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ABSTRACT

Two major bedies of research to throw light on differences
and similarities between flrst‘and second language learnlng are
the so-called morpheme studles— studles of the accuracy of use

.  of Engllsh grammatlcal,morphemes— and the studies of the devel-
opment of negation and interrogétionl An interpretation of the

results of the former led researchers to postulate a uniform

development across differences in age and L, backgrounds (e.g.

Dulay & Burt, 1974; Bailey, Madden & Krashen, 1974), but the
'accﬁracy~order of development was not identical to that found
in Ll.acquisition (Brown,.197°- de V11llers & de Villiers, 1973)
Only the latter studies revealed developmental stages identical
to those reported for L1 acquisition (e.g. Ravem, 1974; Wode,
1976). .

In this paper we try to trace a similar well-defined sequence

of development for yet another area, a specific set of linguistic

structures: Easy to see}._ggomisel ask / tell . The results
of 6 previously publisﬁed studies end 2 unpublished Danieh B
studies - (48 subjects, aged 7-10, acquiring Danish as their Ly
-and 48 subjects acquiring English as a foreign language, 24
aged 13, 24 aged 18) are reported. Evidence obtained in the two
independent Danish stufiies indicates a developmental pattern
51mllar to that reported in previous studies (Chomsky, 1969,

’

for child native speakers, Kramcr, Koff & Luria, 1972, for older
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children and adults,%d‘Anglejan & Tuckez, 1975, -f6r cognitively

mature adult I; learners). A deve1onmcntdl sequence of Jlngunctnc
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stages qan be defined ahd the specific‘strnctureS'are %cquired
in a regular sequence, with oneveXceptiBn, however. For the
younger group of Danish L2 learners of English; a deviation
from the established'seguential order was noted, in that "easy

. & .
4o 'see was not consistently easier than the other structures

in question. Interestingly enough, this deviation was also

- found among Danish children acquiring these structures as part

\ of their. Ll

The implications of. the findings are discussed General syn-
tactic principles are clearly at work in spite of different
cognitive and lingnistic skills on the’part of the learners,
as well as different learning situations, but also a replication
in later studies of the experipental procedure used in Chomsky's‘
original study may play an unwarranted role. Comprehension may
vary within a supporting/neutral/conflicting context (cf.

Trosborg, 1982).vGradual development degrees of understanding,

~and the importance of contextual and interpersonal cues must be

taken into consideration. Thus Warden (1981)‘was'able to re-
verse Chomsky's result to a higher frequency of correct re-
sponses to the verb 'ask' instead of the verb 'tell' by changing
the experimental procedure. No°® doubt, the abstract setting
involved by the testing procedure also places demands on the,
subjects that clearly differ from actual communication, an&

this may be the Teasbn why not all native speakers obtain full
competence in thlS domain (Sanders, 1971). In fact, the per-

formance obtained by the older group of Danish L2 learners

4

equals that of native speakers.

Finally, a distinction between conceptual development and
the mastery of the syntactic rules in question will be dis~
cnssed. Interesting performance strategies wit reliance on

T
syntactic/semantic clues varying according to eXperimental set—

up and developmental stage were found.

3 .
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INTRODUCTION

- Systematic investigations which prov1de data to throw llght

on differences and s1m11ar1t1es between first and second lan—,

guage acquisition derlve mainly from two arees, the'so~called

morpheﬁe studies— studies of the accuracy of use of English
> grammatical morphemes- ahd froh studies of the development of
negation and interrogatlon. An interpretation of the .results
of the morpheme studles(see Dulay & Burt, 1980, for a summary)
led researchers to postulate a uniform development across dif-
ferences in age and Ll background with languages asg different,
from each other as English and Chinese (Dulay & Burt, 1972,
1974), in adults as well as chiidren (Bailey, Madden & krashen,
1974), in spite of the use of different testing procedures
(Larsen—Freemen, 1975) and for learners who received formel
instruction in addition to learning in informal acquisition con-
texts'(Fathman, 1979) . The accuracy order of development wasynet-'
identical to that found in Ll.acquisition (Brown, 1973, de
Villiers & de Villiers, 1973). Order of acquisition was condi-
tioned by cognitive’ development in the case of Ll’ whlle the L2
acqu1s1tlon order correlated’ Wlth frequency in input (Larsen—_u
Freeman, 1976) These 1nvestlgatlons have been of cons1derahle
influence in recent research, even though their subseqdent ¢6n~5i
clusions have been critieiéed for several reasons.. For one thing,
what is tested is not developmental order, but order relative to
the degree of accuracy with which these morphemesoccur in obliga—j
tory contexts (see'e.g. Meisel, Clahsen & Pienemann, 1981). For

v N g :’:» - . ] ]
another, the testing method which has been usep%ellmlnates indi-
X Ol : ~

vidual differences (Larsen~Freeman, 1975, Meisel, Clahsen &

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Pienemann, 1981). Furtnermore, aithough the morpheme studies
show definite regularities; there is also evidence of devia- '

- tions from regularlties for groups and individuals (Dulay &
Burt, 1975 Fathman, 1975, Kesslar & Idar, 1977), and longitu-
dinal studies of the acquisition of the same morphemes in indi;
V1duals (Hakuta, 1976, Rosansky, 1976) showed an order different
from the one found in the cross—sectional studies mentioned "

above. 1

P

In the case of the studies of interrogation and negation

there is evidence of uniform L2 development across different
geographicai locations and language backgrounds, although indi--
vidual differences must be allowed for (Ravem, 1974, Wode, 1976).
In addition, developmental stages are identical to those re-
ported for L1 acquisition; even - when second .language learning

takes place under classroom conditions. Felix (1980) found cOn—

51derable evidence for structural parallels between second lan—

guage learning in 10~ and ll—year-old German children who

learned English in a classroom setting Where-there was almost

no naturallstlc exposure and those developmental sequences ob—

" served in-monollngual Engllsh speaklng'chlldren Partlcularlv

striking was the use of 1ncorrect constructlons resulting from

“¢Similar simplification and overgeneralization strategies used

2

by both groups;

@videnCe from research in otheralinguistic areas.comprise
studies of modals (Dato, 1970, Ravem, 1974), an analysis<of
cross—sectional data from the English of Spanish¥speaking
iearners (Andersen, 1978)_which'indicated both regularities and

N

individual variation (overgeneralization and Ll transfer), as
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well as reoent rESearoh with immiorant Qorkers in Germany
',(Melsel, Clahsen & fienemann, 1981). From a longitudinal study
’ Meisel‘and his ooworkersAhave evidence of developmental regu-
larities (word order, deletion ofvpronouns, copulas, etc.) that
parallel those observed in German monollngual chlldren, but
also learner—type—spec1f1c variations due to e.g. social factors,
personallty profile, possxble transfer from Ll etc., were found.

In. this paper we try to trace a sequence of development
'develOpmental stages for the acquisition of individual struc-
tures, etc., for yet another area, a specific set of linguistic

. structures: Easy to see, promise, ask/tell. These structures

are reported by Carol Chomsky (1969) to be subject to late ac~-
quisition in children, the most exceptional structure (gghq)
still unacquired by some children at the age of 10.

Chomsky hypothesized that perhaps there is a critical>learning
period during which deliberate exposure to a particular construc-
tion could result in acquisition and beyond which acquisition
might never take place. This hypothesis has been tested in later
studies (Kessel, 1970; Sanders, I97l Kramer, Koff & Lurla,'
1972) for the construction askq:!

In order to test the hypothesis thatp}irSt and second lan-
guage learning derive from the same underlylng process the '

kresults of two studles in second language achlSlthn (a' Anglejan
& Tucker, 1975, and a Danish study carrledgout by Kvistgaard
Petersen, 1981) are compared to preVionswstudiés of L, acqhi—
sition. » o ‘

A study of Ll learners of Danlsh (Chrigtensen, 1974) is-

-com; ared Fo’ L acqulsltlon in English children, and, finally,
P 1 : : : \
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the importance of the exgérimental set-up is discuséed with
'particuiéf reference to Warden's (%981) study of L, acquisition
in 5;year—¢ld Enéli%h children.’ Information 'has been derived
from the research projects of no less'than 8 diffetent individ-

uals or groups of researchers, including two unpublished Danish

studies. Thése studies all usgivtéss—secﬁional data. For the
iy : ’
shortcomings of this approach when the aim is to establish de-~

' velopmental stages and sequences, see €.g. Meisel, Clahsen &-

- *

Pienemann; 1981. For a‘detailéd description of experimentai
methods, scoring prp;edﬁ?e;, results\etc,, the readér is refer~
red to the individﬁéi éfﬁdies, as only major findings are re-~
ported and discussed here.l) - : 3

! e

ON DEFINING THE PROBLEMS ¢

In decoding linguistic structures subjects make use of gen-
eneral opefétihg principles (see Slobin, 1966). Through experi~
‘ence with language, learners build up hypotheses about linguistic
structureg and functions and they decode new structures on the
basis of élready acquired knowledge about linguistic systeps and
principlés. The structures to be dealt with‘in‘this papér are

Sémplex because they are exceptional

considered grammatically

for one of the following reasons: | )

the true grammatical relations which hold among the
words in a sentence are not expressed directly in its
surface structure

ke

B the syntactic structure associated with a particular
word is at variance with a general pattern in the lan-
guage -

C a conflict exists betweén two 'of ‘the potential syntactic

structures associated with a particular verb
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Complexity factor (A) is relevant'to an interpretation of struc-~
‘tures with the predicate e easy to see. The following two senten—

ces are both actlve sentences, but only (1) follows the standard -
grammatical order of ass1gning a subject function to NBl“

~ (1) John is eager to see (subject of the 1nfin1t1ve = NP )

(2) John is easy to see’ (subject of the infinite = some— :
one else") . , ‘

)

In (1) John is the subject of the sentence and also the subject
of the infinitival complement verb see, whlle in (2) the word
order is misleading. It is not 'John who 1Sseasy  neither‘is -

.

it 'John who is doing the seeing', but the learner must’under—i'.
stand that the subject is "someocne else" not mentioned in the
. sentence. What 'is easy' is.“for someone to see John?.

In structures with infinitival complements.without a subject
for the'infinitiveL the subject for the infinitive is likely to
be the'subject of the main verb, as we have just seen in’the

“cfse,of (l); In sentences in which there is a.noun phrase pre;
ceding the verb phrase of the infinitive, this noun phrase is

. likely to be the subject of the complement verb phrase. Thus in

(3) it is 'Bill who is supposed to leave'-
P

yor
‘ : . C -
"(3) John ordered Bill to ledve

A large number of sentences with infinitival complements follow
the patterns of (3), and a general principle for subject assign-
ment for complement verbs has been formulated It has been re£er— e

red to as the Mlnlmal Distance Principle (MDP) and according to

"ERIC
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'violate the MDP:

»

_this rule, the implicit slibject of the complement verb is the NP ,

¢

most closely preCéding it. However, the following two structures

. (4) John promised Bill to leave
(5) John asked Bill what to do

In contraét to (3) the subjects in (4) aﬁd (5) of the complementé
'to leave' and 'what to do' are the subjecfs bf.the main claqses;:
i.e. the NPs more distant from the éomplements. In order to pro-" !
cess.strdctures’iike (4) and (5) cotrectly the learner must kndw
that the generdl rule (the MDP) is no longer applicable, but a
specifié rule must be used instead for the verbs promise and ask.
'Here we are concerned Wlth an instance of complexity factor (B) .

However, in the' case of the verb ask comprehension 1sfurther

complicated. This verb is unusual in that it can either violate

‘the MDP, as in kS) or, it can follow the rule, as in (6):

(6) John‘&&&gd Bill to leave-

When ask occurs in structures fn which the MDPiislyiolated, it -
is used tq ask questiéps, while ih strdcﬁureé which follow the

. - v
MDP, it occurs with a different meaning, namely in the sense of
a request,’ hence askq and ask respectively. While the verb
promise is a consistent- exceptlon to the MDP, two conflicting
structures'can be associated w1th the verb ask. This verb thus

lnvolves complexity factor (C) and it is therefore considered

more difficult than the verb promise. The greater the variety
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Table 1 ‘

of deep structure configurations the lexicon associates with .-
the main verb bf a sentence, the more complicated the sentence
should;be {Fodor, Garett & Bever, %968). Furthermore, if two
structures associated with the same verb require conflicting
rules for their analysis, then the degree of complex1ty will be
considerably 1ncreased (Chomsky, 1969)

The three levels of complex1ty with regard to MDP - appllcatlon
1nvolv1ng complex1ty factors (B) and (C) are shown in Table 1
taken from Chomsky 196? (p. 17). Notice also that structure (e}
('John asked ﬁill (fér permissioﬁ) to leave') is amBiguOus
within itself, in ghat‘the potential subject of the complement
verb can be either‘NPl d; NPz,‘a problem which will be discussed

later in this paper (see p. 29ff).

Three Levels of Complexity with Regard to MDP Application

Complement Construction Rule for MDP Application

1. Normal baﬁtern N
a. John told Bill to leave. APPLY MDP, SUBJ = NP
-b. John asked; Bi#ll to leave. g .- -

2. Consistent exception

t“
c. John promised Bill to-leave. VIOLATE MDP, SUBJ = NPl

3. Inconsistent exception '
d. John asked., Bill what to do. VIOLATE MDP, SUBJ = NPl

e. John asked3y Bill (for per-
mission) to leave.

o

v
.

THE MAIN FINDINGS OF C. CHOMSKY'S (1969) STUDY

Chomsky. interviewed 40 children (aged 5 to 10 years) in order-

" to test t%ﬁ" comprehension of the previously mentioned struc-

o -

-




‘tures. She also investigated the children s. understanding of ~.

A

pronominalization which will not be dealt with here, as it has
only been followed up in two later studies (4! Anglejan & Tucker,.
1915,‘Christensen, 1974). Major developmental stag;s of indi-~-
vidual structures as well as the developmental sequence of the

various structures are reported below.

Complement structures with the predicates eager/easy to see 7

The child: who has not yet learned ‘the difference between
these two superficially similar sentences but processes both
sentences according to the general rule, will interpret senten-

ces such as (2) incorrectly to mean 'it is easy for John to see'

instead of the correct interpretation 'it is easy for someone

to see John',

.

o ,
Cemplement structures with the verb promise as main verb

4

When children were given comprehension tasks involving the

verbs tell and promise; J

.
v

o .
(7) Donald Duck tells Bozo to do a somersault
(8) Donald,puck promises Bozo to do a somersault,

. 5 . - :
~ 4 developmental stages were defined. A the 'First stage children
would interpret both sentences”in dance with the MDP, i.e.

- they would get all sentences with Ell rlght and get all senten~
ces with promise wrong. At a second stage both NPl and NPzr
would be assigned as subjects for both verbs and the children
~would interpret both structures incorrectly; Then follows a

stage of correct subject assignment to tell-constructions, while
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_ “reSponses are mixed in the case of constructions with

romise.
‘ e promise
’ Finally the children consistently violate thezMDP in ’tfuctures

LY

like (8) while they follow the rule in structures lik% (7)

Complement structures with the- verb ask as main verb - &\*

—_— A

B

‘Children who have not learned when to apply the exception to

the MDP will apply the regular rule and’éﬁmerpret {9)

(9):aAsk John what to paint
as if it had the meaning of (10) _

Jﬂ-(lO) Ask John what he should paint

-Consequently these children .respond to (9) with the sentence

'John, :what do you want to paint?' .instead of the correct

v

answer 'what should I paint?' ‘

,In addition to the above fesponse, Chomsky found that more‘
\

than half of her subjects responded to ask in such sentences

3
as (9), as 1f ask were synonymous with tell. Moreover, subjects,

especially'the?younger children, would respond in a similar

manner to less complicated sentences, .

Frequent responses to

sentences such as 'ask Jde his last name7' and 'ask John . what

colour this is?’ would be 'Foster' and 'it is red'.

On the basis of the results of her investigations, in which
she concentrated on the following three structures:
» rd

(a)*ask/tell Laura what colour this is  {case 1)
(b) ask/tell Launa the colour of this book 4case 2)
(c) ask/tell Laura what to feed the doll (case 3)
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Chomsky?waSvable to document 5 stages of development (Table 2

Table 2

!

Staée

'Staée

i

. Stage

Stage

Stage

"Stage

[ &

"below) in the child's‘comprehensioh_of ask + an additional

-sgbstagé (stage &A+):

B

Five developmental stages

A. Subjects would tell rather than ask in response
to simple sentences such as (a). : :

B. B8ubjects would respond correctly to (a) sen-

' tences, where all elements of the response
are present in the complement, but would tell
in response to (b) sentences. '

C. Subjects would respond correctly to the simple L
"ask" constructions of type (a) and (b), but"

would tell in response to:iséntences calling for
. the violation of the MDP in type (c). ’

-

D. Subjécts would ask in response to sentences
cdlling for the exception, but would choose
the wrong subject for the wh-clause.

E. Subjects would respond correctly to all of the
“°  test sentences.

A+. Subjects would give bath ask and tell responses
“  freely,, but not necessarily to appropriate in-
structions.

Develormental sequences

-

Chomsky

's subjects showed a high correlation of success for

the different types of chStruCtionSéHL{BK&%&GﬁT‘Shc found

that all her subjects had acquired the. construction easy to

Ssee. (at age 8.6) before the structures with promise (8.10),

while ask
-—q
age group.

stage into

stage (E) was not mastered by all children in any

‘She organized the children according to the ask/tell

which they fell, and ‘her results showed increased
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successes with the structure with easy to see and promise at -
higher .ask/téll stages, irrespective of the age of the chjild.
None of the children at stage (A) and (B) of ask has both the .

other constructions correct, while every child at stége (E)

- succeeds also with promise. A child may know promise without

knowing EEEQ but he'does nog know ask without knowing promise.
Similarly, he may knéw eaéz té see without having mastered
promise, but not fhe other way round. Chomsky's {Fsuits thus
confirm the hypothesis that the child learns to apply the iin—

guistic processes in the simpler cases first and only then pro-

_ceeds to use it in the more complex cases.

.

ACQUISITION IN OLDER CHILDREN AND (YOUNG) ADULTS : *

- -

The fact that the more complex constructions with ask had

knot been”édquired by all children in ChoﬁskY's study gave rise

to later studies with older children and adults as’subjects.
Sanders (1971) tested 40 adults (mean age 23.18) for their
competence on ask/tell—construetions and competence was found
lacking even in adult native speakers. 21 subjects were wrong
at ;eaét once,‘and 34% of all answers to EEqucase 3, were wrong.

Half the subjects gave at least one wrong answer and 80% of .
. ] , i

these were given to ask , case 3. However, the obtained results

- must be seen as a product of the situation in which the testing

took place. The "abséract" setting in which the experiment took

—~—¥¥—~ﬁ¥&uﬂ}d§%&ikeiyfte—havefiﬂfiﬁeﬁced-performance7*a”probiem‘which“‘*—*

we return to later in this pqger (see P 37).
In order to throw light on the Lenneberg hyoothesis of a -

critical period for language learning, Kramer, Koff & Luria




(1972) tested older children-and'foung*adults (from 8 to 20

, years~of age) for their competence on ask/tell-constructionk.
"fDevelopmental stages found by Chomsky for Ss below 8 years were
dupllcated above age 8. Older groups had 2 competent Ss for
-every.a.who lacked the competence. No age group was found with
all Ss competent. Subjects who had not been found competent

11n the orlglnal experiment,-were tested two years later to see

whether competence had increased. The hypothes1s was that Ss
'who upon' the flrst testlng dld not have the exceptional struc-
ture (ashq, case 3) and who were Wwithin the "language-plastic"'
age range (see Lenneberg, 1967) would be more llkely to induce
the rule than would Ss aged 12 and over. when retested some 2
years later. Thelr findings gave no support for this hypothesis.
The proportion of Ss who failed to demonstrate competence in ’
_'the original test but who succeeded 2 vears after was the'same
vfor Ss over tne age of 12 as for Ss under .the age of 12: When
retested all age groups improved, but no evidence for & greater
improvement of complex1ty for the younger language\piEstlc~aged\
'Ss was found. . 4

A study carried out by Kessel (1970) involving 6~12 year
olds will not be reported here, because the experimental method
adopted has been shown to be an inadequate test of whether or not
Ss had the exceptional structure (Kramer, Koff & Luria, 1972)

The Ss were required to choose between pairs of pictures as pos~ -

sible depictions of sentences spoken by the experimenter, but

as the pictures indicated who was the subject of an ask/tell

instruction, it was not possible to discriminate the last two.

stages (D) and (E). » e

o




ACQU;SITION IN L., LEARNERS ) .

In order to test the hypothesis that first and second lan—
guage learnlng derive from the same underlying process (see
e.g. Dulay & Burt, 1972, 1974- Erw1n—Tr1pp, 1974), two exper1-¢;m
.exceptlonal struciures in L2 learners of English (a’ Anglejan &
Tucker, 1975; Kv1stgeard Petersen, 1981).
d'Anglejan &'Tncker (197§) analysed the performance of 40
male subjects, 20 beginners (BEG) and 20 advanced lehrners (ADV),
all military personnel attending a language school in Quebec,
and 20 English Canadians (NS) studylng Frencn as a second lan~
guage functionei-as a con@rol group.T%e investlgators adoyﬁeo
Chomsky's methodoiogy, though with minor changes. ;n orderﬁ}o
test Ss'compreﬁension of the structnre easy to see they did not
make use of a blindfolded doll (see Chomsky, 1969 for details
‘and Chomsky, 1972, for a change in procedure) This procedure
has been criticized on the grounds that a blindfolded doll is
in fact a llttle dlfflcult to see. This- factor may influence
Ss' response to the test sentence 'Is this doll easy or hard
to see'? Instead, their subjects were presented witn’a number

of sentences'and asked to identify the deep subjects of the
’ \

infinitives in these sentences:

, (11) Mary is anxious to go
a Who will go?;

s St e e

(12) The president is 1nterest1ng to interview
Who is doing thc interviewing?

This procedure was also used to test comprehension of the verb




»

o 'g?
promise lnstead of a manlpulatlon of toys as in Chomsky s orig-

@

inal study:

(13) Jim persuaded Jack to read his letter
Who will read, thlS letter?

»

- " i’ > " .
d'Anglejan & Tucker found no evidence of language learnlng strat-

egies dlfferent~frumvthbse reported in the literature'for cgild
native.speakers, §nd on the besis of their results they were
able to draw an analoéy between performance of their BEG and the
youngest chlldren in Chomsky's group. The ADV. subjects performed
s1milarly to the NS on the less difficult 1tems and inid-way
between the two groups on some of the more dlfflcult items. The
researchers also report a developmental pattern similar to that
reported by Chomsky for child native speakers. It was clear

that BEG did not perceive the difference in deep structure |
‘between sentences‘such as 'Ann is fun to visit/Mary is anxious
to go', they appliea the general rule in most instances. They
also had probleﬁs in violating the MbP in the case of the verb

. promise and their‘response on the ask-sentences which violated

the MDP appeared to be random (see Table 3 below).

Table’3
kFrencthearners of Enylish
(d'Anglejan & Tucker, 1975, p. 291)
~Proportions*of§%rrors -
Easy to see Promise \Askq
‘BEG .73 .25 .50 ’
ADV .14 .04 .13

NS .00 .07 .08




In;addition-to d'Anglejan & Tucker's study of French L2
learners of English, yet another study of L2 learners has been
carried out (Kvistgaard Petersen, 1981). The performance of 48
subjects acquiring Ehgllsh as thejir L2” 24 secondary school
chlldren, aged 13 (BEG), and 24 high school students, aged 18

(ADV), was tested,

In, order to test the constructlon easy to see, half the sub-
jects received Chomsky s test with the bllndfolded doll, the '
other half recelved a battery of test sentences and were asked
to identify the subjects%of these sentences, as in the‘study
carried out by d'Anglejanﬂ& Tucker: Sentences ‘with 0O-adjectives -
human object (16) in which it is evident that NPl is not the
'subject &f the infinitive (books do nat read) were added to sen-

' tences with O-adjectives + human object (17) and sentences with

S-adjectives (15):

(15) Peter is pleased to stay (S-adjective)
(16) The book is fun to read (0O-adjective -~ human object)
(17) Ann is fun to visit (O-adjective + human object

It was hypothesized that order of difficulty would correspond
with the order giyen above. In addition, the intention was to
find out whether Ss who received!' a structure with O-adjective ~

a1

human object as their 1n1t1aL test-sentence ‘and who mastered

°©

this structure would be able to use it as a model for their

_rrmccev_eAALnterpretation of-tne“more*difficﬁtt “structures W1fhﬁhuman ob-

-;’ K}
jects. ,

The results conflrmed the proposed order of dlfflculty. all

Ss mastered structun%? with S-adjectrves, whlla "75% in the BEG

i

ia»:—"é.k;(?"
ey
Co
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group were succesful with the construction O—adJective - human ab~ .
ject, against 25% W1ththe onstruction O—adJective + human ob- .l
ject. Ss who mastered the latter structure had all received a
structure Wlth O-adjective - human object as their initial test;
sentence. however, the eXperiment showed that only half of the
children who could have benefited from the introduction of a’
model sentence with dcadjective - human object Were in fact able
to use this information. In the  ADV group all Ss mastered the

construction with O—adjectives = human object, while performance -

was 83% correct on the construction O-ad3ective'+ human object

both for Ss who started with a sentence with O—adjective'- human

object.and those who did not.
. When the results of the experiment with the test sentences
(O%adjectives + human objects) were compared with the results of

the Chomsky—test, no differences were found for ADV learners
i
{83% correct). Performance was 8% corréct for BEG in the latter

test.

4
)

Developmental stages for the verbs promise and ask found in

previous studies were duplicated, though with the difference
, \ .
that choice of wrong subject, typical for Stagé (D) subjects

of ask/tell constructions, occurred not only for the verb ask,

as repQrted by Chomsky, but als%rin structures with the verb
65

tell. ihe results (overall perfonmgnce) of the study of Danish

»L2 learhers of English are presented in Table 4 below.

Order of acquisition for the structures in question was the

ERIC
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same for Danish subjects acquiring English as their L, as for

English chlldren acquiring these structures as phrt of their

mother tongue, as far as the verbs vromise and askq are con-

&




-Table 4 . o S
Danish Learners of English ' '

v (Kvistgaard Petersen, 1981, P 121)

A ] ‘ Percentage ‘of Correct Performance ' ' A

Ty L e L e
. o

oY
O
N
3

Riamis 7oL N

- ,#_m,,,c”,l__ ,
% T DM T s A, z;;:r‘; ey

L1 see

Easy to Promise aAsk B aov
see ‘ '

. cerned. For both groups promise is acquired before ask , case 3.
Not so” for the_cgnstruction_eas¥:Eo_seev_ln—the—££xkaHMﬁa4ﬁr

structure was not acquired before structures—w1th promise, as

;l
%,zas tﬁe case in Chomsky' s study. Nor was it acquired before
§1

- ghse B%of ask , on the other hand, it was the most difficult

of the %hree strucLures for BEG. d'Anglejan & Tucker report no
i o
difference in sequential order as compared w1th the order obtalned

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




by Cnomsky, but from their results'(Table 3) it appears that
the constructlon easy to see was also the most dlfflcult con-

,structlon for their BEG.

. The role of Ll o | !

' -

+ ' An interestlng aspect to be considered is whether L2 learners

-

when processing unfamillar TL structures will relate these to

Simllar sentences in thelr native language. In instances in
~ which Ll'sentences can provide clues to the appropriate'inter—
pretation of the TL sentences, it might be advantageous to do)
so. This is the case for the dlstlnctlon between structures (1)
hd and (2) ¢ John is eager to see/John is easy to see')., In Danish
the two structhes are dlfferentlated by means of a prepos1tion.
.f In sentenCes w1th S adjectlves, in whlch the generaI rule
applies, the complement verb is preceeded by a preposition, as
in (18). In contrast, there is no preposition preceding the
complement verb in structures w1th O-adjectives (19) in which

case the listener must understand that "someone else" is the

subject of the'complement verb:

(18) John er ivrig efter at se (John is eager to see)

(19) John er let at se (John is"easy to see). e, v,

N w . ‘ S
. .- B ® - —

S . [ _,f._.

e e

et —+F1 ufench’ fﬁé”ESﬁEIEHEEE verb is preceded by the prepOSlthn
%g de in the case of constructions with s- adqectlves-
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while in sentences with O-adjectives the complement verb is

preoeded’hy the preposition aﬁ

s -

i . T ' oo AR e et
T T A

(21) Le President est difficile a.voir.

i

The surface structure of the ' French sentences makes expllcit

the grammatical relatlonshlps in the deep structure, whereas

the surface structure of the English sentences ~does not,

There is no evidence, however, either‘in the studies oftthe
French learners of English or in the study of the Danish learners
of English that Ss reverted to the syntactic structures of
their native languages as a-strategy to aidJEOmprehension. They
did not make use of thelr knowledge of a dlstlnctlon in the Lls
when trying to process the .TL language structures. BEG applied '
the general rule in nearly all. lnstances whlch is the strategy
typically found with child natlve language learners. Thus these
learners appear to draw upon their own 1nc1p1ent rule system in

English dealing directly with the data of the TL—processlng the

llngulstlc data of the TL 1ndependent1y of the syntax of. thelr "

¢

natlve language. o - o
/ M e g b

v

THE IMPORTANCE OF THE EXPERIMENTAL SITUATION v

e

A very 1mportant factor to be considered when analys1ng ex-

perimental data is the experimental set—up itself. The child's
&

—interpretation of the s1tuatlon in Wthh he is questioned, his

- >
1nLerpretatlon of the experlmenter [} 1ntentlon, etc. may play

an important role in the way'he responds. In this connectlon

c. Chomsky admits that the. 1nterv1ew 51tuatlon may favour a.

SR S
&




tell4response. It is more likely that one is expected to give

‘out‘informationfthan‘to ask for it, she says, and it is very
likely that thehchildren's responses may have been influenced
by this expectation. This very important point has been taken
up by Warden"(l981) On the basis of the approprlate context

-

for the speech acts of asklng and telling, Warden argues that

Chomsky's task was inappropriate for testing children's com-
-%prehens1on of ask and tell, in that her task biased children

‘towards telling rather than asklng. In order to respond cor-

reotly to an experimenter's,instruction'to ask a listener some-
thing, a speakerAmust assume that he has to find out something
for himself/the experimenter, or that he has to test’the

listener's knowledge on the experimenter's behalf. Furthermore

- ] ‘the 'speaker's subsequent performance of the act ©of asking may
be further 1nfluenced by whether he himself- knows the answer to
the experlmenter S question. In order to respond in a meaning-
ful way to a tell-instruction the speaker must assume either‘
that the listener/the experimenter does not know the answer,‘or

’Llhat he has to demonstrate hlS knowledge by telllng the experl—
menter/the listener. Wlthln Chomsky's experlmental task, a

speaker was justified in assumlng that his task was either to

~enlighten the experimenter (in response to an ask instruction)

— “—-o or to demonstrate his own knowledge (in response to a tell-
S instruction),’ but, argues Warden,; if the experlmenter had wanted

to ask/tell the 'listener something he could have done so himself,

and the task is deficient .in so_ far as the experimenter should
: P

K . -
not have been in a position to ask or tell the listener himself.
+ ’le_‘ <«
,Consequently, the speaker is justified in assuming Lhat his '




S ' knowledge is being tested. )
| ' In‘an‘attempt to correct the apparent methodological weak-
‘ness 'in Chomsky s study, Warden (1981) repllcated Chomsky s
orlglnal study w1th 20 '‘children between ;\&0 and 5.9 as subjects.

.

He adopted her method of assessment based on chlldren s appro—

priate performance of the relevant speech acts when 1nstructed

N iy
L " ‘

. . to do so, but he altered the 1nterpersonal context‘of experi—
menter, speaker and listener "in an attempt to make these speech
acts more natural”. Warden altered the location so that the ex-
perimenter was no longer in a position to ask/tell the listener
_himself.'In his task one child was engaged with a game or book
in a playlike situation in one corner of a room, while the other
was taken to the opposite corner of the room behind a black-
board. He was’then presented with the first reference object
(a stapler or;a bosun's pipe) and asked whether hé' knew what
it was. Having ensured that the child‘knew the ohject in-
question, he was asked to '"Go and ask/tell X what it is'. After
S had responded to the instruction, the two children changed

| ‘roles and the second child carried out the next instruction in

a similar fashion.

rv’% .

.-rﬂ.‘,;

When changing the experinental set-up as described above,
Warden was ableé to reverse Chomsky's flndlngs. Tell-responses
k\ no longer predominated, on the contrary, a significantly higher
| frequency of correct responses to the verb ask as compared to
the verb tell was obtained. However, Warden's attempt to make
speech acts more natural involves‘a bias towards an ask-inter-
. pretation of the given instructions. He admits that asking was

' the more natural response and gives the following reasons.

>

T - : o ,
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In his task, which was set up as an instructional one, ask-
instructions»were presented so that S was to assume that he was
to test the listener s knowledge, whereas tgll-instructipns
were presented so that S conveyed some novel or interesting in-

formation to his listener. But, argues Warden, tell—instructions
: SR ,\;, ’

were contextually inappropriate, ‘becatse the "feliCity condi-’

tiéns" for tel¥ing were notﬂfulfilledu ‘THe speech actvof telllnéh"‘”

reqguires thatlthe:speaker.hgows,sqmething‘which his listenerwﬂf
does not‘knOw and might lihe.to know, but‘the reference objects
ehosen for the task, though unusual, were "notvbeyond the ken
of 5~year-olds", and speakers must have assumed that their
listeners did not need to be told, and the listeners on their
part revealed no interest in obtaining the information. In ad- *
dition to the aspects pointed out by Warden, another relevant " '

)

factor may be the way in which the task was introduced to the :

child The experiment was’ always initiated with 8 being asked .

a question himself (his knowledge of the reference object being
tested), and it is poss1ble that this may be 1nfluential in
setting the procedure for further actions.

Warden's study shows the importance of the experimental set

up, a change in the experimental s1tuation may greatly influence

the obtained results, which is in agreement with results ob- = M

tained in other areas of chlld language studies {(e.g. Trosborg,
1982) . However, Warden also claims that the child is aware of
the inappropriateness of an gsh—response in Chqmsky's test and
of a tell-response in his own study and therefore adapts his
responses toﬁmeetvthe felicity qqnditions for asking and tel-.
ling; As we have seen his’claim‘weets with a certain amount of
evidence, but there is also contradictory evidence to be found.

; ¢
v




‘In his own data Ss "overgeneralize" the ask-response to situa-

tions in~which_it is clearly inapprOpriate. In response to in-
structions to ‘'Go and tell X where you live' and to 'go,and

tell X what you had for breakfas%n, Ss also gave ask—responses,'
although they 'had no reason to believe that the listeners pos-
sessed this knowledge. This evidence suggests to me that the

cnild does not™ change hlS response from’a tell- to an ask—

.

response, because he is consc1ous of the 1mollcatlons of the

1nvolved fellclty condltlons. Rather he responds to the s1tua~'

.

tion as a whole, overlooking a, chénge in’ the;verbal inst lction.

Inainstances fg‘whlch Ssﬁdo not understand“aé%instructlon fully

,,. \,,

s

,'tney respond to whdt they 1nterpret.to be the experlmentgr s
e 1N - '; -
% 1ntentlon, and what is the most llké'y response in a glven situ-

atlo% may determlne,gerformance. It'seems that Warden”is con-

}1, o

fusfng a dlstlnctlon between knowledge of the felic1ty condl--

tlons for asklng and telllng andﬂan Lnterpretatlon of thewex- f:

perimental set-up as a whole. Inh
\

Warden s) contextual cues may have been the prime determiners

oﬁW studies (Chomsky s and

of the children's responses.
In addition to the task mentioned above, Wardén also car-
ried out a plcture 1dentif1catlon task. See Chomsky (1982) for

o

a criticism of that stuéy.

ACQUISITION IN Ll LEARNERS OF DANISH

A study of 48 children, aged 7-10, acquiring Danish as their
mother tonguei was undertaken (Christensen, 1974) in order tov
lnvestlgate whether developmental stages and sequences found

-

1n Ll acquisition of English would be parallelled in Ll acqui-

Lo . . -
Aruitoxt provided by Eic : . - A . . BN
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sition of.a languaée other than English.

A translation into Danish of the English structures in gques-
tion did not §§ésent'§robiems apart from a minor change in tne
case of gggq, case 3. Chomsky tested comprehen51on of this
exgeptional structure by asking’ two children to cooperate to
performvseverai'actlons;“and-they received instructions like
the following:

(22) Would you first ask X ﬁhat to feed the doll
(23) Now would you then tell X what to feed the doll -~

. The cniid's correct interprotqtion of these"sentences is de-
- pendent on his knowledge of when to follow the- MDP, ns in.(23),
and when to violate it, as in (22). In Danish, however, it is
-'. not possible to leave out the pronoun in the complement cla&se,
it has to be expllc1tly mentloned The translation equivalents

of the English instructions would:r be (24) ~and (25) :

(24) Ask X what you should feed the doll n
(25) Tell X what she should feed the dolil
and it is no longer possible to test the children's knowledge
of when to follow/violate the MDP in assigning a subject to the
/ . '

' complement clauses. Therefore, the sentences were reconstructed

as follows:

- e

(26) Trold asks Pondus what he should feed the doll
’ (27) Trold tells Pondus what. he should feed the doll

E




The children were asked to take on the roles of the two dolls,

and in asslgning a referent to the pronoun, a choice between

NPl and NP2 had to be made.

| The results of the Danish study showed that the stages de- .
fined by’Chomsky on the bas1s of Ll acquiSition of English were ;
found in Ll acquisiton of Danish as well, though with a dif-
ference in the number of Ss assigned to Stage (A+) of ask/tellJ

constructions. While the children in Chomsky s’ study who did

not know ask and tell are reported to tell almost exclusively

(only 4 children were at Stage (A+) &nd the stage itself has
/been defined only as a- substage), no .less than half the Danish
- children (25 out of 48) were at- ‘Stage (A+), i.e. they gave mixed 325
responses to,ask/tell instructions. Perhaps the findings'of the (
Danishﬂstudyqare not so surpriSing. A stage of fluctuation be-
- fore a rule becomes stable is. well known in child language ac-
quisition and was also found in the case of the verb Eromise (Stage
2) . in Ll and L learners of English as well as Ll,lear?ers of
Danish. Rather it seems surprising that only 4 of Chomsky's Ss
were“at Stagé (A+). Calling Warden's study to mind, it isvlikely
that}this fference may occur as a result of thevchange in the
experimentalﬁset-up in the Danish Ll study. When the children‘
took on the roles of the two dolls, their personal engagement .
and the roles thereby associated no longer existed. In this wé},
the bias towards a tell/asE interpretation was eliminated, in'

that the dolls could be conceived of as neutral as to wanting/

testing/requestizféznrormation. The s1tuation did not direct

the child to suppo that one bf the dolls was neCessarily

o

asking/telling, _ .
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‘A difference in. sequential order between the acquisition of
the English versus the Danish structures could be predicted in
the case of the verbs ask and romise. In ‘English ask was

asky and promise glish ask,
more difficult than Eromise, because it has to be kept distinct
S ' from ask = (Complexity factor>(C)). In Danish, the two verbs are

distinguished»lexically"'(askr = bede, and askqﬁ= sp¢rge), as

is also the tase.in German, which distingyishes between bitten
(askr)‘and fragen (askq). Asrcomplexity ﬁactor (C) no longer
obtains in the case of the Déﬁish“lexical‘ftem for ask , there
is no reason why the Danish children should find ask_ more
difficult than Erom@se and that is exactly the results we find

Another interesting difference in order of acquisition was

‘the fact that the structure easy tp see was not consistently

»

R Y easier than promise or askq. THis construction presented diffi-

culties even for the older children, -which- is ‘an interesting

parallel to the lack of comprehenSion found in the BEG group
of Danish L2 learners of English (see this paper p. 19).

| denglejan & Tucker suggéest that these specific structures
would not necessarily be candidates for late acquisition by
French children, since their surface structures are notfambigu~
ous, but unfortunately there are no data on native language
acquisition in Prench children which would allow them to exam—
ine this more closely. The Danish study reported above provides
such data. The possibility exists that the presence of a pre-
position in structures with S—adjectives as compared to struc-
tures with O-adjectives without a I:)reposition preceding the @
infinitival complement veérb would facilitate acquisition. Hon
.ever, evidence points to the contrary. All the children in

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Chomsky's study had acquired the exceptional structure at .the
age of 8.6, which was not the case for}the Danish children. In.
fact, no age group tested was found With all ss competent.

Tt is likely that the explicit distinction between the two
different oonstructions in the form ofva preposition<marking
structures with S-adjectives is of little help, because it is
the struoture following the general rule (S-adjectives) which
is marked, whileft@e exceptionai struoture (O-adjectives) is

left unmarked.

9

_ STRUCTURES WITH (potentially)AMBIGUOUS REFERENCE (ask )

—_

4 studies deal with the performance on structures with ask
with (potentially) ambiguous reference (Chomsky, 1969;
Christengen, 19%4; d'Anglejan & Tucker, 1975; Kvistgaard

. Petersen, 1981). Sentences of the-.kind presented in (28):

(28) Bill asked John to leave/go first in line, etc.

are ambiguous within themselves. The complemént verb relates

either to the main clause cbject YNPZ) as "a request for some;
body to' do something" or it may relate to the main clauses
subject (NPl) in the sense of "a request for permission"; al-
‘though the latter interpretation is less likely (Chomsky, 1969:
‘pp. 12, 17, 53). |

In Chonsky's exXperiment only 1 child out of 40 assigned the
less likely interpretation to the ambiguous sentences, i.e. he
assigned NPl as conplement in violation ot the MDP: n different

pattern emerges-in the Danish study of I3 learners. While 28

e
r'd /
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out of 48 assigned sentence (29)

(29) ATrold-asks Pondus to go first ip line L.

'

7its most likely interpretation

NPl.requestshNP2 to go first in line,

)

only 1 child‘interpreted (29) as

NP2 requests NPl to go first in line.
The remaining 19 children interpreted the verb in the sense of
a'requst for permission but showed a difference in subject

assignment:

NPy asks NP; for permission to go first in line‘
(12 children) ‘

NP, asks NP, for permission to go first in line o
{7 children - ] ‘ *

The majority of the children who assigned a request’for pér—
mission interpretafion'to the main verb still followed the MDP
thus assignihg the wrong subjecﬁ to the complement verb, while
only 7 children assigned NPl as subject for'the complement
verb which is correct ifntﬂe main verb is interpreted in the
sense of a request for permission.

- Maybe, this difference can be explained with reference to

- the use of the Danish verb bede (askr). This verb is very fre~

.

o
o




.
quent in requests for objects and occurs in the ¢hild's early
instructions on how t@wmake pollte re@pests.

é?‘ ,
(30) Ma jeqg bede om en kage (Can I have a cake, please)

L)

It is interesting, though,hthat the majority ofjthe children

(12 .against 7) who intefpregﬁthe Danish verb bede (gggé);in the
sense of permission still assign NP as the subject for the
complement verb in accordance with the MDP, instead of v1olating
this rule/ a S :

The two groupslof L2 learners (French and Danish) were pre-

sented with test sentences like the following

(31) The child asked the teacher to leave the room,

13

in which there is a potentiel conflict between the most likelj’
semantic interpretation (thet it is the child who should leave
the room) -‘and that suggested by the syntactic form of the sen-
tence (that the teacher should leave the room). In both experi-
ments these senteaces occurred together with sentences in which'

no such conflict existed
(32) The teacher asked the child to leave the room.
In (32) the choice of 'child' as subject of the complement verb

is consistent with the MDP and with the most likely semantic

interpretation (teachers are much more likely to ask children

| to leave the room than .the converse) .
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‘The findings of the two experiments were different however.
| d'Anglejan & Tucker found that their BEG tended to rely on sem—~
antlc information ( 80) more than gn syntactic information (.20)
s to- provide clues to the llkely interpretation of these senten~
lces. For BEG semantlc 1nformation was powerful even when it was
in competition with a broad syntactic rule. Also for the ADV
group responses influenced by meaning rather ‘than syntactic form
predomlnated (.65 vs .55). NS were almost equally divided (.45
vs .55), which shows that both semantic and $syntactic constralnts

v -

exerted a strong pull on these Ss.

In contrast, the Danish Lé learners exhibited a different
pattern, in that both groups tended to rely on syntactic 1nfor—
¢ “mation rather than on semantic clues for their 1nterpretation of
these sentences (BEG 80% vs 20%, ADV 60% vs 40%, respectively) .
In both studies, though, tiiere was a growing awareness of a
potentlal conflict between the most likely semantlc interpreta-
tlon of the sentence and that suggested by its syntactic form.
ADV learners were more inclined to utlllze_a combination of syn-
tactic and semantic information and the confiict between the two
" were explicitly stated by some on the Danish L2 learners.
B For an interpretation of their findings d'Anglejan & Tucker
refer to Macnamara's (1973) contention that second language
learners like young children probably use meaning as a clue to
language, rather than language as a clue to meaning. If they -
guess at the probable meaning that a speaker is trying to convey
and then attempt to map this onto the linguistic structure, the o

content of a sentence may be more salient that its form. An

Qb analysis of Ll learners interpretation of temporally related

ERC 83 l
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sequences (Trosborg, 1982) showed ability in S8s to utilize

semantic information -in order to determine sequential order .
i

before general syntactic principles were established An inter—

pretation along these lines of the difference in,performance

~ between the French and the Danish L2 learners would imply that
the MDP has been less well established as a general rule for
the French learners as compared to the Danish.

 DISCUSSION

- In this paper we have compared the findings of Chomsky's

original study of the acquisition of some complex syntactic

structures in English children acquiring their mother'tongue
with the findings of a number of later studie;J'These studies
involve native speakers of English (children and adults), French
and Danish learners of'English as’ a second language, as well

as native language acquisition of the corresponding Danish
thructures. The findings show that general syntactic principles”
are clearly at work in spite of different cognitive and lin-
guistic skills on the part of the learners,kas well as dif-

°

ferent learning situations. Good evidence was found for struc-
tural parallels. between second language learning which took .
place under classroom conditions with very little naturalistic
exposure and child nati;e language acquisition: A similar de-
elopmental pattern occurs in spite of gross differences in the
range of age and indiv1dual experience, as well as differences
in L, background (French and Danish). In addition, uniform
patterns of Li deyelopment across languages (English and Danish)

were found.




Evidence obtained in the two Danish studies indicated a de-

' velopmental pattern similar to that.reported in previous studies .

(Chomsky, 1969, for child native speakers, Sanders, 1971 for

adults, KramerL_Koff &, Luria, 1972 for older children and young

(

« CE adults, a’ Anglejan & Tucker, 1975, for cognitively mature adult ’1

L; learners). However, the proportion of Ss identified as be~ . f
!longing to Stage (A+) of ask/tell-constructions (random response)
differed considerably in .the two studies of child native

speakers (4 children in Chomsky s study against 25 children
1earning Danish as their Ll). This difference has been ex-
p;ained,’though,\in.terms of the bias in Chomsky's experiment
tpwards a tell response; just as an’OVerinterpretation of‘tell

té mean-ask in Warden's study could be- explained-with reference,

to a bias towards an ask—interpretation _A difference was also

fQund when the performances of Danish L2 learners were compared
to'thosetaf Chomsky's children. At ask/tell constructions Stage
(b), Danish BEG assigned the wrong subject to tell- as well as
ask-constructions. In response to an instruction like ''Tell NP
which cup to use', 2/3 of the BEG chose I instead .of you as
subject of the complement verb and responded ‘I Will use the
red cup'. In contrast, all ADV Ss followed the MDP and cor-
rectly assigned yguvas.subject.of the complement verb when they
. were instructed to tekﬁ The finding that BEG are confused about
subject assignment of ;oth tell- and ask-constructions at this
stage of development pOints to random subject assignment, rather
than overgeneralization of the rules for tell to involve ask-

constructions as well. Likewise, d'Anglejan & Tucker report

random response for their BEG on ask-constructions, case 3.
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In addltlon to the -establishment of s1m11ar developmental

stages for each of the Spelelc constructlons, the findings

" also point to a regular sequence of acqulsltlon for these —

k4

ric
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- »

'Jstructures, w1th one exceptlon, though Chomsky found. that her

children had acquired the constructlon easy to see before con-.
structlons With promise, which in turn preceded acqu1s1tlon of
ask, , case 3. For Ll learners of Danlsh a_deylat;on‘from the

estanllshed,sequentlal order was noted in that easy to see .

‘was not consistently easier than the otner structures in ques~

tlon. Interestlngly enOugh this devlatlon was’ also found among
H

the BEG of Danlsh and French L2 learners of English. Cons1der1ng

the structural lmpllcatlons of the structures in questlon, there o

E

does not seem to be any obvious reason why easz to see shoulad
be acqulred before Eromlse and asgq,;case 3. All 3 structures
are difficult because they do not correspond w1th some general
expectations held by learners, but apart from that there is no
dependence/s1m11ar1ty between e asy to see and the other two
types of structure. Therefore, it is just as strlklng that |
Chomsky's Chlld learners of English eXhlblt this pattern,- as

learners °

o
'

it 1s that Danish Ll and L2 learners, and French L2

as well; do not. S B

A further difference in Sequential order was established -
when the findings of the Danish study Qf Ll 1earners uere com-.
pared with Chomsky's original flndlngs. Structures with promise

were not acqulred before structures with ask , case 3, as it

was the case in her study, but, as has been pointed out (see

p. 28) thlS dlfference can be accounted for by reference to the

d1fference between the two llngulstlc systems. Daanh has two

) d;fferent lexical items for askq and ask , which means that

i

-
v
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complexity factor €, by means of which promise and¢ask§ is

distinguished in English, no longer obtains in Danish. Taking
this-information intg account, it is interesting that Danish

EQ learners of English showed. the same pattern as the English

"children, i.e. they too, found ask more difficult than Eromise,

even though this was not so for Danish Ll learners. This seems
to present further evidence for d'Anglejan”&ﬁTucker's suoéestion‘
(in confirmation of Brown, 1973) to the effect tnat the degree
of linguistic compleXity inherent in”the sentences is indeed a

critical factor in determining the order of acquiSition of

certain<grammatical features and that this factor operates in

both native language and adult second language learning. There

seem to be structural régularities in the target language that

determine the course of)learning for both first and second lan-

guage learners. f
\ ’ ¢
The question also arises why adult native speakers do not

perform any better than they do on the exceptional structure
of askq (case’ 3) The percentage of correct performance re-
ported in thelstudies of older children, and‘adults (Kramer,
Roff & Luria,‘1972° Sanders, 1971) amounts to no more than 2/3,
which is an exact parallel to the performance fouﬁd in the
study of Danish L2 learners of English The performance found
by a Anglejan & Tucker was superior, but as it has been men- -
tioned, the method they employed (picture identification) is an

/
inadequate measure of stages (D) and (E}.

According to Menyuk (1977) and Lyons (1977), it is not all

native speakers who achieve 11 c0mpetence of their mother
'

tongue They present evidence that points to the' relevance of

'taLking about degrees of competence even in native speakers,

’

X
-3
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but when as large a proportlon as 1/3 of a number of dlfferent

:populatlons are showvn to be 1ncompetent, it seems. to .suggest a

need for other explanatlons. The abstract setting in which

most of'the experlments ‘took place no doubt 1ncreases task dlf-

flculty&' est sentences were lnapproprlately 1ntegrated 1nto
the experimental situatlon, if integrated at alln See e «g.
Sanders (1971) in which task Ss on request should question the

1nterV1ewer of the shape, size, colour etc. of 4 blocks. Con-

’sequently, the ,testing procedure places demands on the subjects

that clearly differ from those of actual communlcatlon. Another
possibility is that maybe there is no one answer to the questions
asked to test askq, case 3 ('Ask Laura what to palnt°'). Would

we not be justifled in respondlng

(33) Laura, what should be painted?

or evén

(34) Laura, what should we paint?

1

It appears that we cannot judge the correctness of the child's

utterances purely on the basis of the occurrence of I as sub=

ject in their response-sentence. ,The test instruction seems to

demand identification of the object tolxapainted, while it has

~ o

to be inferred from the 1nteractlonal setting rather than the

\

linguistic instruction who is to do the ainting'. Therefore,

it seems that in some situations we ask S 'to‘respond to the

[ SR

s;tuational'set up, while in other situations they are requested‘
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to neglect the‘experimental'sifﬁation, and respond exclusively

on the basis, of the syntaqtic constructlon However, the experi-

ments show that givén the same situatlons, Ll and L2 learnérs -

K
g

- exhibit 51milar ‘patterns of" performance.’”d
Finally, attention should be drawn to some recent research
referred to by Meisel (1n press) Theoretlcal and empir‘cal
~ findings from Ly research (see e.g. Fodor, Bever & Garrett5

1574; Slobin, 1977, 1980; Bever -& Townsend, 1979) suggest that

certain 11ngulst1c structures are more easily understood produced
dkd learned: than othersr Meisel, Clahsen & Plenemann (1981)
extend this approach to second lanéuage apQuisition.:Also
Clahsen (1986) and Meisei (1980) ettempt to show that the same
kinds of conétraints influence ﬁhe acquisition of both the
firet and a second languéée, a positién which has been‘elabor— .

‘ ated by Clahsen (in pres;). Within wﬁat they defide as the :
"developmental dimension" of L2 acéuisition, linguistic struc-
.tures whlch requlre a high degree of proceSSLng capaCLty w111
be acqulred late in the language learnlng process eVEn if. the

- same or a simllar structure exists in the learner's Ll In ad-

dition to advocating developmental.regularlties, they elso
outline a second, learner-type specific dimensgion -of (setond)
1anguage achlSltlon allowing for individual variation within

L

stages (see e.g. Meisel, Clahsen & Pienemann, 1981; Meisel, in
prese) !

Eyidence presented in this paper seems to support the de-
velopmental dimension. Knowledge of a given structure in the

learner's mother tongue is not alWays helpful in the interpre-

tation of a similar structure in the target language. The

¥
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. » & :
exceptional structures we have been concerned with had to be

.ulearpgdeuJ.OVex again", and strategies found with child

v\gét;Vé‘language‘learners were duplicated by L2 learners

o PR : )
\;@eallng*yit »hhe same structures. N v
.\‘1-\“~ : - * ~
e
LW My

Footnotes .
e . )
1) .

Nd‘attempt has been made pé‘formalize the results, they are .
reported as they appeared-in the original texts (in % of

correct performance, number of Ss correct, etc.)
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