I.'EGHO E, the
children who made mistakes did so be\:\oufe they thought_ thdt the main verb could

. like ask introduce an indirect question. This is not t}me meaning that adults aMow.

»e

1re’

-
. .
.
M 2
o b il e o A £ 1 i WA b

*" . LEGHO Hore not associoted, and either yro L'EGHQ  and LEGHO A", B
N ‘Success on L'EGHO Hisa prerequ:sne for succe'ss on the other two L‘EG HO ) ”
constructions and ROT o D T ' ‘
- . ‘., - Jn,ﬂ;e bllmgual result’s, ’wccess on L'EGHO Hisa pnerequ:sne fofccess .
; " onall the other constructio ’ 9-3 O construcnong have no asécxétfon', , ; ,
A :md no other re!aﬁonsh.ip,\me to be c0mprehended inan odult-rke z

.
SR ——
M e

oy

{

e,
S

.
AP ot p



/

“w In the case o’L'EGHO H, the few sublects who failed did sowith

3\_' ’ e 4

inconslstencx, but’ rhey believed that the main verb cou’ld m?roduce an md:rect

stafement This is a use of L' EGHO wl'uch can occur, when tmnsloted as say " but

not when followed by na wuth the sub;unchve The real basis, then, for dlfferenoes y
between bi lmguo!s and monoglots is the greater prevolence..of mnsconcep{nons about
the fr'eonings; of the main verbs among the bilinguals, or about the effect onthe ~
meaning of thee main verb of constructions in which verbs stand, This is more todo |
with lexicon than syntax. ToBie, 6.6 breaks down "failures” according to thg reason
Yor not meeting the criterion, . - B .
r ) : .. :
TABLE 6.6 ’
Anclysis of failures to meet criterion : /
an _ e . . | ;
: ' Failure with non-standard | Failure / 4
» Non-standord - medning - for Total
Construction . - T AR T
. . . meanings- oy ' Mixed | other failing .
. ) NPY - N-P2. ‘meanings | reasons o
L'EGHO A' qucstron Mono . | 26 2 - 22 1 ({ - 50
R B| 1 13 8 18 0 89
L'EGHO E [*question Mono | O 10 16 | o | 26
Bi_ "0 21 13 e 0 34
ROT'O D |- Mono *| 0. 0 0 29 |. 29
1 .- Bi. 0 0o 0 14 14 -
ROT'O A" |- Mono | 0 0 0 g | s |
Bi 0 0 0 21 2]
L'EGHO H | *state-  Mono 6 0 5 0 n’
ment Bi -1 0 -5 0. - 6
Note:  Non-standard meanings are asterisked. . i -

»

10')3’ oy | o s}




ameteontd T :

(n)  Subgroups of children with common strategies :._

An Bpproach to datg c:jrysis' popular in previous research has been to
considel':sho'red answer ;;oner . This ismot a wise o;;proéch in this study since with

" only five ROT'O ond L'EGHO donstructions, there were very many answer pattems,

N

D= In ﬂ'ne bshnguol group there, were eleven onswerlpo.tterns shown by the foriy-

sub;ects There were a furﬂwer eleven across the some constructions sﬁown‘ by the

~

monoglots, but onl)ftﬁ'o bilinguals in the yqugesf age group’ (&year-olds) had

onswer pottems tbof could not be pcroNeIed in the monoglot resuhs. One of these

‘ - bilinguals was. wrong on ol five cgnstmcttoni. His answers to‘bsogmph:ccl questions

- B . - ¥

indicated infrequent usoge of Greek. The Bther different bilingual m;vkm)g on oll
of the‘todstmchons except L'EGHOE, despnte frequent usage of Greek.
LN Y - /

J ' Twenty six of the monoglots hod onswer patterns that did not occur among

\
ihe blhngunls, as magbt be expected ina bngger group with such data. A d»fference

1 - that was’ of interest cpncerned children who chose the same NP for ofl fwe UmmblgUOUS .

4

. - . . .
.- construcﬁ%ws. The behoviow of these children corrbe charocterzzed os mflex:ble .
Y g

They vere the only counterparts of the "paimitive" children in English studies, although
f the ZIT'O construction ‘is takert into aceouat, the.number of "inflexible"™ children\

decreases. "Flexible” children could ;hcng’é from a NP1 to o NP2 response even though

. . - .
™ . . +

. they made mistokes. Children correct on oll five constructions cor’x be characterized as

2

"soiahisﬁc?oted" There isa dxfrerence betweeo monoglots and bnhnggals in that on!y
P _ i one kind of :nflex’ble" ch“ld;en wos observed in the bilinguals, the resuhs bemg_ as

‘ follows ¢ A : :
" ’ Mdnoglots Bilinguals ¢

‘ *  lInflexible 4 solely NP1 & | 8solely NP2 |-

: 2 solely NP2 -
T Flexible 155 con change - 31 can chonge

L

= . Sophisticoted 9 like adults . | 3|ike:dult; .

The absence of bilinguals from the "solely NP1" category is tF\e only resuh that mxght

be pned:cted from English studies, but only two of fhcse eight seemed to hove mfrequcnt

usage of,Greek according to their replies to b:pgrophlccl queshon. PP




AR ¢ {o)  Reslts from secondary measures L ; | ' -

.ot : - )

During the tes’: a sample of the chlld s English and Greek was obtained’ S

’By havmg a story recd out loud. These speech samples were cop:ed on to separate

\ T iopes so that. the sample$ of English could be ployed to a-set of English |udges, and

s e A e A S 81 44 1 L e 0§ o | TR
. v LI

=,

. ﬂme Greek samples to Greek and Greek-Cypriot [udges. Twenfy of the chgldren ’

¢ . were

were judged as being native sounding both by the English and Greek judges. These, ~
' \ '}'were regarded as "pﬁ:nolo’g?col!y balanced”, because they do not sound fqeign' to
", elther nationality. Ten of the children were judged as foreign sounding by the Greek

%iudées, though not by'theEnglish ones. Theso'f}eh were regarded as English domihor;t " .

-

J'as far as phonology vA3s concerned Seven chxldren vrere |udged as fore:gn sounding
by the Enghsh ;udges, buf not by the Greek judges. These were regarded as "Greek

jomzmnt" in Mlogy. There were five children who soundedforeign to both sets. =

-

-of judges. These were regarded as having o "merged" phonological system: Just one < _,
“foreign" or "dubious® judgemént from a judge determined ¢lassification as'merged”

. m“dqrniqont:' -

. - i

‘ \ - . . These judgements of ph’onbloéicol balance provided an independent assessment

of the children, whereas the teachers' recommendation of children as "fluent”, which

.

« " waos required for porticipotion, was suspect: A comprekension test was used as a

o screening tést as well,’ so not only veere the children assuredly bilingual, but
Vo e S

. alternative metisures to the main test wese available. , : ;
- had _ What was done with. the answers to biographical questions in the prorecols

was similar to the treatment of such answers in a pi!,o.t experiment. Categoriés of

- ~

response are given ir*bl'o 6.7, toge\ther with their frequencies. A rating of the

extent of Greek uscge was given to every bilingual thild, and also a roting of

rs 2
.




L

.pﬁonological balance ("O" for "merged”, "1" for "dominant” and "2" for "balanced”).
4
. — . . . e v
"Then it was possible to calculate correlation coefficients for a number of variables -

-

to see what might predict performance in the mcin test. Table 6.8 shows fh.ese

. [

correlfdtion coeff:c:enrs and means for the vanables. Age seeins the most imporfonf

wcondury vonable

v : A -
, < TABLE 6.7 _
‘o
® . Response categoriey to biographical questions : *
Interaction wi& Parents Interactions with Peers . Rating = +Frequency
- ‘ . )
.Parents and children use Mostly Greek 7 0
only Greek - . ‘
Parents and chi\rdre,n use Lanéuoge switching 6 . 4
only Greek-
¢ '
Ponenfs use all Greek but #“nguoge switching 5 3
children switch \ i L '
) e T v .
. Parents use all Greek but English is used with
" children switch , friends and siblings * 4 - 3
Parents and children Mainly English ) 3 16
switch langucges 5 /
Parents and children Only English 2 10
switch languages . . ,
#» Parents switch and children English or sometimes ‘;'
use on/l)g_E@!ish ~ switching | I 6
Only English now Pnly English 0 0
- Observed average ‘rating : 2,98  N=42
Standard deviation : * 1.44 . .

. ‘ . o L \
. o L
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Lo TABLE 68 . . .. ° -
(r) Product montent correlations for;c!otibns between primary and secormdory
- " measures : : ‘ -+
& \ , : : , /M
' .. 2. 3 4 . 5° 1
) . TAge 60 . ) ;‘—
) 2, Phonolddical balance . .00+ 1.0 B e . ‘
A - 3. Greek usoge rating ) ~00 . 1L, - - )
4. . Screening fest A0° 00 =01 1.0° ;
5. ‘Maintest 459 00 .00 .54P 1.0 . 1
(numbe'r of correct R . q
constructions)’ . ; ) :
: Averages: . . %14 1.38 298 879 .2.29 -
Stondard deviations : 2.0z 0,70 1.4 1.2 1.15 '
. Qe o P § A : T ¥
) Significantly farge (5%,level)
o bSignificantly large™ (1% level)
. - B . o
A ) An oltermtiv;.wcy of ireating the results : =
- e » . . ‘ ‘ .
An altemotive vay of treating these results is to categorize the childreri,
This is more natural with the phonological bq.!on;:e co‘tegor'ies. Greek usoge can be
categorized as "relctively high"k(c rating of f'i:r or more), which would mean more ’
extensiye usoge than the modal category (with a rating of thres). Scores on the . pi
i . . 1
screening teést can be catggorized as "less than 7", “other” or "high" (nine or more }.
Q\ the main test, it is of .interest to treat an "inflexible” NP2 strategy as a separate
PR i . » . ’ :
eofeéory, as well as a "high“-score (more than 3 correct). Checking on tHe results -
) PR “ .
of Table 6.8'in this way underlines the unimportance of the usage categories ond ’
phonolagical 'Bo!once.' Six cont‘ingency'tob#es give the same information as Toble 6.8, ' *
opart from the information about cger'. . '
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" Usage X Balonce
N )
Balonced  Greek dominant  English dominant Merged
High - 4 3 : 2- 1
. Usoge  “Nothigh 16 4 8 4
% - . . : Chi square = 1.68 ¥N..S.)
H . . — . : . P )
‘ ’ i . . Usage X Screening test/\'\s' - - .
i ' v - ,-' ’
i N ' o High on screenjng .
= - fest . Other Low (/ 7).
} L l‘:ﬁgh’. ) ' '8 ' 3 0
i~ UR% Nohigh 18 10 3 .
! . ' = . ) ~ Chi square =1.4]1 (N.S.)
§ ] = ¢ -
’ — Lo Usage X Main test’
. ) ) \ ‘
' . - High . Other NP2 strategy -
- . High - . — 2 .8 . 0o
Usoge * . L
Not high - 4 o 2 9 ;
v . : . .Chi square = 3.42 (N.S.)
Scre'enivg)( Balarice <
é . e ]
; RS Boidbced Greek dominant  English dominant  Merged
| ' - T, -~ .
’ Screen- High 12 4 -7 .3
A ing  Others 6 . . 9 3 1 _
K . fest Low 2, 3 _ - 0 ) 1 !
' ‘ ~  Chisquare =8.13, d.f. =6 (N.S.) |
- o " Main test X Balonce \
oo ’ ‘ Balanced Greek dominant  English dominont  Merged
s High 2 2 - . 1 o "
R - B .3 8 - 5 o
: ‘NP2 strategp S o2 I 0 . ?
.o Chi square= 6.01, d.f. =6 (N.S.}
; ' Main test X Screening , ‘ .. ’ ‘]
i 1. *- High Others /7 1
.- High 5 o 0 \
1 Nein - Others . a8 0 '
; ¥ NP2 strotegy 3 4 7 1 . -
5 ) : Chi squore = 5.64, d.f. =4 (N.S.}
‘ - Q . ’ - N 5 ’ . . - » - (
dFRIC | | |
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and children who were not high on the screcning test, are unlikely to do well on
the main test. But beyond these rather obvious relationships, there islittle to be

soid. Similar results were found in a pilot experiment with bilinguals when .

-fests.
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" It does seem that children with high Greek usage are unlikely to be low 6h the

production and fluency tests were the secondary tests rother than comprehension

A
£

-

L

> screening test, ond unlikely to adopt a. NP2 inflexible strategy. Meérged children,
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' frequency of the same misapprebensions about the meanings of reporting verbs than i

—. c_onssstenCy in using one of two Ionguages on seporate occasions is more amportanf

“of conceptuohzmg the balmgual s hngu:shc knowledge . Further investigation

)

CONCLUSION . .

™\ The results disconfirm any theory about bilinguals according to which some

»

major qualitative djfference from monoglots should be expected. There wasa <

difference between monoglats and.bilinguals, but what occurred w\us a greater

hod been obfained with monoglots. There w;:s thus o small difference in the overall S
number of co;\sfructions correct. The results accord best with the notion that a ‘
bilingual has a separate rule system for each of his laﬁguoges, but more detailed ‘
discussion in Natsopouios-(l‘?76) draws attention fo problems for that view as well, 4

-

It was surprising that the biographical information did not predict performdnce, i

althoodh the absence of 6ssgcioﬁon with phonological balance was what most theorists
would predict. M:} be, oﬂ;grb certain level of mqstery of o languoge is

reached, constant use is not as essential to its maintenance. as might be expected.
The influence of the Saturday morhing schools must be given credit in this >
connechon. Possibly the blographical queshons put to the chcldren did nof

N
get ot the relevant variables. Harrison and Thomas (1976) co-fder that parents'

.

than mere omount ofs¢xposure. The. data present préblems for most confenpomrx ways |

is needed wuth screened somples of bilinguals, as in this case, to cbmpore what

-

hoppens in lcmguoge production.
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N ' The research described in this report does not exist in a social vocuum,
} Older sociology books (such as Melv_er and Page, 1950) would see the bilinguol *
1. - . : ’ i
. . e |
children as reptesenﬁng a "transitional stage” between membership of an immigront i

wboulhme ond cpmplete assimilation. More’ recenf socml survey stud:es of .

O

: immigrants in Conada (Richmond, 1969 and 1974) have a more-refined typology of

i gt a

)
PPN et

cultural groups. The parents of the children in the present ‘study apprdxxmate a
"type* of immigrant which Richmond labels "pluralisticatly integrated” To be
pluralistically integrated there should be an absence of‘accultmﬂon problems,

‘. —

- while "aspects of former Imgu:shc, cultural cndreltgsous hentoge or use of the

i ¢ i 8 6 A

mothe'f tongue ot home have been retained. Rnchmond hasu typology based on a

large-scale survey in Toronto, where only one tenth of the somple were regorded

as "pluralistically integrated”, He dexribes othef "ty.peﬁs" wﬁch include

"Anglo-Canodtm Conformists” ot one extreme, and "Alienated Immigrants*® who were

not aceulfurated ot all. .The kind of information that Richmond sought was ‘obtained

incidentally in this study, Wle sheeking on the biographical bockgrou;)d\:’f the

.- bilingt;ols (Further conversations with pacents occurred because of their interest in )
what was going on). Because of the wm@e recruited there was lm!e i

’

S

- variation in the somple, and the umtude of the parents to their children's knowledge
| of Greek was that described by Hughes (1961 ), whereby the ch:ldrén should have.
© "the shance that everyone has, plus a little bit more”. In this cose fhe’hmemL
more ;os knowledge of Greek, while ’everyfhing that the L?ndon school system has ;
to offer was valued highly, - - o 3
S

" If the research had aimed at placing the children's bilinguolisr;\ in its widest

/sbciab context, it could not have come out with much more than a "type" label like .

ERIC the oge from Toronto survey. As it is, detailed investigation of the children's:
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’ bilinguol/ism indicates that “types" of immigrant are anoversimplification. It would
t;é tendentious to classify the children of this study as one kind of immfigrant or

' onother,' since it hardly makes sense without reference fo their parents' history.
There may be comphoonons obout polmcol status in some cases, but in day-to-dOy
mterochons the majority of these chnldren are dnshngunshable from monoglof chnldlen
only because of surnames. When the Er:ghsh judges listened to the sumples_ of the

, chi!dren;s English, they labelled them"Cockney“ when judging rhe;n to be native sounding .
How the child"ren regard themselves et-hnicglly would be very difficult to investigate

without employing a technique thot would offect the variable under investigation.

+
b

It could be ‘argued, comparing them with other/CUlturol groups, thot ”imigmnt” isa
; suspect fabel, ]
Thanks 10 the hospitality of the "Arbeitskreis der Sprachenzentren,
Sprachlehrinstitute und Fremdspracheninstitute”, a Federal German organization,

l both researchers olﬂended a meeting in Berlin during November 1975, At this m;etinag,,
there we;e discussions with groups of researchers working with guest-workers or .&!

' 'Gostart;eitem" ;ﬁ.gdin a Richmond "type" makes a crude fitfor the cultural group
mvolved Richmond calls” immigrants with lower status fhan the ma|onty, ond often
from mm%”b/ackgrounds, "urban villagers”". These retcm. strong links with home . The : )

P fesearchers in Germany would resist such over-simplification, but the contrast between -

-

L

¥
the London children and the Greek-speokir:g children thez' encounter is @ major

qualitative one, although due to extegnol circumstances. \ )
Two groups of researchers were met. -One was headed by"WiIfried' Stalting ’

of the University of Essen,-and’the other by Ulrike Harnisch from the Goethesinstitut

—

in Berlin. Also present at the meeting wos a researcher from the University of, Zurich

¢

in Switzerland, a Frou Dimit}iw, who was married to a Greek-Cypriot.

.




Ahhough linguistic problems were involved, centering on a vorrety of
- Gemman whrch has come to be called "'Gastarbenerdeufsch", ‘this kird of research
was almost entirely concerned with social conditions and welfare problems. -
Considerable intere'st was sl;own in the capabilities of the London children, since
these ressarchers would rather have jgeen concerned with the kindof-bilinguah
.thot' was possible, rather than thor forced’by disadvontageous circumstances on
underprivﬂeged groubs. _

A meeting in Solzburg in August, 1976, the last month of -the grant enabled *
contact to be estobhshed with researchers into secondary language acquisition at
the University of Kiel. These researchers make distinctions befween bﬂingualisn'r
as the child's first Ianguoge, and instances where'one Ionguoge is established

: (say Germon) before the second begms to'be acquired. The findings they quo're are

with very young children. The dato from the London bilinguals, where Io differences

were associated with a consistent use of Greek by the parents, count ogainst the
« ~
et
importance of these distinetions in older children..

The contacts with researchers in Germany have proved very fruitful, and
the senior investigator has been invited to a meeting since the termination of the »

period of the gruqt However attitudes in England are often different, Even academics

in psychology departments hove asked the senior mveshgctor, "Are they very retardedv?"

The behef that a second language is an extro mental load occurs in Britain, but it is

LN
~

less frequent in other European countries, where everydoy use of more than one language .

.
-

is @ common-place. It will be the senior investigator's task to disseminate the results in

/ &i’oino . . .<




-

L . ‘ ' N .
" Some indication that attitudes to the bilingual child without social problems
are changing, inside Britain, can be found in the Bullock Report (Department of
Education and Science, 1975). The Bullock report contains a Chapter (Ch. 20)

entitled "Children from fam_ilies of overseas or?gin“. Two recomfnendaﬁogs inthe _

report concern the chnldremstudaed in thns p{olect They are Recommendations 265

and 266, which stafe -

*265. Every school with pupils whos original language
. is not English should adopt g positive attitude to theis
. . bilingualism and wherever possible help maintain and
deepen their knowledge of their mother tongue . "

-

"266, There should be further research into the teaching. i
of their own languoge to children of immigfant communities
and into various aspects of bilingualism in schools.” : -

There is clearly a move away from the attitudes to bilingual children in books
like that of Mciver and Poge (1950), where almost inevitable atsimNation lSJh& anly

future considered posslble. Mclver and Page have CICISSI?ICOfOfy schemes thot are

simply reflections of a "melting pot" society. The metaphor of the meltmg pot" i

_often used to describe the American policy and pmcﬁce of assimilation of alien

(that is, non-Anglo~Saxon) cultures. Magner (1976) traces the metaphor to Israel

Zangwill who used it us the title of a play produced on Broadway in 1908. Mogner

dates the assimilation policy in the United_S\tates as far back as“Benjamin Franklin.
The situation in the United States is descri’bed by Haugen (1969, 'p. 2) when he e‘bys
"Bilingualism has been treated as a necessary evil, o rash 6n the body politic, which
time might be expected to cure without the need of calling in the doctors. "

Apart from the question of wbe.ther a meltin’g pot i-s a desirable form of ~
society, it is worth asking whether there is any evidence for the possibility of an |
altemative. Is the Bullock Report recommendation of a positive c—ttitcde well four{.cled,

or is it recommending the rubbing of a fading rash which will eventually disappear anyway ?
. T ey )
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L4 ~ : ) . -
The evidence from the London Greek-spegking ctildren strongly supports
" the view that discussing alternatives to the melting pot society is well worthwhile.
- On all the linguistic measures, there was an improvement with oge in spite of an

extensive Use of the majority language, English..The children's knowledge of Greek

was developing, even in the contemporary situation. Instead of "a language for life®

—— g e LI

the children had longuoées fot life. ,

——— e B

.

What needs fo be discussed at this point is the qu?sti;)n whether the Bullock-/ -
Report recornf;venéotioris go far enough. Should there be a further corm;itmer;t on the }
sogo\k'of the multicultural programme in C}:ﬂOdO? In the Canadian Federal Govermhent,'
there is & "nwlti’c?’tturulisq. Directorate” in the Department of the Secretary of Stote,.
and ofMinis'fe-r Responsible for Multicuituralism/Ministre charge de Multiculturisme®.
There is body 'ca!led the "Conadian Consultative Council on Wlticultu'm’rism"'(CC(CM)
which advises the minister. The composmon of the CCCM reflects the distribution of

‘ethnic and cultural groups throughout the Federcmon The commitment is to promoting

‘ mm?ultbmiisrﬁ, aside from promoting French as an c;Fficiol language . Inp conference H
(see Canadiart Council on MJI“CU“UFO“SM,’ 1976) held on Februgry 13 to 15th, 1976, %
Guy Rocher, a sociolog the Univer:s‘ity of Monfreo.l,- c0mplo‘ined .that nn.;lticulfumlism f
is o fhreat to 'fbilinguoli;m" the policy of promoting Fre;}ch).‘ Ccncda has a situation so ‘
different érom the "melfing pot” that these complaints were.reported in the national press
on February 17th. The complaint was that "Montreal is-already éomilior with the sort of }
biilinguali;n; that multicuhural pblicy tend; to produce . . omong new Canadians i
b:lmgualtsm means English and Greek, English and ltalian or- Epghsh and German, r

- whlle Enghsh-French bilingualism is practically non-existent" lf the Bu.lock Report

repnesemsé move away from "melting pot” views, then o further move would be in the

dlrecnon of the Conodnonﬁal Commission on Bilingualism or;d’TWlhculwrafm'n
2 [y

(see Department of the Secretory of Stote 1969). The introduction to the fourth

volume of this commission's report begins with a frankly appreciative account of the
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’und muncupol agencies receive the fmmcoal means they require to mainfain and

~

valve to socnety of people who have a distinctive language and culture.,

The mtroduchon states : "T e pre sence in Canada of many people whose lcnguoge

@is) disﬁncfive . . . presents an inestimable enrnchment that Canodmns cannot

afford toloe . . . ngmshc vanefy is unqueshonab1y on cdvcntdge Their

blesénce fccilitutes communication between Cancdu cndﬁle rest of the world ... .

R in

<

we consider them an integral part of the nationgl wealth, —

The recommendations in the Canadion reéor't'go‘ much-further than those in =

- \ * /_/ -
the Bullock report, although it must be said that the terms of reference differed

consndembly. There is a recommendation "that the cg:n'opnme federal, provincial

’

extend their supporf to¥cultural and research orgcmsahons whose objectives are to foster

3 AN .

the crts cnd letters of cultural groups other than the British or French.d Besides

recommending a plc(:e in the school curricolum for studies where other cuttural
‘ U ’ -
groups could have positive endouragement, the report recommends extending existing

* aid to ethnic publications, the use of languages other than the official languages in

. : ’ -
broadcasting and the use, of minprity languoges for productions of the National Film

' -

Board. - ‘ 2

At present there is a debate between pluralists cnd'cssi(nilctionists in Canada,

“the one group believing it to be valuable for society to foster "t_.mmelfed” groups,

and the others believing that assimilation is desirable. The results From testing the

. . e
London children favour opening .such a debate in Britain,

.
¥
. .
g ’:: . . i
. - . . . ’
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~. o APPENDIX A. ¥ Lo
. Lj;'tgﬁfstlc Lonstructions tested’in the first exoersment- .,
p ’ :
. , .' - ) ) ~. .
Ambiguous hominzl expressions (three, septences): , .
. 1. To kjinjitdo . ton k'urase pol'i ton K'osta - "‘\ .
(artd (chasing) (art) (tired) (much) (art) {K'osta)
fa) K'ostas chasing, (someone) got very tired '
‘1b) K'ostas being chased (by someone) 9or. very tired . :
2. To. dhbro, tu K'osta 'itan pol‘'i or'eo .
(artXgift) (artiX'osta) was (very) (nice) w .
_2a) The gift X’ qstas gave someone was very nice
. 2'b) The gift K'ostas was given (by sdiecne) was very nice
.3, -0 jatr'os 'ixe pol'es episk'epsis s'ipera : s
. (actldoctor) (had) (many) (visits) (today) . )
3a): The doctor visited a lot of patients today . ) .
: 3) The doctor was visited by a 1gk of patients today - . h
Unanbiguous ROT'O (ask=consulting) construction A (three sentences):
. 'i_* ’
4, O J'annis r'otise ti M'eri ti fr'uta n'aghor'asi -
. {art) (Sorn)  (asked) (artiMarylwhatlfruat) (part) (buy)
4a) John asked Ma zy what fruit to buy
5. © J'anmis r'otise t1 Meri pj'a ocbr'ela na p'ari
(art) (dohn) - (asked) (artylary xwmchxmrenamartxtakex
Sa) John asked Mary which u::.srexla to take X ’
6. 0 J'annis¢'otise ti Mleri pj'o palt'o na for'esi )
fart) (John) “(asxcd) (artX!¥g; IwhichJovercoatlpartlput on)
6a) John asked ¥ary whidh o t to put on
Ambiguous POT'0O {acvXuection) constructicn B (three centences) :
: Aase = -
7. O J'annis r'ctise ti M'eri ti dh'ora agh'orase !
* Yart) (John) (asked) (afe@what!glfts) (bought) .
7a) John asked Mary what @ifts she bough '
7b) John asked Mary what gifts he bouaht . p
. 8.. O J'annis r'ctise ti M'eri pu taks' i{chepse .
(axt) (Schn) (esxed) (artiMarylwhere) (travelled) b ¢
. B8a) John asked Mary where she tr@velled - \
. 8b) John asked Mary wheré he travelled
9. O J'arnis r'ctise ti M'eri p'oso agh'orase to,kjen'urjo podi'ilato
. (art) (John) (asred) (arifMaryXhow puch)Yocught) f{artd  {new) (bicycle)
.t 9a) John asked Mary for how rnuch she bought the new -bic'ycle ‘
9b) ‘John asked Mary for hdw much he bought the new bicycle ¢
i
Dnarbiguous POT'0 (2sk=guecstion) co'zstmction C (three sentences):
. 10. “0 J'annis r'otise ti M'eri pj'o vivi'jo “tha, p'ari .
p (art) (John) (asked) (arsJv:zrvlwhich) (tock) (partitaxe)
10a) John asked lary which ook she would take .
10b) John asked Mary wnich bf"-z nhe (wouild or should) take
11. O J'annis r'otise ti 'eri pj'o lecfor'io H"a p'ari
‘ i (art) (Jonn) (asked)lar a:‘zx...l_.. (zus (persfcatch:

11aj John asked Mary which she would catch
11) John asked Mary whi
12. 0O J'ennis r

’ (art) (John) | ) T
12a) Johhd acxesd MMary whicn h2
12b} John asked Ma

ear

casch
or'esi

.
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| N Unambiguous L'EGHO (advising) ccnﬁstruction A (three sentences): .
* 13. O J'orghos ‘ipe stin El'eni ti- jalj'a n'aghor'asi
. (art) (George) (told) (prepXHelen) (what(sunglasses) (pert) (buy)
13a} )George told Helen what sunglasses to buy ‘ .
14. .0  J'orghos 'ipe ‘'stin El’eni pj'a Ppa putsia na v'ali
_ (art) (George) (gpld) (prepliielert) (whit) (shoes) (part) (wear) .
/ lha)_ George told H¥len what shoes to wear . .
15.° O J'orghos ‘ipe stin Eleni ti  xjim'us (pot'a)na p'ini .
{art) (George) (told) (prep) (Helenwhat) (juice) (part) {drink)
= 15a) George told Helen what juice-to drink ¢’
. Ambiguous L'EGHO (tell) construction B (thrge sentences): ”
16. |0 J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni ti pexn*idhja ach'erase
0 N ) ) {art). (George) (told) (pregn) g'delenlwhat) (toys) (bought)
16a) George told Helen what toys he bought '
" 16b) George told Helen what toys she bought '
. ¥7. © J'orghos ‘ipe’ stin El'eni pj'a b'ala p'ire .
(art) (George) (told)(prep) (HelernJwnich) (ball) (took) : ’
17a) George told Helen whi al: he took ' .
‘ 17) Geoxge told Helen whi ball she took o :
§ . 18. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni ti bal'onja chi'alekse
{art) .(George) (told) (prep) (eienlwhatlballoons) (chose) ’
18a) George told Helen what ballccus he chose ’
) 18) George told Helen what balloons she chose y
Ambiguous L'EGHO (tell) constructica C (three sentences): | .
'1'9. 0 J'orchos 'ipe stin El'eni‘pj'on aet'o tha pet'aksé
{artY (George) (toldXprep) (elen) {which) (kitelpart) . (fly)
19a) George tolé Helen which kite he would fly
‘ 19b) George told kelen which kite she should fly - -
20. 'O J'orgros 'ipe stin El'en? pj'o pcoch'ilato tha \‘p'ari‘iE
(art) (Gecrge) (told) (pregd (Relenwhich)biéycle) (part) (take)
: 20a) = George told Helern which bicycle he would take
, : 20b) George tcld Helen which bicycle she should take
21. O J'orchds 'ipe stin- El'eni pj'o aftoxj'inito tha ofhij'isi
(art) (George) {told) {prep) (Hplenlwhich) (toy-car) (part)  (drive)
215) George tcld Helern whlch toy-car he 'would érive -
21b) George told Helen which toy-car she should drive
Anbigz.e*js L'EC0 (tell) constructicn D (three sentences):
22, o] J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni na p'eksi me ta lg‘en'urja pexn'idhja
(art) (Georze) (toid) (prep) (Kelen]part) (playIpreplart). (new) (toys)
£22a) . George told Helen to play with the new toys )
22b) George said)to Helen could he play with the new toys
23. O J'orghos.'ipe stin El'eni n'agror'asi poe vivitia )
). (art) (Gecrge) (told) (prep)-{kelenlpart) (Luy) {many) {book.s)
23a) George tcld Heler “to buy a lot of books . -
23) orge szié to Helep could he buy & lot of books . .
i 24, J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni na perin'eni ti mam'a sto stathm'o
, (art)™ (Gecrge) (told) {prep) (Helenlpars) w21t) (ertlrotherlzreristation) g
24a) George told Helen to wait for cother at station
24b) Geoﬂie said to Helen should he wait for cother at station
- H .
o d .
, . ~

.
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Ambiguous ZIT'O (request) construction (thrce sentencgs):
.- LA : .. . 5
257. ‘0, J'orghos z'itise ap' to J'anni na k'opsi to "X'orto ston kj'ipo
(artYGeorge) (askedlpreplart) {John) (part) (cut) (artigrass) (preplgarden)
25a) Geotge asked John to cut the grass in 4he garcen :
25b) George asked J&Tﬁ it he (G2orge) ¢ould cut the grass -in the garden .

‘26. O J'orghos z'itise ap' ti M'eri na friji A

"y

w,wmwwavel

26a) George asked Mary to leave .-

26b) George asked Mary if he could leave i

27. I. M'eri z'itise ap' tin Anna na tin p'ai Sinem’a .
(art,lnaxy) (asked) (preplart)Anna) (partlart) (take) (to Tire mva.s)/ --

27a) asked Anna to take ker to the movies -
27) ry asked Anna if she (Mary) could, take her to t.he movies
27c) Mary asked Anna to take her (Helen) to the movies -

27d) Mary asked Anna if she (Mary) could take her (Helen) to the movies

Ambiguous SIMFON'O (agree) construction {three sentences):

28. o J orghos simf'onise Deto J'anni na pot isi ton kj'ipo L e
{art) (Georce) (agreed) (preplartiSohnlpart) (witer) (artlgarcgen) )
28a) George agreed with CJchn that he (George) should (or would) water the garden .

. 28b) George agreed with Jchn that he (John) should (or could) water, the garden

30 0 J'orghcs simf'onise meto’ ,J'anni na tu dh'osd to aftokj'inito

31. O K'ostas ipcsxjéthiXje stin Anna na kuval'isi tis vel'ltses

29. I Meri simf'onise "retin El'eni n'aghor'asi rgzn urjot kep'tlo ja tin,.
. (artiMary) (agreed) (preplartlHelen) (part) (buy) (new) (hat) (prep) (art)

" K'ukIs

- ' (dol1) .

29a) Mary agreed with Helen that she (Mary) should (or would) buy a ‘new hat for
the &oll

Eb) ~ pary agreed with Helen-¢hat. she (llelen) could Buy a“new hat for the doll

(art} (Georce) (acrepd‘ (preplatt) (3 ohnlpar vYart) (give) (azrt) (toy-car} &
30a) George agreed with John that he (Gesorge) would give hxm trhe toy-car
30b) George" agrced with John that he (John) would give him the toy-car
30c) Georgé agreed with Jotn that he (George) would give him (Ktstas) the toy-ca:r:
304" George agreed with John that he (Johp) would give him (Kostas) the toy-car . :
P - ,
Unazxiguous IP'CSXff’E(Droﬁse) congtruction, A (three seritences):

» (artlX'ostas) (promised) (pre;:) (annea) (part) (carry) (art) (suiteeses)
31a) .K’ostas oronised Anna to darry the guitcases ¢ ’ ‘ .
32. O K'ostas iposxjethikje stin anna ) na dhjav'azi ta math'idata

- (artIK'ogtas) -(promised) (preplanna) (part) (study) (art) (lessons)

32a) K'ostas prorused Arnna to study

33! O K'ostas ipcsxjethikje stin Anna na voith'isi ti wman’ .
(artIk'ostas) (promised) (prepJAgna) (part) (help) (artizother)

33a) K'ostas promised Anna to help mo:her

Unamxcao,._, IP'0S¥CIE {promise) coastruction B (‘r-ree sentenzes):

34. O K'ostas iposxjethikje stin Anna na chjal'eksi ‘opjo  bal'oni 'itha'
(artIX'ostas) (promised) (prerJanna) (pa.rt.) (chocselwshicheverltalinenllired:;

34a) K'ostas proz.sed Anna she could choose the balloon she wanted Lo

35. --0 K'ostas 1posxj2thikje stin amna na pi'i'oti xnr'o, 'ithele
(artdK'ostas) (promused) (preglannd) (parti (érinklwhicheres riziace) "iiked

35a) K'ostas promised Anna she could”’drink the juice skhe liked

36. O K'ostas iposxjéthikje stin Anna na p'ari ‘opjo roch'ilato 'ithele ¢
“{artiK'ostas) (promscd) (preplanna) (part tehelwanichever) (cicycici (liked) -

ﬁ)_ X'ostas promised Anna shé could take -the bicycle she li)'cd ' —

\
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Ambiguous IP'QSXCMNE (promise) construction C (three sentences):

A . .
37. O K'ostas iposxjbthikje stin Anna na k'opsi pollaluluéja ap'ton kj'ipo |
(artXK*ostas) (promised) (prepJAnnalpart) (cut) (many) (fléwers)preplartigarcen §
. 37a) K'ostas promised Anna to,cut a lot of flosers fron the garden
37) K'ostas procised Affod she could cut a lot of flowers from the garden
38. O KX'ostas iposxjéthikje. stin Anna nata'izi sixn'a to ‘omorfo mikr'o
(artXX'ostas) (promised) (preplhAnnalpartlfeed) (oftenJartibeautifullscall)
‘ skjitaji |
' (dog)
"38a) K'ostas promised Anna to feed frequently the small beautiful dog ~
38b) K'ostas promised Anna she could frequently feed the small beautiful dog
39. O K'ostas 1posxjétinkje stin Anna.na odhij'isi to aftckj'inito
(artJK'dstas) (promised) _(preplArnaipart) (drive) (art) (toy-car)
39a) K*ostas prormised Anna to dr.ve the toy-car. to :
3%b) K'ostas proxzised Anna she could drive the toy-ear-

~
,

'Y .

’
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Ltggpistic,cdhstructions tested in the second okpcrimoné:
1 ' o E
Unambiguous ;9T'0 (consultina) constructior A’ (the same as ROT'O

A in the first cocriment under the nuriers': 4,5,6.) °

Unambiguous ROT'O (ask=guestion) egnstruction b {three sentences):
.

v—

40, O J'annis
{axrt)YJohn)
40a) John asked
41. O J'annis
(artlJochn)
41a) John asked
42, O J'annis

(artYJohn)

42a) John asked

Unambiguous ROT'O (esk=guestion) construction

r'otise ti M'eri p'oses aspir'ines p!ireg'ipje)éa ti. ghr'ipi
{askedlartIMarylnow many) (aspirins) (tock) (prepXart) (flu)
Mary now many aspirins she took for flu

r'otise ti M'eri posta p'erase stin ckéhron'i me to - sxol' jo
(aske8kartIMary) (how) (enjoyedlprepXouting) (prepXartXschool)
Mary how she enjoyed the’ outing . :
r'otise' ti M'eri.p'oses val'itses ‘ixe ja
(askedlartXMaryYhow many)lsuitcasesXhadlprep) (a)

*

‘ena t'oso, mikr'o
Hso) (small)

taks'ich
. (jourmey)

Mary how many suitcases she carried for such a small journey

E {three sentences):

-

O J'amnis
(art) (John)
43a) John asked
44, O J'annis
(art} (John)

44a) John asked
45, O J'annis

{(art) (John)
45a) John asked

Unarbiguops

- POT'0 (askczguesticn) construction F

; .
r'otise ti M'eri se pj'o sinem'a 'itan kal'itera na p'ai Zp'crs® §
(asked) (artiMaryYoreplwhich) (movies) (was) (better) (part) (go) {tcnighz.
Mary which f£ilm wac better to go to tonight ) 4
r'otise th M'er: p'osin 'ora m'ono 'eprepe na p'eksi petin  k4en'uvrp
{asked) (artlMary) (how) (long)(onlyXshoulprartlplayXpreg}art) (rew) §
bala stcn kj'izs ¥
(ball)lpreplzarcsern, :
Mary how long he should play with the new ball in the garcen ’
r'otice ti M'eri me pj'a ap'ta kjen'urja pexn'ichja tha bor'use na
(asked) lartddary) (prep) (wvhichlpreplartlnew) (toys) (partlcouldipzare]
) p'eksi m'ono jal'ij: 'o
-, (play) (onlylpreplsh2
Mary which of the new tpys he could play with for only a short

"t

A\d

A b

-

46. O J'annis
{art) (John)
46a)’ John asked
47, O J'annis
(art) (John)
47a) John asked
J'annis
{art) (Johr)
48a) John asked

{three sentences):

r'otice ti M'eri p'ote tha telj'osi to chj'avasma kje to ghr'apsico
(asked)(artJMarwahen)(partlflnish)(artlstudying)(andlartlwrlting) i
¥ary when she would finish studying and writing :
r'ot:ice ti M'eri tixjimb ap'olous tha protim'isi
(asked) (artIMarylwhich) (juicelpreplalllpartf (prefer) .
Mary which uice she would prefer i
r'otise ti M'eri pu tha taksich'epsi proi-proi-t'oso vjastik'z §
(asked) lartl¥arylwherelpart) (travel) (early porning) (in a hurry)
Mary where she would travel in the early morming in such a Surry

t

tJ'annis
) {(John)

49a) John asked

50. © J'ann{s
(art) (Jchn)

-

S0a) John asked
51. O J'annis
(art) (John)

jguous ROT'O {ask=gues<tion) construction G (three sentences):.

r'otice ti M'eri pcs kje ti tha for'esi ja na ‘exji kje p'all
(askeilartxuarylhow)(andehatXpart)(wearlprepjpart!haveXanélaga;:)
ap'opse topjd omorfe d'isimo sti jort'i tu Fez'a
(tonightlart) (best) {dress) (prepldey ra=z¥rrezl
' ’ (fathex
Mary whd&t and how he should get dressed to be very somrt -again cn
‘ ~ father's pazscay
r'otice ti M'eri Fos tha zocghraf'isi kall'itera jana
(asredlarzlaryXncwlpzrt)  (paint) (cetterlprenlzzrs)
prioto vathe'o sto sxcl'jo
(first) (zarksIprep) (schcol) '1 ;Z'—
Mary how to paint better to get the first marks. in school ’-
rotise ti M'eri se pj'on arithm'o ‘tha tilefon'isi ton paz'u .
(askcdlartlMaryXprcRthitthurber)(part)(ring) “(artigrancizther)
~ ja na min k'ani k)gp'ali 1'atnes

L
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Ambiguobs ROT'O (aske=question) construction C' (three sentences

, ¥ preceded by context):
Preceding context. Mary had two beautiful coloured kites. John wanted ' "4

to fly one of them. Mary told him that she was thinking t¢ give him one,
ang kecp the other for herself, but she could not decide which one to give

John and which one .to keep for herself. ' .

52. 0 J'annis r'otise ti M'eri pj'on xartaet'o tha pet'aksi
(art){John) (askedlartiMary)lwhich) (kite) (part) (fly)

SZa)Jphn asked Mary which kite he should fly

52b) John asked Mary which kite she would fly

’
¢
> ‘.
v

Preceding tontext. Grandfather baught two balloons a2 green one and a red
one. Grandfather told Mary to cecide which balloon she should teke for

‘-

. herself,and which one Jchn should tdke. : . .

. 5.
53. 0 J'annis r'otise ti M'eri pjo bal'oni tha p'a%i

{art) (John) (asredXartiMaryXw-hichXballconlpartltake)
S$3a)John asked Mary which bal loon he should take
53)John asked Mary which balloon she would take
Precedifig context. Gramother bought new story books for Johm and E;ary\
becaudse trey lcve them. Yhe told therx not to quarrel but John should take
some to read and Mary eoulid tike some as ao{l ‘

54. 0, J'annis -r'otise ti M'era DM'ja tha dhjav'asi

(art) (John) (askedlartlliary) (which ks) (part) (read) -
54a)John asked Mary which bocxs he shculd tead ) .
54b)John asked Mary which books she would read . N P

~

Ambiguwous 2IT'O (reguvest) construction A (three senténces nreceded

bz context):

Precedira context. John and Mary love their grandfatrer very much.

They saved money to buy beautiful Ilowers (or roses) on his naveclay, )
because grandfather loves flcwers, and ticy wanted to piease hirn.

55. 0 g'annis, Zitic ap'ti M'eri n'aghor'asi ?,e }"oduna kje kjitripa
(artd (ochn) (askcéfpre;larul.’:arﬂ,c.. vItuyld (ang (red) (and) (yelicw)
ttiand'afilla ja ton pap'u
: : . (roses) (prepfartlgrarcfaner?!
SSa)John asked Mary if he could buy red and yellow roses for grandiather
58b)John asked Mary to buy red ané yellow roses for grandfather

Precedinc contexs. Mary has got a lovely little cat. John loves the small
cat very much, and he,especially wants either to feed the cat hirmself cr
to get Fary to 'cb( so, Because he would like he little cat to ke very hagpy

»

-

56. 0 J'annis z’'itise ap™fi M'eri ma ta'isi ti gh'ata
(art) (John) (aske:‘l?rep!artX!-‘axyIpart.Ifeed!art.lcat)

S6a)ookn asked Mary if.he could feed the cat

56b)Jokn asked Mary to eed the cat

w

Context vrecedirc. John and Mary very often go on holidays. They always
carry bi1g and srmail suitcases full of thirgs which they need during their
holidays. s,

™

A




3 '1 .. ‘ - .
: $7. O _J'annis z'itise ap'ti M'eri na kuval'i®i m'ono tis mikr'es val'itses
(art) (John) (askedlpreplartXMarylpart) (carry) (only) {artd (small) {suitcases)
'57a) John asked Mary if he could carry only the''small suitcases . i
57p) John asked Mary to carry only the small suitcases

»
-
Y AT

Ambiguous SIMP‘O‘: 0 (agree) construction A (three sentences - . 4
\ ] prececed by context): ‘ '

Preceding con*ext John -and Mary always divxded thelr housework, and

R B

did half each. - -
58: O J'annis simf'onise me ti M'eri na pot'isi ta lul‘uchja °
. . {art) (John) (agreedlprepXartiMarylpartlwvater) (art) (flowers)

58a) John agreed with Mary he should (or would) water the fléwers
58b) John agreced with Mary she should (or could) water the flowers

’ " Preceding context. John's and Mary's parents were on holidays. ' *
. " John and Kary stayed at home. They shared the housework by doing
it in turn. s

e+ SN i

$9. O J'annis, simf'onise me ti M'eri n'aghor'asi tr'ofima xjo friuta Ja ‘oli
{artd (Johm) (agreed) (preplartliarylpartibuy) (food) (and) (£ r,n.tlpre“_Xal”
- tin evéhcz'acha -

. - (art) (weck)
59a) John agreed with Mary he should (or would) buy food and fruit for the week
59b) John agreed with Mary she should (or could)buy'éood and fruit for the week

4 4

:
H
E 3
:

Preceding context. John and Kary used to shdre all their toys, and they ) 5
had very many. They always beught new toys. But all cday yesterday they _".
were thinkxing c£ giving their old tcys to a poor child, a friend of theirs. 3
;'

60. O J'annis <"“‘o'1isex e ti M'eri na dh'osi ta palj'a pexn'ichja -
\ (art) (John) (agrcod) {(zreplarJ¥arylpartlgivelart) (old) (toys) B
60a) John agreed witn Mary he should {(or would) give the old toys 2
60b) John agreed with Mary she would (or should) give the old toys $
¢ ’ i
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Unarbiquous L'EGHO (advisina) censtruction A (thg same as in
the first experirent uvarer tne nuiers: 13, 14, 15,

>

« Unambiguous L'EGHO (tell) construttion E (three sentences):

61. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni p'oso ch'isrola vivl'ja dhj'avase
(art)}George)(told) (preplvelcnlhow) (dl‘flcult) (books) (read) .
f'etos sto sxol'jo xor'is megh{alo k'opo{k'urasi)
{this ycaglpreplschoollwithout) (bi effortfcr tiredrsj
61a) George told Anna what difficult books he read last year in school withkcut

much'effozt -

<

-

62, O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni p'osc pol'i’kur'astikje k‘ovondas ‘t'oses'ores
(art) {(George) (told) (prepXfielen) (how) (muc%‘F)got tired) (cuttingXso leng tine)
x'crtec stoa k;'i.o
(grass)prep) {gzxéer)
62a) George told Anna how tired he got, cutting grass for such a long tize in
s . : the garden
63. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni p'oso kall'itera esthan'otan('enjothe)s'icera
(art) (George) (tolc)prep) (Eeler) (how) (better) (felt) {(was) {today)
- 63a) George ,told Anna how much bettér he felt (or was) yesterday

Unacsbiguwous L'ECY {(+ell) ccnstruction F {three sentences):

64. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni ti kakoftjaghm'ena jalj'a for'use sin'exja
(art) (George) (told)pregltelenlwhat) (pad) (sunglasses) (wore) (always)
64a) George told Eelen what bad sunglasses she was always wearing
65. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni ti pol'a kje megh'ala 1l'athi'ekane sin'exja
(art)(Georggl(tolﬂlpreplnelenInratlmarylachserzousI istakes]radelalways)
staghr'armata tu pap'u \
(prepXletyers) (artlgrandfather) )
$65a) George told Anza how she was always making frefjuent and bad pistares in the ¢
. létters to grandfa.?er 1
66. O J'orghos ‘ipe stin El'eni ti 'asxira ksesk'onise kje s'imera pfali to “”,%
(art) (ceorge) {(tolcdlprepXHelen) (now) (badly) (dusted) (and)(tOch)(cg:-?) i
o ’ ) trap'ezi
. {table)
66a) George told Eelen how badly she dusted ‘the table again yesterday

Unarbigwus L'“C’O (toll) cors+riction G (three scntences):

67. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El' enj p'oso or’eafefx'arista)n'ea tha ghr'acsi
(art)(George)(,o;dX,re,Xxe‘eﬂ)(NOk)(ﬁzce)or(pleasanb)(nedsXpart)(a-itei
"  am'esos sto bab'a ja'tin prooth'o tus B
(izmediatelylprepXfather)prep)lertiprogressltneir) '
67a) George told Helen what a nice news he would immediately write to fa“‘“"
. about their crog
68, o J° orghos 'ipe stin El’ eni me ti xar'a tha zograf'isi ta 'omorfa gt
Q§rt)(Geo'g°){»c‘dX~rng el e'X:reanxatx30{X,arudpalntlarGX“eautx--1:'
— ’ v tu k] i ;L

PO

Hi

b
A Y

686) George told Anna how pleased he would be to paint beautiful birds in the
+ garcen
" 69. 'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni me p'osi efxar'istisi tha voith'isi i
(axtJ(Geolge)(toldxrre,1~e’eﬁlrreylhowluxeasure) (part) (help) (ars
. man'a stis dn'iskoles Groul':gs
' ' {(mother)opre Jo;ffzcu’tl«%&”ﬁv7'<‘
69a) George told Helen how delighted he wWould te to help mother withcdiflficul

housework.

~
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Unambiguous L'EGHO (tell) conétryction H (three sentences):

. . . _

70. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni na tr'ci 'olo to fajit'o 'opos kje pr'ota

(art) (George) (told) (prepliielen)partleat) (allfartXfocd) (as) (andlcefore)
70a) George told ilelen tc eat the  food as before

71. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni na ksodh'evi pj'o 1l'igha left'a ja sokol'ates :
(art) (Georye) (told) (preplHelen)partispénd) (less) (money) (preplcrocolate::

kje ja pexn'ichja.

e : . (andlprep) (toys) .

71a) George told Helen to spend less money on chololates and toys

72. O J'orgnos 'ipe stin El'eni na ¢hjav'azi periss'otero f'etos
(art) (George) (toldlprepldelen)part) (study) (more) (this year)

72a) George told Helen to study. more this year : '.

Unaﬁbiguous L'EGHO (tell) construction I (three sentences):

) . \
73. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni na l'ipsi ja 1'igho m'ono se mj'a viastik ji
. (artd (George) (toldpreplielen) {partlleave) (prep) (shortloniylonelurgent

+ / dhulj'a kj'oti tha jir'isi am'esos’ p'isoc tr'exonda:]

- "¢ (job) (and)(that) (part) (comelirmediatelyliack)

(runnin-?*

"73a) George said Helen could ke go out for something urgent only” for a fea: eipy-
and he wculd ccre back iemmediately at the cdouble e
74. ©0 J'orghos ‘'ipe stin El'en) na p'eksi ja l'icgho m'ono ce ti b'ala, k) oti
(art) (George) (toldlprep.!%:‘clenl';iartlplayXprep,X_shorthnlyXprep.IartIaall) {and)
- ) tha ti ch'osi am'escs p'iso
(that)partlartXgivelicoediatelyXback)
74a) George said to Helen could he play with .the ball only for a short while,
and he would give it. back immgdiately
75. O J'orghos ‘'ipe 'stimEl'eni na p'ari m'ono te pr'’ %sinc bal'oni ki'cti
(art) (George) (toldlpreplilelenlpart)take fonly) (artigreen) ((balbon) (and}
dhe tha zit'is1 pote'alp pex™ichi
~ (thatinot)part) (asxInever) (other]tcy) N
75a) George sald to Helen could he take only the green balloon, and he would:

~ never ask for another toy

e ’

An!:ﬁmus L'EGRED (tell)\v.s‘ructlon C*‘ (three sentences o'ecedad by
-7 . context) :

‘

Prececding context. George ancd Helen have two overcoats each. " Tcnight they
are going to tne theatre and they are wondering which overccat‘f to put qn
to be very scart.

<
76. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni pj'o palt'o tha for'esi ’
(art) (Geozge) {toldlprepliielen) mhxcnlovercoatlpardput on) -
76a) George ‘told Eel en which coat he-would put on

76b) George told Helen which coat she sheuld put on

Preceding context. In suxyr it was very hé%¢ and'the small trees in the
garden were twnlrsty. Gr \“aner said to Gecrge and Helen that they neeced

watering. EHe told Georg an& Mery to ‘Gecide to water half o£ thes each.
i .

"7'7.\ O J'orghes 'ipe stin El'eni pj a dhendr'akia tha pot'isi
(art) (George) (tclclprepliie ler) (whicnlszall treeslpartlwater) .
77a) George told ielen wnich.smail trees ne would water ’
77) George told Heien which small trees she should water
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Preceding ccntext. Gedrge and Helen saved money to buy a very good

bicycle each. Yesterday they went to the town and saw some very good,
bicycles. 49hey were thinking of which, out of all the bicycles, they

should choose. \

78. O J'orghos 'ipe stin El'eni pj'o podh'ilato thasghjal'eksi
{art) (George) (toldlprepn) (BelenJwhich)lbicycle} (part){choose)
78a) George told Helen which bicycle he would choose

-78b) George told Helex Which bicycle she should choose.
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Linguistic constructions tested in the third - °

experiment with bilinquals:

-

Unambiguous ROT'O (consulting) construction A’ (three sentences,
, the same as A-in the first and second experirmént under the
numbers: 4, 5, 6). :

. &

OUnambiguous ~ BOT'O (ask=guestion) construction D¢ (three sentences,

the samc as in the second evperirent under the nurbers 4G, 41

T 42):

Y "

Ambiguous ZIT'O (reguest) construction A (three sentences, prececed

by context, the sgme as in the second exoeriment undgy the numders: -

' 55, 56, 57).

Unanb‘igmus IL'EGHO {tell) construction A-{three sentences, the

same

as A in the first and second experizent under the numbers: 13,

-

Unambiguous L'EGHO (tell) comstructionE (three senténces, the

as in the second experirent under the nurbers: 61, 62, 63).

Unambi guaus L'EGHO (tell) congtructiop H (three sentences, the

14, 15).
sake
same  °

as in the second experirent uncer the Wumbers: 70, 71, /2).
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