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In a.study extendfné and refining.§9E01 Chomsky's re§earch, 43
Arabic speaking children aged 6,'8 & Iogyears were tested for their, -
| cémprehension of %mperatives'using the écmplement-requiring verbs Ask,

Tell and Promise. Clear support for children's évergénera1izatioh of

the MDP was found only with Promise constructions. Whed a classification

—

.error by Chomsky (including a more complex sentence among her simplest "
Ask/Tell Case) was corrected by making a new case of this construction,

it was found to in fact be much harder than all but Chomsky's most

difficult type. Perfonﬁanae on this latter. Ask tybe"(with the subject of

\

the complement clause deleted) was, as MDP overgeneralization would pre-

dict,'péprer %han on the ‘corresponding Tell construction. However, the

-
1

nature of the errors raise alfernatives.to the MDP overgeneralization ex-

planation. - Overall, there was a strong tendency to intérprgt both Asks

“and Tells as direct speech, amd theﬁeforé to gg& the why clausg. In the
case of Ask constructions this']eads,to\asking with the wfong subject.
There were definite, age related Ask stages based on correct subject'
ass%gnment. Comprehensibility.is not, as Chomsky claihed, simply one to
complemept clause comp&éxi@y defined as the number of deletions from

-

surface.
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_The Acquisition of Ask, Tell, and Promise

S  Structures by Arabic Speaking Children . o

processing Ixnguxstlc mater1a1~1t is né%essery to 1nvest1g-)c
Ianéuage acquis{tion in’eiverse‘]angﬁages. This paper is a‘coh‘ ibutien‘
to this endeavor. ’

éhtii‘recent]y'most of the research.on child language acquisition
focused ?n chileren under five or six years of age, probably due Targely
to the fact that the more obvious'surface forms seemed'Eretty.well ueder
children's productive control by then. Carol Chomsky (1969) was among
the first tQ demonstrate that there are $ome seemxng]y fairly s1mp}e
syntactic structures that many Engl1sh speaking children do not tompre-
hend even by the ege\BF\gen: Thi§:paper‘wj?1_eddﬁess ftse1f to the ac-
quisition of éome of “the géme type; of structureé in Arabic by Lebanese ~
children }earning LebeneSe AraBic as their first language.

Qur focus will be on,Ask/Te11/P¥0mise constructions.® In her study,

Chomsky either gave a specific instruction to one ehild who was to exe-

. cute the imperative (for Ask{fell) by vérba?izing to another child, or

-

she asked the child to make a toy do something '(for Promise). Three
examp1es are: . |
(1) Ask Paul what to feed the baby. N
(2)- Fell Paul what (o feedthe b‘a-by.

-(3) Boze promised Donald to do a sémersau]t\\\make-H\\‘do it.
(Bozo and Dona?d were a toy clown and duck, respecjrveiy, which the child
was to manrpu?ate apnxopr1ate1y ) It\1s apparent that (1) and (2). have

identical. surface structures; namely. a main VP, Ask/TeIT Paul, plus a

“ { )
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;. . - .question word, what, and an infinitival complement, to f?éd the basyt

€

Where ‘they differ is in the assignmeént of the Togfcal subjébt.of %he

infinitival verb, in (2) it is Paul who is to do the feeding, whereas
¢

n{1) ji is you, unexpressed in the surface of the Eng?wsh imperatjye.

L Y
"<‘ o A Tinguistic ana1y51s describing this phenomenon proposed by Rosen-
baum (1967) is as follows -- for structures of the form: * oo
. b .
(4) (NPI) tell NPy wh to inf VP . . : ‘P

the genera} rule is to assign the NP closest! to the complement verb as
its subJect, int this case NPor Thus in (2) it 151Pau1 who is to feed the

baby, since Pdul, NP, is closer to the complement weﬁ? feed than (you),

NPy.. This principle, the Minimal Distance Principle (MDP); applié§ to'§

¢ »

large number of verbs in English which use comp?ementlz1ng verbs, e.g.,

teTl, persuade, perm1t, select, want, and expect. In the Tatter two verbs,

when there is no NPy, e.g?: "Johh wanted to leave," application of the

§

MDP assigns the correct subjett to tﬁe complement verb. In contrast, in

. . . & 6 .
: ) it is (you), NPy, who is to do the feeding. Thus, in the case of .

Q" } EY
o . | « .

ﬁ@ sentences of the form:
3 ", - . ]
\” o (5) (NPy} ask NPp wh- to inf VP

‘w?th the'main'Qérb ask, the rule is to dssign tﬁe NP further from the

F oo
. / . complement verb, NP], as 1its subgect thus vfolathg the MDP.

N\

-

kaew1se, to correctly 1nterpret (Sj the MDP muit be V}OTatEd and
the NP further from the cdmplement verb must be assxgned as the comp}e-
menf,@%rb's‘subject;_ It is Bozo, not Donald, ~who is to do a somersault.
Promlgb is thus an exceptlon 1n -English, in that it always v1olates the
. . MDP. Ask, is only sometimes an exceptlon because constructlons p§€E§‘g§5
- . 1 in the request sense do not violate the MDP. The use of §§5_as reQUesi
) fkﬁzf" . invedves a surface form very muchﬁlike (3), but the MDP applies, 1. e.,

it is Donald (NEg) who is to go to. the front of -the line in the sentence

- ‘ \. Y 5. © Co O Sy

- N . - - - -~ - .
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“Bozo ;sked.Dongld to go -to the'fron; of EhexLiﬁe,“ ,
‘Since the vast majority éfiNPf V NP w?;;fg inf yp éoﬁstruqtionsfdn

English conform to the MDP Chomsky reasoned not unreasogabig; thaf child-

ren should internalize th1s prwnc1p1e and thus correctly cemprehend sen-

tences where 1t app11es before they learn ex;ept1ons to it. Having

JJearned to apply the MDP the child would then, initially, be éaxpected

P .
to overextend it to those cases where it doe§ not apply. Thus the Ask
and Promise structures she studied shouldobermgée oﬁten.mésinte%preted
than the Tell'structures. Young chi?dren.shéqu'thus respond to (1) "Ask

Paul what to feed the baby“ with “Nhat should you feed the baby?" and to

| (3) “Bozo promlsed Dona]d to do a somersault Make him do 9t." with a

demonstration showing Donald domng the somersau1t1ng_ Further, Chomsky.

" reajoned that sinte, in Engfish, ask sometimes requires application and

»

sometimes v1@1at1on of. the MDP, it shou]d be learned Iater than Eyemxse,

»

which is at least consistent. - e | ) ' e
Chomsky set out to te;t these hypotheses about the MDP in child lan-

guage acquisition, but at an early stage in her research found that her :

5- and 6- year o?d ch11dren were gglllgg 1rrespect1ve of whether t}ey had

been instructed to ask or tell. Furthermore, when questioned as to whethér

thay had askéd or told, the children would insist Q?at they had asked

when in fact they had told. She concluded that’ ch11dren at a certain

stage sxmp?y were not dtfferent1at1ng between the two words, and thus she

P *

proceeded “to explore the Ask/Tell dlst1nct1on more generally, considering .
the MDP qyest1on in the context of Ask/IeI] processing in yeneral" )

(p. 46). She accomplished this by testing children with Ask/Tell structures

which varied in the syntactic complexity of their comp1qmént clauses.

Table 1,show§ the Ask/TéI]_séhtences which.Choméky-used in her study.

€

S



" Insert Table 1 about here

ki

The following summary focuses on the Ask constructions, since these

§ »~ .
caused the most difficulty for her children.
* Case 1 sentences-are the simplést in that the complement clause, e.g.,' .
what color this is in 1.a., contains in its -surface form all the informa-

?

- «

tion necessary for the assignment of V-S retationships. What the ch11d
A
" .must do to carry out the ask instruction correct?y is to invert the copula
"(is/are) with the demonstrative prohoun (th1s/t1ere). Thus, in:

(7} Ask Laura what color this is. —s  What color is this?
' (comp?ement clause) , (resu?ting quest1on)

It should be pointed out, however, that sentence 1.b. does not fit the

%attern of the;che% phree examp?es. Ne ﬂﬁl] return to this point shortly.
Qggg;g.sentenggs are nex%.i; complexity since botH.the.question word
(what) and thé cobu]a (is) are om1tted from the complement clause. Fhus
tﬁé‘ch1ld has to- prov1de “the two m1ss1ng €lements in their proper érder
o to sueceed in 1nttrpret1ng the ask instruction. In addition the.chlld

»

must change the personal prenouﬁéfrom her to gpur for a correct Fesponse

| ' b . v
as Ul. . ’ . ?.‘,, | ’ | )
N (8) Ask Laura her last name. —» What's your last name?
o o (complement clause) (resultlng question)

]

Case 3 sentences are the most complex, 51nce, not only is the subJect

o
i

of the complement clause® missing, but also, there are no surface clues as

to whieh NP should be assigned as its subject. Thus to interpret the ask

- —

*

COﬁStructionltorrect1y the child has to assign the missing pronoun (you)
as the subject of the complement vefb, and to réspong correctly (s)he has

*o change this to I .and provide the appﬁonriate auxiliary.

P ’(9) Ask Laura what to feed the doll. —> HWhat should I feed the do11? -
; (complement clause} (resulting question) |
o y - S -~
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“infinidival comp?ement requiring Arabic verbs ‘which v101ate the MDP Since

\ . l R L] ' - ! . ~

o | : B Lo

Hence, €ase 3 provides a dxrect test of the ¢hild's know?edge‘of the MDP,
for in te?? 1mperat1ves it must be applxed wh??e in ask 1mperat1ves it ’Z
must be v1o]ated if the sentence is to be correctly comprehended.

Arablc like Eng?xsh ‘has .a 51zab1e group, of verbs which requ1re

infinitival complements Furthermore, the MDP seems also to assign the - F

4

proper NP as the subject of the 1nf1n1t1va? verb. mnong these verbs are . .
/’ . ~

tell (?aaI), allow (samah) force (Jabar) hqg_‘(yetmana), and want (raad)
etec. . Interestrngly, ask (?as7a]) and picmxse wagad) are among" the few o

{ I A '}
Arabic, like most Tanguages, uses two d}fferent words,_?as?ai and ?atlob '

to cofivey the" ask (questnon) versus ask (request) meanings, the ch11d must

learn a- con315teﬁt v1olatwon of the MDP in constructions 1nvolv1ng both °* .

4

sk and gr0m1s - o

"

The s /pec1f1c structures used to test our Arabic speak1ng children’'s

Comprehension of Askae]l/Prom}ée sentences are pnesented'below along with

a ratiopale for their inclusion.in the study. .Table # shows a}{-tonétrgétich . BT )
. types used, with examples. '
' - .,'ﬁ_r~‘_\_ .
S Insert Table 2 about here
Case Aj: .Ask/Tell Sonia wh%NP ' o B #
(?0) ?8s?aliy~ya la Sonia shou 20sm omma. . —» Shou - ?esm ?emmaik?’ '
Ask (to) Sonia what (her) mother's name (is).—> What (your) mother's name
: : : ‘ (is)?  « - N
(11) ?pull-1a la Sonzé shou  ?8sm<, " 2ammaik. —> Rita. . . \~;j '
Tell (to). Sonia what (your) mother S pane (;s) —> Rita.

Thls corresponds to Chomsky S s1mp1est Case l, structures, i.e., excluding
her 1. b type. In Ardbic however the egEedded questwon and its corresponding

questionvresponse, unlike English, do not dxffer-1n_word:order, i.e., the

.
.
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A

questxan In ‘Arabic does not requ1re the auxilwary/pronoun inversion. ‘The

-~

oniy %hange necessary is the person-marking suffix on the tast word of the
sentence}f)However, in a p1lot study 1nvest1gat1ng these stﬂuctures it
was. fqund that Arabxc Speaking ch11dren were, in general, asking when
7n>tructed to tell, the converse of what Chomsky obsérved in her English

speaklng ch11dren For‘e*nmple when sentepce £11) was ngen; the chlldren

telded t3 respond wyth Shou ?asmfﬁemma1k? “What (your) mother’s name s)?

1'5 ¥

It was hypethesxzed that this confus10n might be due to the fact that the

word order in the wh-clause in the Arabic te?l 1nstruct1on (shou ?esm. 0

?ammaﬁk) is identical to that of a question" Th}s being the case thg

{
ch11dren might have been 1nterpret1ng tHe. 1ﬁstruct1on as being 1in _the

a”d1rect report” mode, $.e., as contaInlng a direct quotation of a question,

| thus,ye11d1ng, "Say to Sonia, 'What (your) mothgr s name (ESJ?” Nerfll
return to thxs 1ater ‘. - ' . ) ;é’
to 0 Case Ap: Ask/Tei? Sonia NP | | - N o
*'(12) ’9s?aliy-ya la Sonia ?asm  28mmaik —> Sh 9sm | ?emmalk?

‘\\.

-

. Ask (to) Sonia (her) mother's name. «Lﬁ> h!at your mother s. name (is)?

C e L

. Qp (13) 20011-1a 1a §pd*ab 79sm _emmaik. —» Rita. f - "
y . _ :

Tell (to) Sonia ydur mother's name. t——%* Rita.

This‘type of'structure is the same as Ctomsky s Case 2'.~ Notg thaﬁ‘the
compiement is a noun phrase without the wh- question ward’. Based on -the -
observatmns from the pilot- studj\ mentmned atiove, tms cam/tructmn was ,

expected to influence re&ponses to 355, and- tell d1fferent1a11y. In the /g/’f‘

Tell inStiiiEiiéfﬁbe child is spared the potentially mis?eéd%ng wh-word

which, when present, may cause the child to misinterpret the instruction
h - : r

as containinq'a-direct quotét?on' Nhereas in'the Ask instructions the - ——
- * '

_wh- questmon word is mlss1ng and has to be'suppf1ed by the child. Thus, we "

£ ¢

would pzadict the f0110w1ng performance ‘comparisons: Ask A $Ask A2, but’ . "-§
TeTl A2>Te11 Ay.



Case B: Ask/Tell Sonia wh-modal pro VP

As previously meﬁtioned, Chomsky's sentence b, in her Case 1 seems

¢ to différ substantially ifi structure from the other sentehces in that Case.
Name?y, it does not fit the pattern of Tell/Ask wh clause thh copuTar
verb phrase (e. g., “Ask/TeIl ‘Laura what color th1s 15”}, but‘ri%ﬁer contains

- a fu]l sentential complement, which requires a differential interpretation
of the personal pronoun debending on whether the instruction is tell or

ask. For example:

—— -
-

(14) Ask Laura what xgg_shou?d fe@%’the do11.  What should I'feed the dol11?

‘(15) Tell" Laura what'§he should feed the doll.  You should feed the doll eggs.
2
This d1€ferent1a] requirement for correct Interpretatlon 1s not entalled by

A Y

.\
the demonstrative pronouns in the rest of her Case 1 sentences. Singe
; o s

/ Chomsky did not-analyze'respohses to such str&cture§.fndividua]1y, by

[} ¢

particular sentence, it-is jmpossible to determmine how the chi]dren—n&:ﬁormed
on _this particu}ar'§tructure compared to her other s%ructunes of Case 1.
In the present study this rather major discrgpancy among Case ‘1 sentences

. s < .
was rectified by inclusion of the two structures as different types, our t

¢

< (Case Ay and Ca§e B. Thus, for Case B structureés 1t was expected that chwldren

-

(16)- ?as?aliy- ya Ta Sonia shou lazaim ?anti tagt1 1- T%ﬁbal.-—ﬁb
“Ask (to) Sonia what should you give the doll. —& .y

—
. Shou Tazaim (?ana) ?agti 1-lagbai? : . ‘ ’
y C What shDuId 1 give _the dol1? . T o !
. (17) ?20ull-la la Sonia shou lazalm hiyya taﬁtl T Tegba1 — antlha) bayd-a.
¢ Tell (to) Sonia what should she give the dol? _ (Give her) an egg
~, - would make more errors on these than on'Oéée A structures.. (Note thdt the .

auxiliary sbould (lazaim) precedes the pﬁohouh in both the ask and tell

,

instructions and in the response to ask.) The $pecific predictions are there-

-

fore: Ask ApAsk B; Ask Ap>Ask B, Tell ApsTell B, and Tell ApTell B.

‘ i In
- .
. o -
- -
.
-
.




Case C: *Ask/Tel] Sonia wh-modal P

-

It wmll be observed that in the Case B structuﬁﬁs Just dxscussed the’
subgect of ‘the complement verb g1ve, is provided as a surfaqe pronoun after

the wh~w0rd.‘ So the application of the MDP will resilt in correct inter- -

.pretétion of both Ask and-Te]} Case B structures.- In order to directly

test.childreh's knowledge of the MbP ‘the foflowing Cake C st}uctures,

where the subjeet of the cunplement verb is om1tted were used. This is

¥

‘identical to Chomsky s Case 3 structures.

(18) “?@s?aliy-ya la Sonia shou lazaim t-agtil- Wgbai  ——y,
Ask (to) Sonia what should you give the doll. . —n

Shou Iazawm (?ana} ?-agti 1-19gbai?
What should I give the dol1? 1\

(19) 2oull-1a 1a Sonia shou lazaim t-afti 1- Iaéba1 —>  Bayd-a.
* Tell (to) Spnia what should (you/she) give the doll. ——;An egg.

Since these Tell and Ask Case C sentences have identical syrface structures,

to interpret them correctly a child must know that tel] requires the

. application of the MDP and ask requires its violation. ~Thus we would

3

p¥edict that performance would be better on Tell C than‘on Ask C.
!

In compaﬁing Ask B with Ask C; and ‘Tell B with Tell C it is obvious
that the child might more easily comprehend both-the B structures because
of the presence of fhe subject (pronoun) in the complement clause. Howevef,
the advantage of the Ask B over the Ask c str;cture 15 expected to be o
much greater, than the advantage of the TeII B over the Tell C because,

1n both tell eonstruet1ons, the app11cat1on of the MDP will result in

»

.correct comprehensxon In the case of Tely'B the presence oft an explicit . .

‘pronoun in the surface of the complement clause may be of some help, but

rd
in the case of Ask B the presence of the surface pronoun shouTe be of

-

tremendous help in correctly interpreting the sentence compared. to Ask C:
' : t . ' . . *

In Ask.C, where the MDP is violated, the child, if (S)he doesn't know it

-



A

daras (smudy)..'when the instruction's addgessee is a ma]e,tas-in sentences

_— , - : . | “&j..\;(A
' ' ) | : | ) ‘9

is violated, assigns NP, as the subject.ofléhe comp]ement vérb, resulting
in an incorrect interpretation. But applying the MDP results in correct
interpretétion of the sentence in Ask B where the subject of the comg]ement ¢
clause éppears in thé'surface. Our predictions regarding correct inter-
pretation are then: Tell C>Ask C, .&ék B>Ask C, and Tell B>Tell C.

In order to Lonstruct Case C, subject om1tE?d, sgntences, a problen
1nherent in Arabxc,Qad t\\b\\overcome The problem is that Arab1c verbs
are marked initially and/or-terminally fot gender and person of their
subjects. Let us look at an example. Sudpose we were éo choose the verdb

-

(20)-and (21) below, there is no problem because the initial and terminal

——

| gender/person markings on the verb are identical in Tell and Ask, yielding-

{

tadros, and thus do not give away the subject. of the chp]anent verb. There=-

fore, to : | ~ _ o -

(20) ?®s?al-a la Sonia shou lazaim tedros. -
Ask (masculine) her to Senia what should you (masculine)-study.-

(21) ?@11a.la Sonia shou lazaim tadros. ‘

Tell (mascu]ine) her to Sonia what should she study.
+assign the correct subject of the compliement verb one must have in her
(h1s) gramnar the knowledge that the MDP is to be app11ed for TeII but

violated for Ask. However, in the case of (22), when the. 1nstruct1on S

addressee is a female, the terminal /1/ Sn the complementing verb-marks

its s&bject for second person feminine, thus making the sentence in fact

-a Case B, subject supplied, sentence (the initial marker /t/ in (20),

AN

(21), and (22) marks the subJect as second person masculine or fem1n1ne,

-
L e

or th1rd person feminine). v '
(22) ?as?a y-ya la Sonia shou lazaim \t@dres]. X .
Ask femi?ine) her to Sonia.what should you (femininel study..

. TN .
% A 3 . ’ t

| 12
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. ~ To eliminate this prob}em we selected verbs sutch as ta agtl (give),
| and ta§m1~(feed) w1th 1n1t1a1 /t/ and termlnal /17 phanemes, thus provwdlng
| ) 'redUndancy with subgegt gender and person morphemes for a]l combinations
- - of female eXper1menters male~and female ch11d addressees. On]y if one
~ knows ‘that the MD&’ho1ds-for‘Te]] “but must'be VTOTated for Ask does the .
tenn1na] ending read you in-the Ask- structures but she in the Tell structures
" Rrom 15 and Jell P constructlons, (19) and (20), respéct1Ve§y
_(23) ?8-sha?ra wa 3da1t ? -ssamra t- net'£a ?9jr wahdai. Khalll. ha t net —
Zhe blonde promised (to) the brunette (to) Jump on: foot one.. Make her.
(to) jumps—. ' .
3 N L3 . - ] - . . ..‘.’2 -
"o S action. . ) " e T -
JRETEEE action. - S

(24) 78-sha?ra ‘7aalait 1 ~amra t-nat ga ?ajr Wahda1 © Khalll-ha t-net. —>
\ The blonde told (ta) the\brunette (to) Jump on foot one. Make her (te)

-

action: _ :
! . action. R S

These constructians.haVé identical.surface structdres, but promise
T . | . vialates the MDP. Thus we would predict Tell P>Prom1se and that most of
| the errors on the promise construction shod}d be due to ass1gnment of the
'rsecond NP (e g. the brunefte) as the subject of the 1nf1n1t1va] verb.
Since our px?ot study 'with Arabwc‘§peakwng children indicated that
T— .
they were ask1ng when 1nstructed to te]l, even in the s1mplest cases,
several other cond1t1ons were added to test the poss1b111ty that factors
othér than "linguistic knowledge" might be 1nf?uenc7ng their performance
These conditions involved 1) the Influence of the cogn1t1ve Toad whwch
Tinguistic tasks impose .on the child, i.e., yhether the'chjld has to make
| a choice before (s)he can respond, and whether fhe respénse can be retrieved
..from short Eenn ;téfe'or must'be retrieved from long term store, and 2) the

d1fference betwken ?1nguxst1c productxon and I1ngu1st1c compﬁehenSJon

(The techn1que employed here was 1o use show construct1ons paralleling

-
4
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the four tell construction types.) Only 10 of the 17 sentence constructtﬂn

types actually used will be dxscussed is the paper
Vo

' ExpeFxmental De519n and Procedure

Each of the 17 structural types used in the® research wa; represented
4N -

A _ | by four-sentences, resulting in a total of- 68 sentences. Frem each
structural type twe.senteecee were'chosenaﬁg random and assigned to Form\
A, the epherftwd being assigned eo Form B. Within each Form all senteneesf'

L were.randaﬂfzed and typed 12 sentences per page The -pages were then

Pandomized. Each cthd was tested on. two d}fferent days within the sameg

rd

week. Half rece1ved Form A first, and half Form B f]rst

)

The subjects of the experiment were 48 Lebanese monolvnguaT Arabic

fi speak1ng ch17dren from three private eIementary shcoo1s in Belrut each of

. slightT; above average (for Lebanon) soc1o—ec0nem1c §tandard. There were .
8 boys and 8 girls in each of three age groups. The mean age for each
‘group wads 6; 4, 8 5, and 10 4 (years ;months) w1th a range of from‘S to 9<
months around each mean. - . e -
7 The experimenters (E' s) were two adult female spedkers of Arabic, the
one who gave the sentences to the ch11dren in the exper1ment (Ek) having
a Be1rut accent The Es both spent several days’ at each school @etting '

to know the ch11dren, 1nteractnnq with them at recesses, etc., prior to the

i beginning of the experiment. Each child was tested individually in a

quiet room with g? giving the instructions to the child while E, served as

& conversation partner for the child. A variety of toys, including dolls,
[ < \

A
. doll c1oth1ng, a.cat, a h@rse two cars, boxes, and plast1c food 1tems ¢

were used to create the concrete 31tuatlons necessary for each 1nstruct10n

§

.given by E to the chxld At the.outset.of the f1rst session Ey acquainted

=1
the child with all the toys to be used by ask1ng the ChT]d to name each

" one tndrvwdually Next Ey acquawnted the child with the task by engaging




4
”
%
«
P
e

12
S her (’an) m conversaffion with E5 using ’i.nstructions similar to those €0
[ f§'~ﬂ‘ be used 1n the experlment Several'example sentenees were used to empha-
.,’ ".swxe to the chxld'that Ssometimes: (s)he shoule Tisten carefuTTy to each
| instruceion, We part1cu}arly emphas1zed that the teT1 1nstruct10n was
~ - not fo-be interpreted as a “repeat” or “say tq--" 1nstruct1on On approxi-

mately one-third of the trma]s where a child wnterpreted ask as tell or

k

o i} tell @s ask (s)he was asked “Now did you Jjust ask or d1d you Just tell?"

A *c Thws was done to keep the ch11d attend1ng to the two 1nstruct10n words
Al] ch11dren were checked for their know?edge of the word grmn1se before

v the first experimental sesswon beqan After 1nsur1ng a ch11d s under-
T standing of the task the first se551on started. Ej eepeated each‘1nstruc—

‘ . tion twice. A sTxghtly abbrev1ated orxentatwon procedure was "used pr1or

- b
%\ . \
Xto the beginning of second sessions. C

~

\ Resu1ts‘an;\Biscussion
The first set‘pf'analyseé made was on the percentdge of sentences
+ correctly respondedx¢o és a function of ‘age of the.cﬁi1d~and\type of
sentence construction. Tab1e~3 presents these data HescrjptiVe]y. vhn

Age by Construction Type ANOVA with repeated measures on Construction

Insert Table 3 about here

/4

w

Type was carried but ognthe correct response data. Both Age and Con-
struction Type were found to be stat1st1ca1]yksign1f1cant F(2,45)=3.395,
Qf 8426 and F(TS 720)=48.04, g§1x10 7, respect1ve1y There'was no

* interaction between Age and Constructwon Type A priori t tests between

o . : I . L) <

- 6~ vs. 8-,-and 8- vs. IO«year olds collapsed.across all ten constructions
. shown ih Tableé 3 revealed that both‘pq1rwase compar1sons were significant

¢ .

. . .
¥ . ’ : LN ~*
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LS

. beyond the .01 level.  Thus, performance on these structures taken as

a whole does 1mprove with age. .

Preplanned cunpar1sons were conducted to test for the significanpe
. <
of d1fferences between the pairs of construct1ons shown in Table 4 This

table also summarizes the direction of the pred1ct1ons the1r-€heqretical

Insert Table 4 about here

bases, and the results of the stafistical tests.
As can be seen from Table 3, relatively few errors were made on
'Ask and Tell, A]'and Ay, senten&es. OQur predictions of chilﬁren's'
performance, base; on syntactic complexity gf the complement clause, were
not substantiated. Recall that we.réasoned that gsk Ay, "Ask (to) Sonia
what (her) mother’s name (is)," would be easier than Ask A, "Ask (to) Sonia
(her) mother S name" because in the former the ‘question word, which is
required for a correct responsg, is prov1ded in the instruction, wﬂlle
in-“the latter it is not. There was a very small (but xnswgn:;1cant) differ-
ence in the'Brediétedvdireétion. In the tell .instructions we reasoned that
Tell Az, "Tell (to) Sonia (your) mother's name," would -be easier.thaa Tell
41, "Tell (to) Sonia what (your) mother's name (is)"-beéaﬁsé in the formera
the chlld is spared the presence of the potentially m1slead1nq quest1on
word. The differences observed were in the predicted d1rectxon but
fa11ed to reach sxgn1f1cance (p=.061). "It would appear that since all
 four of these constructwons were so easy, a4 ceiling effect may have reduced
the p0551b111ty ‘of obta1n1ng stat1st1ca11y significant differences.
' ~ Let us now look at Case‘Afxgnd AZ versus Case B construct10ns. We
)éfaimed that‘Choméky‘s Case 1.b construction was mbre'COMpIex than the
rest of her Case 1 construct1oﬂs, and that it presented even more comp]ex

o
problans for chxldren than her Case 2 construct1ons ' Our data bear out

Q : ; * : —

s | -16
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o
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\these'c1ains " All our B eonstructioné ane,_as Table 4 shows, much more
difficult than their A} and Ay co&nterparts. (p< .00} for. all Ask and Tell
'cmnparesens) It-h?~perhaps worth n0t1ng that Keslel (1970) chose Chomsky's
Case 1. b her one-of -a- k1nd censtructlon, as the model for the complement
clauses of aI] of "his ”Case 1" sentences, and then went on to conpare hi's
‘results using three ask and threé tell sentences:of ‘this kind with Chomsky's
~ Case { (pp. 48, 55): This comparison is unfortunate since, as we have

demonstrated, the sentences are not at all comparable' ]

-

A conceptual departure we must take from C. Chomsky in explaining
.
children's eomprenenswon of Ask/TelT constructions is based on observation?
-« ¢
made avaxlab}e ip our study due spec1f1cally_to our separation of her 1.b

4

type sentences fnem the rest-of her Case 1's. Our Lebanese children's
responses on thﬂs type of sentence, especxdlly the T&11" s, make it obvious
that siiply because one of. two surfgce structures is more complete (has
fewer elements /missing) than the ether, it should rot necessarily be
expected that 1t w1]} be more easily comprehended Degree of exp]1c1tness
?( | of sunface stnuctures was. one‘of the two major pred1§tons of comprehens1on
proposed by Chomsky, 1 e., hpr Case 1 sentences were cIa1med to be‘$1mp1er
. and predicted to be more,easxlx canprenended than her-Case 2 sentences,
| Because in the former, but not'in the latter, the subjett of the complement
clause is present on the surface.  As we have seen- above, there were no
s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in performance on these two types (eXC]udlng the

¥

‘1.b type) in Arablc Furthennone, our children did swgn1f1cantly worse
- }

o ~ 'on Case B (her 1.b), with’ no missing elements, than either our Case Ay or
| “’Az (her 1'and'2) .The types of errors ‘made on Case B sentences are

oL ' 'f

M L .part1cu]ar1y 1nformat10e,,a p01nt to which we*QTTT“fﬁin shortly.

? . The three predrct1ons relevant to the MDP were all strong]y supported

The Tell P constnuctlon where the MDP applies,,, produced much better per-
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fo"ancé thanﬁthe Promise constroction where the MDP is viclated. Performance
on the TelI C Construction, where the MDP applwes, 1 much superior to per-
fonnance on’ the.Ask.C-Construct1on where the MDP is violated, Finally, .
- performance on the Ask B construction (Chomsky's odd Case 1). is signié?cantly
better than is performance on the Ask C construct1on : o S
Notice that performance was better, on Promise than on Ask C (i;36% VS-
. CX=11% cbrrect‘across aTIrage groups).even though¢both violate the MDP.

Chomsky obtained similar results and interpreted the difference as a con--

\ an ’

Firmation of her claim that the English verb ask is more complex than the
English verb promise because ask has two meanings-in English, the request

meaning where ?he MDP-applies, and the question meaning where the MDP is

-

violated, whereas promise constructions always violate the MDP. This : a

-
- o

. .« reasoning cannot be applied to our findings, however, since the Arabic verb
1Y

ask (?as?al) has only one méaning, the question meaning, which always violates
, . ' : ¢
the MDP. The reason for the superior performance on Promise as compared
* to Ask C-tonstructions is probably due in part to the presence-of the Wh—clause g
- &

“in the Ask C constructxon, and in part due to the fact that Ask.C requires
. a complex.yerbal resppnse while, Prom1se requ1res no verbal production,
| - _”‘." ~(Ne have other evidence which supports this ]atter factor namely, ch11dren
3 T did much better on our Show constructions than on thelr Tell- counterparts )
’ N Nevefthe?ess, it is clear from comparing Jperformance on*Promise w1th Tell B

and C, and Ask B,.that failure to violate the MDP is a magor problem for

[

these 1atter constructions contaxn wh clauses and FEQUTPG comp]ex verba$~\~c_,2’£

-

. responses yet produce performance super1or to Promise. o ‘_ﬁ‘i
Now Iet us Took more closely at Ask C and Ask B construct10ns We
- had predi¢ted that two factors wou]d make Ask B easier than Ask C

(13
1) If the MDP is applied to Ask B construct1ons correct compreheos1on w111

result, anq since appllcat1oN“5? the MDP i$ easier than {ts violation,

l’ .‘ LI
LA Te '
BORLAPS 18
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then Ask B should be easier than Aek'C' and 2) Ask B contains an explicit
subjectzgﬁ the complement clausa. As shown in Table 4, ch11dren did

significantly better on Ask B than on Ask C. However we aIso predicted

oy

 *“ that, since Tell B pfovi&es a subject of the complement clause “and Telef__
does not; Tell B should be easier. ' (MDP considerations are irrelevent for
thig compariéon.)\ But this Tell B versus Tell C prediction is not supported.
Once again @hen we see that the moreicomplete surfaee structure is not

>

el
easier to comprehend. This being the case, plus the fact th@t, although

in Tell B the application of the MDP would result 4n correct comprehensian,
we believe that the superiority of Ask B over Ask C cannot be attributed

to the ccmplete ess of the surface structure either.
- A

,’ﬁ

t

The unexpected TeIIfS/C resygt focuses our attentibn on the structure
of the B cases, both Ask and Tell, and the paf%ern of errors most commonly
made by syr children on these structures Let us now examlif these errors.

N | Cons1der1ng Ask C first (Table 5 ) we see that oxgr half. of all responses

-
e

Insert Table 5 about here

. £

L

2 *

.

¢ L
were errors which may be attributed to the misapplieatfg= of (failure to
- / . Via]e}e)‘tﬁe'MDP,'resultinglin the responée; YWhat should xg__give the

o dollg” ’Notice'however that th1s same response constxtutes a]must half

L]

ffffﬁ- f the errors 1n‘the ASkeE\;;}? also. But in the Ask B case we cannot

attribute this response to the m15app11cat10n cf the'MDP, sxnce, as

"argued above, application of theMDP would result in the correct response, .

“What should I give the dol1% Thus, we propose that in‘ the case of Ask B,
- ' ! &

at least, children who responded with "What should you give the dol1?"

«r "

were interpreting. the 1nstruct1on as bejig in the d1re¢t report mode.,I e.,

they were 1nterpret1ng the construction

t

s "Ask (to )‘Son}a: ‘What shou]d

T

‘-.. f o




~yal (Son1a nge the doll?' " The fact that the response had the question "
1nt0nat1on, and the fact that the second person pronoun was not changed

support this argument. .
, f- It is interes;ing to note, in this-connection, the fanz (]976)(2) feund .
almost 20% of her 3;6-to S;I—year—old children }ometines responded to an
.~ instruction -such as "Ask Tont where you should sit" with'”where you should s
sit?”. She notes that this type of error could be acceunted.for by(what
we have called direct report interpretatian of the E's fnstruction; i.e.,
interpreting it as-"containing a d%rect Suotation of a questson rather than
a subordinated question" (p..971). She points'out that to get this reading
the child would have to fail to attend to two cues in the adult's 1nstruct1on
S D! lack of question 1ntona110n, and 2) non-inversion-of s¢ject and verb‘
- She then rejected EEE hypothes1s that th]S is what her chlldren were do&ng
on the grounds that it lacked genera]xty, far%xng to explain their responses
¢ to two other types of sentences she used. However, in our study, since~ )
. - there is no (potentxa]) cue from non_1nversion of subject and-auxi]iary

verp in the comp]ement1z1ng wh-cTlause which th ch}ld would need to ignore

in order to 1nterpret "the instruction as a dxeect report such an inter-

A

-

_pretat1on becomes much more attract1ve 5 . B

(J.

Even stronger ev1dence in support of our cbntention that the ch1ldren \
- were 1nterpret1ng the Ask B instructions as 1f they were d1rect report
-1nstruct1ons, i. e R 1nstruct1ons to ask a questwon, comes fron the1r responses

Y

to Tell B. and Tell C censtructlons (Table5). Nearly one=ha1f of all

~.

K r‘esponses to Te*ﬂ B, "TeH ( o) Sonia what should she give the doH

-

were the same reSponses as ngen to Ask B, “what should you glve the doliz?".
Since ch1ldren changed the thlrd person pronoun (she) in ‘the instruction

‘to the second person pronoun (xggj\-1n therr rasponse, anJQS1nce they used

J(L,—the question 1ntonat10n, they must have been Tnterpretwng the, instruction as

~

L




t

being one of direct Vepart, i.e., as being "Tell (say) (to) Sonia the

question '..... «-..'?". This was the only type of error eur children

“ made on tell B structures, and notice that they made_two and one-half .

times as many of these dxrect report ervors on Tell B as dn Ask B

A

even though the overall error rate is very similar on the two structures.

As can be seen in Table 5, this type of error was also made on Tell C,

~although not as frequently as on Tell B. It is obvious from.inspecting

Table 5 that this_reason{ng.accounts for a large proportion oflfyé-errors
on Ask and Tell constructions. The fact that children chahged the pronoun
in Tell.B from ghs_to you, coupled with the fact that they did nqt change
the éecond person pronohn Tn Ask é. compels us to conclude thdt their
errors are 3Le to their interpreting these instructions as being direct
report constructions. . It is interesting to note that, although C. ChOmsky
does not stress thHe fact several of her ch1ldreg“§n§o asked to Tell

instructions.” Examples of this can be found en her Case ] 2, and 3 -

strudtures {e.g., p. 68, 73 94 respectmvely)

¢

There are two factors which may play a rote 1n our chwldren s inter-

_pretatlon of these structure& as being 1n the. d1rect report mode Flrst,,

- means u, the‘ verb most - commom_y assomated with the dwect report mode,

in the case of Tell constvuct1ons, the Arab1c word for tell (?oul) also

-

as 1n, “John said, ‘Mary, put the book on the Tab]e*“, as.oppased to, .

"John told Mary to put the book on the table," or “John told Mary wherd to

]

put the book". Seccnd, 1n both Ask and Tell. B and C, as ment1oned above,

t

the cmnplenent wh clauses, un11ke Engltsh, are well fonned questxons in: ;

A -

: terms of" morpheme order, such that. they could stand a]one as quest1ons

Why, " one might ask, were there ]ess than half as- many d1rect report ‘

errors on Tell €C as on Tell B? Recall that thJ terminal mgrpheme on the

J

complement verbs in the AskaeTI C sentences had to be amb1guous as to

L]

21 - .‘.,

[y

18
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C o . ' - o
person of tn% subject to &eet the "subject omitted"” comdition and.allow
knowledge wof the MDP to be tested in Case C. It wou?d-seem'that the ‘{

ambxguous subgect marker on the verb was not as iﬁrong a cue for the |

.

direct report 1nterpretat1on as was the explicit pronoun in Case B; thus

the greater the d1vers{%¥/6?\responses inthe amhiguous’ pronoun.condition.

4

Exactly how the explicit versus ambiguous pronoun morphenes play the1r
differential ro]es in Arab1c speaking children's 1nterpret@£1on of these

and ether utterances deserves further 1nvestlgat10n

t

' Let us now turn our attention to<another category of error,.repeat f
> errors. Note that childfen .made quite a few regea\ errors on Tell C, but
none on Te]l B. "Ar egea was ansswfwed as such, and not as*a.quest10n,

on the bas1s of the 1ntonat10naT contour’ and stress pattern of the .
¢ , '

A response uttered by a child. This is bestillustrated by Yooking at

examples of differential strgss'whicn might be placed'on instructions to. .

-~

~the ch}]d ‘ :
b

, . (25) 20ulI-la la Sonla shou lazaim tq£t1 .- Iegba1?

. Say (to) Sonia,,"What should (yeu[she) g1ve the dol12"

»

¢

_ (26) " ?0ull-la 1a Somia shou lazaim ta i 1-19gbai™ - - : ST
. .. Tell {to) Sonia what sheuld {you she) give the 9011 . )

v

" The: 1nstrutt1on was always g1ven by Ey as in- {26) w1th0ut questfon -
e i\ 1nt0nat10n and stress Ch}ldren who repeated had to be 1nterpret1ng Tell .

C as someth1ng Trke “Say after-me (to Sonia) ‘what shoqu give” the dolt'",

-

S wh1ch thhout the questton 1ntonat1on and stress, is nonsense Chomsky

' observed s1m11ar‘errors At Ieast one of her chtldren repeatéd an her

LS

R Tell Case 3 (p 70}, and one repeated the wh clause of her Ask Case 3’

(p. 59), “Three of our children, aTI %O-year o?ds, conSIStently repeated
o on Ask C. SurprisTngTy, there was a sllght tendency for our older, “
4\ 1
1‘\ uh1]dren to repeat more on TeI} C than the two youngest age groups. Even * -
« more d1ff1cu1t to explain is ‘the Fac; that, to Ask C 1nstruct1ons, 26.6%

- ’ .
) ) . . ° L Ne—

) . . ) ' . ) . o - " .
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S of our 10-year-olds’ responses were regeats,‘whi1e“n0ne of ouf-6— and -
S-Year-olds‘ reSponses.were-gf thisxtorf It is as -f some of og&_l@—
T year ~-0lds were pe?te1v1ng the entire test sxtuétxon as a drill to VEpeat
exactly what an adult.says. Itiseems not entirely un]}kely thap older o
children;might have had more classroom experience Tn-beiqg asked to do =
such thihgs than youngerrgﬁi?dﬁen. There is probably more emphasjs on \_ .
: - memorizing, repeating back exactly Qhat is given by the teacher, in most
Lebanese primary schools than in American p}imary.schools (a vestige of
the old French educational systeﬁ). The ‘fact that ourevenb ;ellzneans' o

say must have also played a,critical rele. o | { \
{ <
Cmnpar1ng our children to Chomsky S in terms of Ask comprehens1on

| “Stdges" we find that three of our chzien!s*\ssffzred to‘§1ght of hers, . p
» > _were at Stage A, failing all COHStFUCt?QnS, and One of ours, compaAed to . _' .

two of hers, was at Stage B, ?a331ng the s1mp1est cans;ruct1on (A]) but

' falllng a]l‘others (3) OnTy one of’ our ch]Tdren, a IO—year old, as " ¢
~ i l

Ty compared/to.QQ of homsky“s ch1¥dren was at the*most hdvanced (E) Stage, - oo
“*passing all COnstructions Direct compar1son with Chomsky S Stages ¢

“and D 1s 1mpossxb1e for two reasons. F}rst we have an exXtra construetlon
\

. type. Second Chomsky S Stage D cqns1sted of ch11dren who succeeded on ' ..

T the two easxes% constructlons, but, asked w1th the wrong subject (x“_) on

A the ﬁ%st d)Ff1tu1g‘constructxon She called th1s "partLaT success",
.9..
reasonlng thaf, sinte they at least asked ihstead Of mak1ng the dominant )
(
error of tellxng, they were at a more advanced stage than ch1ldren who

R told Sjnce our children's most common error to Ask constructions was to

e -ask WIth the wrcng subje¢t (direct report interpretation) gf can be

.

argued that the under1y1ng metric upon wh1ch our stages should be based

-

-is that of correctness, of grammatwcal ass1gnment ‘When stages were

cqnstructed.xn this way 18 children (7, 6, and 5, 6-,,8- and 10-year

. Q - ‘ ) . 23
: : . ) . Lot .




\
violation of the MDP. - Qf the 12 children-who passed Prom1se not one’

. o _ . ' | 22

children in our first two Ask stages passed Promise. Three of the 18

P chi]dren who passed Ask Al.a%d AZ’ but failed B and C, passed Promise\

and - nine of the 22 children who passed Ask A], A2 and B, but failed C,

passed Prdn1se A
Since Promise constructions do not require linguistic production, and
Y : 8

cannot be interpreted as direct report cénstructions, they should reflect —

- .

a fairly ‘pure’ measure of a ch11d*s ability to vieldte the~MDP We

theréiore expected Prom1se to be easier tHJR Ask C, although both requ1re

‘passed Ask C. (The omTy cht]d who, passe\DAsk C failed Prom1se ) Four of )

these children cons1stent1y asked with the wrdng subject (xgg), the type
of Fesponse which Qe have classified as direct report interpretation whéﬁ

made on TeT] B and C, and Ask B. Thus, the errors of these four subJects,

"errors we have cal?ed "Ask with the wrong subgect ! although they cou]d be

construed to be” errors dug to fatTure to violate the MDP, might also be\

due, as we have‘prev1ously ment10ned to interpretation of the instruction

as a dxrect report 1nstruct10n And, since, from their perfonnance on -

Prom1se, these four ch11dren have demonstrated that they know how to - -

violate the MDP, we conc1ude that they are 1nterpret1ng Ask T as a direct

i

repoxt construct1on _0f the other e19ht chtldren who passed Prom1se,_

two always repeated, one always told and the other five: produced mixed ;

hY

errors on Ask C. - : ’

-~ L]

The most straightforward test of children's knowledge of the MDP

]

is to contrast performance on Prahise, where the MDP must be viefatéd,

';with performance on Tell p where the MDP must be apaTied. Thirty-three

children {12, 13 and 8, 6-, 8- and 10-year-olds, respectively) passed

" Tell p, but did not pass Promise, while eight (2, 1 and 5, 6-, 8~ and

.

" 10-year olds, respectively) passed both. Contrary to predictions based



- they were direct reports, é?though this issue deserves further study. In
‘ ' -

. 23

o
on the MDP, three children fassed Promise while not passtng Tell p (see

Table 7). . . | : |
oo 5¥ﬁmffy | \

Let us now summarize our major conclusions: ' e

N »

1)} The overgenera11zat1on from MDP argument explalnsqthe differences in

\r\
. children's better performance on.IeIl p than $n Prunwse Structures, where

in nejther case Iwngu1stic productwon is requ1red : €;§ o " - $

. 2) A?though perfonnance on Ask C dehen the subgect of the complement

-clause is omitted) is poorer than on TeTT ¢, as pred1cted by the MDP argument~

- our éh11dren 's particular responses on’these construct1ons (and on our Ask B

r ) A[
tHE MDP argument Qur ch1]dren showed-a strong tendeney tQ ask-incorrectly ”

Y

and Tekﬂ B construct10ns) preclﬁde antexplq{atien\c?mplete1y\\u tehns of

to both Ask B and C and to Te11 B and C construct1ons "This was due to T

-

" their 1nterpretat1en of the 1ngtruct10ns as dlrect reports (quoted speech)

in*the Tell cases we attributed this part1y to the fact that the wous

“tell in Arahlc also means;_ﬁg.(__), agd partly to the fact that the

wh-clause could.stand alone as @ we1]—fonned (1gnor1ng 1nf1ect1ona1.con-

.

L -

gours) question in Arabic.” In the case of ask, which is unambiguous in’
/ . - - -

Arabic, only the latter factor obtains. Thus, language specific factors

mgx_piay a major role in our children'ss#fendency to interpret Ask and®Tell "

' B and C constructions (those of the form Ask/Tell.wh-modal (PRO) VP) as if

qf.

!

any case, direct hepert interpretations 1ead to the same error or Case

C Asks ae Nould.be predicted by the overgenehalization fhdm’MDP argument.
3) Carol Chomsky 1nc]uded one exemp]ar in her simplest (Case 1) Ask/

Tell construct1ons wh1ch was nat only more complex than the rest of her

" Case s (of the form Ask/Tell NP, wh-NP,) but was also more complex than

~ her Case 2s (of the form from Ask/Tell NP, NP,).. Our Case B tests confirm

A
]

- 25
L

{
v
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that this structure (of the form Ask/Tell NP}‘wh—mode7 PRO VP) is cTearIy‘

harder for children to comprghend than Chomsky's Cases 1 and 2 (our A

: . -
v - and Az): ‘ | | . : ‘
. . : &> ¢

- . . . « . . -

4)'60ntréry to C. Chomsky's centention, Tinguistic complexity of -the
comp]ement cTause defwned in terms of omissions of grammé%}cal ynits from

surface structure, is not the magor determxnant of comprehenSIbllxty Her

~

) fase 2 (our A,) is no more dwfficu]t than her Case < (our A,), and our

;-
Case B (her odd CaseT), wh1ch has nothing de]eted from surface, is c]early .
more difficult than our A, where the qdest1on word (what) and the copular ’

-~

. (3 s) are de]eted from the comp?ement clause: Ch?]dren S performance depends

’ - ——

»

- ]

upon the nature of the surface elements present or deleted 1n re]atxon to

other elements——on nonsyntact1c, semantic, perhaps even pragmatic fa!!grs
§) Five Ask stages emerged, based upon correctnes;.of grammatical
- aésignment of subject There was wide age variation within etages While
‘ ‘there was some tendency fdr ch11dren who‘§nterpreted Ask construct1ons as .'\e )
) . direct reports to do the same W1th Tell's, no cedb1ned, 1ntegrated Ask/TeTT
Stages emerged from the data. There&qe§ a pos1t1vewcorre1at10n between
_.correct comprehensxon of Promise structures and Ask cunprehens1on stage

. -

6) Prom1se constructions, which do not. requ1re Txngu1st1c product1on

rs

éﬁ? for a demonstration of comprehensxon are'cons1derab1y easfer for children
»

than the1r Ask Qounterparts (Ask C' s) Since in.Arabic, un11ke Engl1sh

ask has only one mean1ng “this asymmetry is probab]y due to the competency/

~

performance d1fferente 1n the tasks

. -
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Footnotes

t

1. This research was supported by a Reseafch Granf fromtfhe Ford
Fo&n&éé?bn awarded to,the first two . authors thrbugh the Center
for Behaviofal Reéearch, American Unive}sity of Beirut. We
wish to thank E.T. Prothro, Director of the Center, for his \ :

« support, énd §ana Takia for her assistaqce in sentenhe constructidn

-

and data collection. Parts of this research formed the basis
of the third author's-M.A. thesis at the American University

of Beirut. i ‘ ) g *

.
- .

2. MWe are grateful .to Thomas Roeper, who, after hearing our paper

1

_at the Symposium, broughi to our attention Tanz's unpublished

data and the simf1arity of our hypothesized explanation to hers.

3. "Passing" was defined as Chomsky defined it, i.e., being correct

on at least 3 out df 4 examples of a construction.
, . .

-

4. A child was defined to have exhibited direcf report interpreéatﬁon
| on Ask i? (s)he fntErpreted as a direct report 3 or 4 out of 4
) “  sentences of Ask B, Ask C, or“SOth. A child was defined as
N exhibiting"direct.report interpretation on Tell if (s)he inter--
pfgted~as q,dinect report 3 or 4 out of 4 sentences of at feast T :
-tgd of.;he fo%t fql]qying constructipn types: Tell Al, Te}]_A', >

SN . .T?H B, and Tell C;. N\ e,

-
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Constructions Used in the Ask/Tell Interview, Listed in
Order of Increasiag Complexity (adapted from Chomsky , -p. 47) ..

Table 1

27%

Case 1. ‘
: ﬁ\, ‘ Ask/Tell Laura

"Case

tase

b.
c.

d.

Ask/Tell Laura
Ask/Tell Laura
Ask/Tell Laura

\

Ask/Tell Laura
Ask/Tell Laura
‘Ask/Tell Laura

Asﬁ/Tell Laura
. - Ask/Tell Laura
AskﬁTe]}_Lgura
Ask/Tel]_Laura

e

wh-clause, subject supplied‘
what color this is
what you/she should feed the doll
how.many péncils therelare here
who this is -
noun phrase
her/your last name
the color of  this book
her/your teacher's name
"wh-clause, subject omitted '
what to feed the dol]
hich food to put in the box
what to put back next

what color to make Lhe square

~

*

29
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Table 2
. Types of Arabie Ask?Te{l/Prani§e Constructions Used
E M =
Constructions Example Instructions Example Responses
: v s?aliy-ya 1a sonia shou 7esm Zam=ma. Shau ?asm %am - maik? :
: : Ask Ask -her to Sonia what nane mother-her. What name mother-your?
: @ Ask (to) Sonia what {her) mother's name {is). What (your) mother's name (is)?
Case A] ’ . .
Poull-la la Sonia shou ?esm ?am-maik. Rita
Tell Tell -her to Sonia what name mother-your o .
Tell (to) Sonia what (your) mother's name (is). Rita .
. ™ - 29s?aliy~-va la Sonia- ?3sm ?am-ma. ‘Shou ?esm %om - maik? .
Ask Ask ~her tof Sonia name mother-her. tthat name mother-your? !
. Ask (to) Senia (her) mother's name. What (your) mother's name {is)?
Case A2 : ' : .
v, AJ
7oull-la la Sonia ? sm ? m-maik. Rita
Tell Tell -her to Sonia name mother-your, _ >
¢ Tell (to) Sonia {your) mother's name. Rita . . ~
?9s?aliy-ya  la Sonia shou lazaim ?enti tagti 1-1@gbar. Shou lTazaim (?ana) ?-agti 1-18sbai?
Ask  Ask -her to Sonia what should you give the doll. What should (I) I-give the-doll%-
Ask (te) Sonta what should you give the doll. Hhat should I give the dol1??
Case B Y
o Joull-la  1la Sonia shou lazaim hiyya tagti  1-logbai. (gatTha } bayd-a .
. . Tell Tell -her to Sonia what should she give the doll. (Give-her) egg - an
” Tell (to) Sonia what should she give the doll. ~{Give her) an egg *
’os?aliy-ya la Sonia shou lazaim t-aggi- 1;1agbai,v Shou lazaim (?ana) ?-agti 1-19gbai?
Ask Ask -her to Sonia what should(¥pUYgive the doll. What should (I) I-give the-doll1?
Ask (to) Sonia what (you/she) shauld give the doll. ‘Hhat should give the dol1?
» Lase C .
, 2oull-la la Sonia shou,lazaim  t-agti 1-1Ecbai. { atl-ha ) bayd-a
Tell Tell -her to Sopia what shou}d(ggg) give the-~doll. (Give-her) egg-an
Tell {to) Sonia what (youfshe) should give the doll. (Give her) an eqg
3 © ’9 -sha?ra wagadait ?& -ssamra -t -nat fa ?8jr wahdai. Khalli-hma t -nat. action .
Promise ’ The-blonde premiged the-brurette, she-jump on foot one. take -her she-jump. _ ,
. The blonde promised the brunette (to) Jjump on one foot. Make her (to) jump. action
. -
7@ ~sha?ra ?aalait le-s -samra t ~nat £a 284r wahdai. Khalli-ha t -nat. action
Tell p The-blonde teld  tozthe-brunette she-jump on foot one. Make ~her she-jump. :
The blonde told (te) the brunette (to) Jump on one foot. Make her (to) jump. action :

a ) Y
The second of each transgat

=3

EEE AN

N ) L
&is the one used in the text.

-

(&S



_ : o . Table 3

Percéntage-of Ask/Tel]/Promfse Cdnstrucﬁions_Correct

s Construction . Age’ 6 8 10
SR S ) ) IV 7% 80% 83%
: Ask A R S 81 91% 94y
» Tell A, - g 83%  91%  94%
Ask A, ) 78%  97%  92%.
- Tell B ° 45% 504  55%
“ Ask B ‘ 4% 62% 66%
- Tellc 555 507 66%
Ask ¢ ' 9% 8% 162
Telp - 86%  83%  83%
. ~ Promise . 30% © 25%  53%
) ;
1 . ' 3
1 ‘ :
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' Table 4
Predictions and Results of Prep?énne& RN
. Cnmpaqiso§j of Various Ask/Tell/Promise Constructions
: | S . .
. Theory | Predictions Per Cent'Correct ' Statistical
_ e - at.Thred Ages Conclusions
‘ - 6 8 10 - t
& . i ‘ . ! ] .
MDP not violated | Tell P>Promise 86/30 FB/ZS 83/53 p<.0001 |
- " vs. violated :LTen C>Ask € . 55/9 59/8 66/16 .  p<.0001
RO e R T mmmm e o e eeememc e ecaamm—————
- .1 Ask B>Ask C 44/9 ° 62/8 66/16  p<.000)
e S
- '&‘%ﬁ ikren B >TellT  45/55 50/59 +55/66 p n.s.
| Ask  Ap>Ask B 81/44 97/62 94/66 p< Q01
, o { '
Syntactic " lAsk Ax>Ask B 78/44 97/62 94/66 p<.001
Complexity of - _ ETel‘-] Ap>Tell B 7%/45 B0/50 83/55  p<.001 .
Complement Clause Tell'A,>Tell B 83/45 91/50 91/56 p<.001
| © sk ApAsksA,  81/78 97/97 94792 - p nls
' \ Tell Ap>Tell Ay 83/77 91/80 91/83  p=.061
. | .
e
.ir
: ?
* N\
3 t
45 e




I

Table 5. '

Percehtage of Different Types of Error Responses out
of Total Responses which are Errors.on Ask .and Tell A & B

Construction by Three Age Groups
. RS 7

¢

_.what should (you/ .~  e.g., "Whatyshould I

she) give the
doll.” -

give the do1y?"

Construction Type .of Error Age
. S . 6 8’ _ 10 .
' Ask as if wh-clause were 20.3% 20.3% 17.2%
. direct report: e.g., S ’
"What should you give*
Ask B: e.g., ___the dol1?" . .
"Ask (to) Sonia Tell (with Sonia as sub- 12.4% 15.6% 15.6%
‘ what should you ject): e.g., “"Give :
o give the doll?" ~_the doll eggs." ‘
. Tell with self as subject:. 20.3% 1.6% 0.0%
e.g., "I should give
the dd11 eggs." )
Ask with wrong subject: 5?7{% 7387 38 %%
e.g., "What should you
r give the do11?"
Ask C: e.q.,. Tell (with Sonja-as sub- 37.5% 17.2% 18.8% «
. "Ask (to} Sonia ject): e.g., "Give )
what should (you/ the doll eggs.” . .
she) give the Repeat wh-clause, not as 0.0 0.0% 26.6%
dol1." a questidn: e.g., - '
* "What should you/she
give the doll."
s
' . . Ask as if wh-clause were 51.6% 45.3% 43.8%7
Tell B: e.g.,r direct report:. e.g.,
“Tell (to) Sonia "What should you give
what should she. the do}1?"
. _give the doll."” 3 _ ~
Ask as if wh-clause weré 26.6%  26.6% &4.7%
- direct report: e.q., : ' '
" "What should you give -
Tell C: e.qg., ‘ the doll1?"¢ :
"Tell (to) Sonia  Ask (with.self as subject): 1.6% 3.1%

Repeat wh-clause) not as . 17.2% 12.5% 73.4%
a question;./ "What :

should you/she give
the doll »

ook

Y



Table 6 - A L

Arabic Speaking Children's Ask 3
_Comprehension Stages Compared to Chomsky's B

s - FT

Stage Success Failure . " Number Chomsky 's
L ' : within age
a ‘ S 6 8 .10 Stage & Number
] -ndne- . CasesA,Ag,B8C 2 0 T T -
2 Case. A Cases Ay ;BAC i o0 o B 2
' 3 - Cases A}&Aé Cases B&C 7 6 5 - not
4 Cases. Ay,Ap8A; Case . C 4 9 39 : D . comparable
5 - Cases A]LAp»BAC  -nond- 0 0 1 - 3 14

—

» ) . ’ - ! [} N ‘
dThe Arabic Stages are based on the ease with which children made the correct
grammatical assignment of subject of complement clause of the Ask™imperatives:

\

.
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Table 7

Number. of Children, by Age, Who Show Different Levels
of Performance,on Tell P and Promise Constructions

33

I LA £

Tell P + . Promise .. Age
\ 5 8 10
- R . : _
., Fail® . Fail 0 0 1
o~ Fail . - Passb . ‘ 1
Mixed® - . Mixed .1 1 0
Mixed Pass _ 0% 1 ..
PPass < Fail S99 13 5
“Pass 7' C Mixed _ \3 0 3
" Pass ' Pass ° 2 1 5 -

~ ' Y [ .
Fail was defined as making 3 or-4 errors out of 4 possbilities
[ ‘ : :

bPass was defined as making 0 or 1 errors out of 4 possbilities
CMixed was defined as making 2 errors out of 4 possbilities

N
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