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Abstract

Within the framework of generative grammar, 1t 1s assumed that children are endowed
with an innate language taculty called Umiversal Grammar (UG). Children learn their
native language or the basis of the interaction ot positive evidence in the input with the
principles and parameters of UG, In terms of parameter sctting, positive evidence
consistent with just one value of a patameter causes the preemption of any incorrect settings
hypothesized by the child, in accordance with the Uniqueness Principle (Pinker 1984,
Wex ler and C'ulicover 1980) which ensures that only one parameter seting can be held at a
time in the child's grammar (Berwick 1985).

This thests mvestigates the operation of preemption in parcmeter setting in second
language (1.2) acquisition n cases where the . 1mner mitially adopts the L1 value of a
parameter. Focussing on a parametric ditference between French and English, namely. the
verb movement parameter (Polloch 1989) which relates to (among other things) the
placement of adverbs, 58 grade 5 francophone students learning English as a second
language n intensive programmes in Québec schools were exposed over a two week period
to a flood of positive evidence on adverb placement in Enghsh - input which was consistent
with only the knglish value of the parameter. The results indicate that the subjects did not
reset the verb movement parameter to the English value, suggesting that preemption does
not tunction in £.2 as in 1.1 acquisition.  Possible explanations for these results and their

implications for theories of 1.2 I ~nability are developed.
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Résumé

Dans le cadre de la grammaire générative, on considere que les entants sont dotes d'une
faculté hngwistique nnée que 'on nomme la Grammaire Universelle  Fes entants
apprennent leur langue maternelle & partir de 'mteraction des donndes hinguistiques
primaires avee les principes et les parametres de la Grammare Universetle B termes
d'organisation paramdétrique. les donndées positives compatibles avee une seule valeur
paramétrique causent la préemption de valeurs mcorrectes presumees par Pentant,
conformément avec le Principe d'Unicité (Pinker (984, Wexler and Culicover 1980) lequel
assure qu'une seule valeur paramétrique & la tots sort adoptée dans la grammaire de Tenfant
(Berwick 1985).

Cette thése ¢tudie le tonctionnement de fa préemption dans 'apprentissage des valeurs
paramétriques dans I'acquisiton d'une langue seconde dans le cas ou l'apprenant adopte
mtialement la valeur de 1a langue maternelle d'un parametre. Four y arnver, on exploita
une différence paramétrique entre le frangais et l'anglais découtant du parametre de la
montée du verbe (Pollock 1989) lequel est rehié (entre autre) a la posihon de Nadverbe
rendant une péniode de deux semaines, 58 ¢tudiants francophones du miveau de la Sieme
année, apprenant l'anglars comme langue seconde dans e programme intensit des ¢eoles du
Québec, turent mondés de données positives sur la position <de faaveibe en anglas
données compatibles avec la valeur paramétrique de I'anglas sculement  Tes résultats
indiquent que les sujets n'ont pas acquis la valeur paramétnique de anglas, suggérant que
la préemption ne fonctionne pas dans l'acquisttion d'une langue seconde comme elle le tant
dans l'acquisition d'une langue maternelle. Des explications possibles de ces résultats amsi
que leurs conséquences vis-a-vis les théories de 'apprentissage de la langue seconde sont

IC1 proposées.
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Introduction

Children master their imother tongue quichly and wit! apparent ease. simply through
exposure to the language in thar environment. . Wathin the framework ot generative
grammar adopted here, it s assumed that human beings are endowed with an imnate
language taculty, called Universal Grammar (HG) - UG contans invariant principles and
vartable parameters which constrain what 1s a possible human language and permit the
acquisition of any natural language by the child.

Ihe child appears 1o accomplish the task ot acquisition on the basis ot only primary
hnguistic data - that 1s. the sentences he or she hears. Clearly. the child 1s not explicitly
taught everything he or she knows about his or her language  indeed. much of the native
speaker's knowledge ot his or her language 15 unconscious knowledge. [n add:tion, 1t 1s
widely held that error correction does not play a crucial role m grammatcal development,
since children can and do learn their native language without i, Acquisition. then, results
trom the mderaction of the innate language taculty with the hnguistic input - an interaction
which 1s sometimes assumed to be mediated by certain language specific learning principles
to which the child also has access. Apparently. the child comes to the acquisition task very
well-equipped to learn his or her language rapidly and with total success. "This 1s not
always true of second language (1.2) learners.

1.2 learners ditfer tfrom first language (L 1) learners in that they come to the acquisition
tash with previous knowledge ot a language - knowledge which may intluence the kinds of
assumptions they mahe about the I 2, and which may lead them at times to make incorrect
assumptions that are ditficult to overcome. In other words. the interaction of UG, the input
and the learming principles may be attected by an additional factor in second language
acquisition (ST A)Y - knowledge ot the LI, This thesis investigates the role ot positive
evidence and one of the proposed learning principles. the Uniqueness Principle. in

parameter setting i SLA.



One structure which has proved ditficult for French learners of Foglish as a second
language (ESD) and which appears to be intluenced by the T 1 the placement ot adverbs
in Enghsh (White 1989h) This property may be hnked to a proposed parameter ot UG
the verv movement parameter  In this thesis. we will mvestigate the resetting ot the verb
movement parameter by French fearmers of Enghish i particular, we will explore whether
 rench fearners can reset the verb movement parameter to the Eaghsh value on the basis ol
positive evidence alone.

This thests will report the results ot an experimental study m which ample positive
evidence on the Laglish value of the verb movement parameter did not permat rench
learners of Enghish to reset the parameter to the bnglish setting The imphications ot this for
theories of tcarnabihty in ST AL i particular preemption. as well as possible reasons tor the
farlure of positive evidence m this case will be proposed

[n Chapter 1. the motivations tor and contents of HG will be presented and a potential
role for UG in | 2 acquisinon will be discussed  Chapter 2 waill further develop the coneept
of parameters of UG - the verb movement parameter (Pollach 1989) will be mtroduced and
discussed In Chapter 3, 1ssues relating to fearnability in Tl and 12 acquisition will be
developed. In particular. we will tocus on preemption and the Unigueness Principle as
they have been proposed for LI (Pinker 1984, Berwick [985) and 12 acquisition
(Rutherford 1989). Chapter 4 will provide an account of an expernimental study which
investigates the role ot positive evidence in the resetting of the verb movement parameter in
SLA. In general, this study shows that posinve evidence alone is imsuttraient 1o ingger
parameter resetting in this case  In Chapter 5. possible explanaiions tor the results of this

study will be presented and their implications will be developed
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Chapter 1 Universal Grammar and language acquisiion

Human language 1s unmique among communication systems in that 1t 1s creative, flewible
and abstract (I ighttoot 1982y The acquisition of this complex system 1s umiversal (all
"normal” children acquire at least one language) and rapid (given the complexaty of the
hnowledge acquired. T 1 acquisition occurs over a relatively short period of time).

A central goal of modern Tinguistics 1s ey plaming how humans acquire language. with
such speed and apparent case Within the tramework of generative grammar, it 1s assumed
that human bemgs are genctically endowed with a cogmitive taculty specific to language.
Languege acquistion, under this view, 15 the development trom the mitial innate state of
knowledge to the tinal mature grammar.  The mimal state ot knowledge s Universal
Grammar (Chomshy 1981 34y, the contents of which debmnt what 15 a possible human
fanguage  The native speaker'’s steady state of knowledge 15 his or her grammar - a
psychological entity which has a representation in the mind (Lighttoot 1982: 25).

Language acquisibon is clearly influenced by the learner's linguistic environment, in
that the child will learn the language to which he or she 1s exposed. The native speaker
must, therefore, mduce some aspects ot his or her knowledge (vocabulary, tor example)
tfrom the input. But the native speaker attains other, more subtle hnowledge of his or her
language which 15 not so casily explained as resulting from hinguistic experience.
Explunming Linguage acquisition, then, mvolves identifying the source of this abstract
hnowledge.

Uhe first step v explaiming how language 15 acquired 15 to make explicit what it 1s that
the native speaker eventually comes to know about his or her language. On the basis of the
drserepancy between the attarned knowledge and what s dervable trom the input, we can
begin to postulate what information must be encoded n the nnate language learning
mechanism  One of the goals of generative grammar 1s to identify the contents of UG,

which must meet a double challenge - UG must be sufficiently structured that 1t accounts
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for umversally successful 11 acquisition in the face of hmuted hingunstic evidence, et
sufficiently free that it accounts for the acquisition of any natural language (Chomshy 1981
3). The first of these conditions relates to the logical problem of language awquisttion,
which 1s discussed n section 1.1 below. The second condition, discussed 1 section 1.2,
1s addressed in UG through the encoding of certain restricted options, catled "parameters”

(Lightfrot 1982: 42).

1.1 The logical problem of language acquisttion

UG 1s motivated by the logical problem of language acquisttion (Baker and MceCarthy
1981, Chomsky 1981, Hornstein and Lightfoot 1981, ameng many others) which 1§ this:
tne (largely subconscious) knowledge of language attamned by the mature native speaker
called hinguistic competence - 15 subtle and complea, and mcludes knowledge tor whici
there 15 no direct evidence n the Linguistic input  Fhe logical problem of anguage
acquisition refers to the discrepancy between what s avatlable m the learner's Iinguwistic
input and the final state of knowledge he or she attams. How does the child acquire
knowledge which is not derivable from the input data? Within this tramework, the source

of that knowledge is UG.

1.1.1 Deficiencies of the input

The input to which the child 1s exposed suffers from a trniple deficiency (Hornstem and
Lightfoot 1981: 9-10). Frstly, 1t does not consist entirely of complete, grammatical
sentences. Language in use 1s imperfect, comaining incomplete utterances, ships of the
tongue, hesitatior s etc. - none of which come murked as nngrammatical for the learner. I
the child accepts these imperfect utterances as valid, the task of discovering the correct

grammar should be much more difficult than i1t actually appears to be .ndicating that, for
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some reason, children are not misled by this type of "degenerate” data.! Within the
framework of generative grammar, UG ensures that the learner 1s not confounded by such
dua.

Secondly, the child 15 exposed to only a fimite number of utterances in the language he
or she 15 learning. Nonetheless, he or she 15 eventually able to produce and understand an
infimte number of sentences. The native speaker's ability to use language creatively cannot
be explained simply through exposure to the subset of possible structures he or she
encounters in the input. Some other factor must be intervening - namely, UG.

The final and by far most serious deficiency of the input i1s the fact that it
underdetermines certain aspects of the language. That 1s, there is nothing in the sentences
the child hears which could lead to knowledge of certain properties of the target language
grammar - propertiecs which native speakers nonetheless come to know. For example,
there are certain constraints on the formation of wh-questions in English which native
speakers learn, but which are not derivable directly from the input.

In English, wh-words can be moved to sentence initial position to form questions.

(h a. John saw a ghost.
b. What, did John see t,?
¢. Mary believed that John saw a ghost.
d. What, did Mary beheve that John saw t,?
(White 1989a: 8)

Sentences (1b) and (1d) are question forms of the declaratives in (la) and (lc)

respectively. Now, consider (2).

V1t has been argued that degenerate input 15 1arely directed at children and hence, plays no role m L1
acquisition (Brown 1977)  Nevertheless, the other deficiencies. most importantly the problem of
underdetermimation disc ussed below, still rematn to be explaned.

-5-



(2) a. Mary believes the claim that John saw a ghost.
b.*What, does Mary believe the claim that John saw (,?

(White 1989a;: 9

On the face of it, the wh-question (2b}, based on the declarative m (2a), appears to
follow the pattern in (1); yet, (2b) i< ungrammatical in English. Chaldren learming Enghsh
are not taught that they cannot say (2b) - how, then, do they come to know that (2b) 15
impossible? This knowledge 1s assumed to stem from UG. The principle underlying the
ungrammaticality of (2b) is the subjacency principle, which restricts syntactic movement to
over a maximum of one bounding node. Fronted wh-phrases, tor example, must obey
subjacency - bounding nodes m Englhish bemng CP, IP and NP.”Y  The intervening

bounding nodes for (2b) are shown in (2b").

(2) b'.*What, [|pdoes Mary believe | Npthe claim |¢pthat | pJohn saw t,]]]]?

(2b") shows that the wh-word what has crossed tfour bounding nodes 1in moving 1o
sentence initial position - one CP, two [Ps and one NP. (2b) 15 ungrammatical, therefore,
due to a subjacency violation. Since there 1s no direct evidence 1n the mput that sentences
like (2b) are ungrammatical, the relatively complex and abstract principle of subjacency 1s

assumed to be encoded in UG.

2 CP (formerly S") = Complementizer Phrase, 1P (formerly S) = Inflection Phrase; NP = Noun Phrase
3 There 15 some debate as to whether CP s a bounding node in knglish 1t wall be assumed here that at 15

6




1.1.2 Negative evidence

The deficiencies of the input discussed above could conceivably be overcome if
children were receiving negative evidence - information about what 1s ungrammatical in
their native language. However, this appears not to be the case.

Larly investigation into the role of negative evidence in {irst language acquisition
(Brown and Hanlon 1970, Braine 1971) indicated that negative evidence 1s unavailable to
or ignored by the fearner. Later studies (Hirsch-Pasek et al. 1984, Bohannon and
Stanowics 1988) have suggested that negative evidence (in the form of difterential
repetition of gaammatical as opposed to ungrammatical utterances) 1s available and useful,
thus diminishing the need for an innate component. There are several problems with this
proposal (Pinker 1989, White 1989a). Firstly, feedback 1s not provided for all
ungrammatical utterances, leaving the child to decide whether absence of negative feedback
indicates grammaticality - an incorrect assumption which could have serious consequences
for the child’s developing grammar.  Secondly, not all children receive such feedback.
ifferent cultures, socioeconomic classes and individuals pay varying degrees of attention
to errors in child speech. Conceivably, some children receive no negative evidence at all,
yet the acquisition of one's mother tongue 15 universally successful. Negative evidence,
theretore, cannot be necessary for language acquisition, whatever 1ts potentially facilitating
effect. and acquisiion in its absence remains to be explained. A third problem with the
usefulness of repetition and recasting (1nvolving repetition with correction) as negative
evidence concerns the vagueness of such feedback. The same responses (1.e. repetition,
recasting, clarification questions) are provided for semantic. phonological, syntactic and
morphological errors (Pinker 1989: 11). It must often be difficult, therefore, for the ~hild
to determme which element 1s the "offender” in need of correction. A final pro)lem
concerning the usefulness of negative evidence relates to the child's sensitivity to

correction. Anecdotal examples from Braine (1971) and others (McNeill 1966) indicate
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that children either pay no attention to the teedback they receive or incorporate it improperly
into their utterances (1.e. applying the correction to the wrong item)  In nerther case does
correction serve to mahe the utterance "more grammatical” i any sense,

A final point to be made concerning negative evidence m I 1 acqiasition relates to
the absence of certain errors 1n child speech. In general, children do not make mistakes of
the type n (2b) (Otsu 1981, White 1989a): therefore, such errors are surely not corrected.
Children, nevertheless, come to reahize that (2b) 1s ungrammatical and, unconsciously,
obey subjacency. Given that negative evidence 1s irrelevant here, and that positive evidence
relating to the subjacency principle s not directly available in the input, knowledge ot the
restrictions imposed by subjacency must come from somewhere else. Innate knowledge in

the form of UG 1s a plausible source.

1.2 Contents of UG

UG imposes linguistic constraints of two kinds. Principles lthe subjacency, some
form of which hold 1n all languages,* account for the umversal aspects of human language
and restrict the class of possible grammars. As mentioned above, UG must 2lso be tree
enough to account for the diversity of human languages. This fiexibility 15 achieved
through the secoad type of constraint - parameters - which encode certain options in UG,
Parameters represent the choices available for the instanttation of a property ot UG n the
grammar of a particular language. These choices, called parameter settings, are selected on
the basis of linguistic experience. The child hears data in the input that are consistent with
only one of the possible parameter settings and selects the setting appropriate tor his or her
language accordingly. A single parameter relates several properties of the language;
therefore, different settings for a single parameter can result 1n quite diverse surface

4 A princaple holds 1n all ianguages tor which that principle 15 relevant Subjacency, for xample, 1s not
relevant to a language without movement.

-8-



contrasts between languages (Chomshy 1981: 4). The assumption 1s, then, that the child
need hear only mimimal evidence regarding one of those properties in order to arfive at the
correct parameter setting.  In this way, the acquisition of certain language specific
structures can take place on the basis ot positive evidence alone.

Subjacency provides an example of parametrization of a principle of UG. As discussed
above, wh-movement 1s restricted to movement across a single bounding neue (CP, 1P and
NP in Enghish). Such distance restrictions apply in all languages having movement;
however, there 1s variation among languages as to the choice of bounding nodes.

Consider the Itahan sentences in (3).

(3) a. Tuo fratello, [cpacuw, |jpmi domando |cpche storie
your brother to whom myself I-ask  which stories
[ ipebbiano raccontato t, |jpera molto preoccupato]|]|]
they-have told was very worried
"Your brother, to whom | wonder which stories they have told, was very
worned."”
b.*Tuo fratetlo |cpa cui, jjptemo |npla possibilita {cpche
your brother to whom I-fear the possibility  that
|ipabbiano raccontato tutto t,...} 1]
they-have told  everything ...
"Your brother, to whorm [ fear the possibility that they have told
everything..."

(van Riemsdijk and Williams 1986: 71-2)

In ltahan, the bounding nodes are CP and NP, but not IP. This accounts for the facts
in (3). (3a) 1s grammatical because the wh-phrase a cut has crossed a single bounding node

- C'P. In (3b), on the other hand. a cui has moved over two bounding nodes - CP and NP -

9.




resulting in a subjacency violation  This vanation between Enahish and Htalan indicates that
the choice of bounding nodes 15 parametnized in UG, The child need only hear a sentence
like (3a). 10 which a wh-phrase has crossed two 1Ps inorder to reject the Eaglish value of
the parameter (CP. [P and NP) and adopt the correct parameter setung tor [tahan (CP and
NP).° =
Incorporating such parametric variation into UG is crucial in supplyimng 1t with the
power to explain the acquisition of all human languages.  This thesss will investigate the
operation of parameters in 1.2 acquisition. Do parameters tunction the same way i 1.2
acquisition as in L1 acquisttion? To begin, we discuss whether there exists a comparable

motivation for UG m 1.2 acquisition - that 1s. 15 there a logical problem of 1.2 acquisition?

1.3 The logical problem of SLA

In order to show that a logical problem exists i 1.2, as in | | acquisition, we must
establish two facts about SLA. Firstly, it must be shown that 1.2 learners do indeed end up
with knowledge that extends beyond what 15 derivable from the input data Secondly, the
poverty of the stimulus argument must be shown to hold for input to 1.2 learners  that s,
the deficiencies of the input and absence of negative evidence must prove to apply in SLA.

Each of these conditions is discussed below.

1.3.1 Ultimate level of attainment

Perhap. the most striking difference between L1 and 1.2 acquisition concerns the
ultimate level of competence attained by learners. All "normal” children attain native

speaker competence in their first language. In SLLA, on the other hand, failure to attan

5 Another setting for this paramieter 15 also possible  In some languages (1e Russian) IP and CP may be
bounding nodes
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native speaher competence 1s the norm. Moreover, the final state of [ 2 learners’ grammars
varies considerably.  Some learners attain very high levels of competence. while others
acquire only rudimentary knowledge of the 1.2 grammar. While these facts clearly indicate
a divergence between 1.1 and 1.2 acquisition, they by no means indicate that 1.2 learners do
not attain knowledge that goes beyond what 15 directly available 1n the iniput. As White

{1985%a) states:

" et us rather concentrate on those learmners who ate relatively successtul, and who ()
sticeess involves not just the abihity to communicate but to commumicate with some degree of
syntactic aceuracy  Such learners will presumably end up wath unconscious knowledge as to
what 15 and 15 pot grammatical 1o the 1.2, and this will include knowledge about relatively

complex structures, " (p- 33)

Given that some 1.2 learners do attain high levels of competence 1n the target language,
it remains to be shown that the input to which they are exposed 1s deficient in ways similar

to that of L1 acquisition.

1.3.2 Defictencies of the input

The first problem with the input in L1 acquisition 1s that of degenerate data.
Discovering the correct rules of the target grammar s greatly complicated by the existence
of ungrammatical sentences in the mput (1in the torm of incomplete utterances, hesitations,
nustakes ete.). 12 acquisition which takes place in truly naturalistic s»**'\ngs will suffer
from essentially the same degenerate iput as in L1 acquisition (assuming again that such
input exists, but see Brown 1977) In formal (classroom) and some naturalistic settings,
learners are often exposed to ssmphified input m the form of teacher or foreigner talk, and

hence may not have to deal with such imperfect data. Even so, the logical problem of SLA
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1s clearly not eliminated. The problem of underdetermination (see below) remuains, and 1t
seems likely that simphified mput of this type would only magmity this deficiencey sinee
more complex structures would then be avorded in the mput (White 1989a: 4()

The second deficiency discussed tor I acquisition mvolves the finite nature ot the
input. Hearing only a finite number ot the sentences of the language, children nonetheless
acquire the ability to produce and anderstand an mtimite number. Sinee 2 learners, i both
naturalistic and formal settings are cxposed to only a subset of the sentences possible in the
target language. this problem must hold tor SE.A as well.

The most challenging problemy with the LI mput 1s the tact that the mput
underdetermines the grammar attained by the native speaker. Sharwood Smith (1988)

outlines the problem of underdetermination m the [.2 input:

"To summarise the argument for second language research however oy the
communicative context ot utterances addressod to the fanguage leamer and however helplul
the native speakers dre or teachers may be, there are subtle and complex features of inman
languages that cannot be pros wled by the usual kmd of wput nor even by the usual type
of correction and explanation given to language learners, that s, even m a tormal
tassroom where there may be a lot ot metalinguistic explanation Hence the mput tends
to be srructirally impoverished whatever it does provide in serantic or pragmatic wiens,
it does not, by hypothess, turush the learner with enough relevant evidence to work out
certain subtle principles and constramts that charactersse the native-speaker grammar, i ¢
the grammuar 1« "underdetermined” by the environmental input

(emphasis his, p. 14)

Since successful 1.2 learners. like native speakers, attain knowledge of certain complex
structural properties and of ungrammaticality in the L2 in sprte of this deficiency, UG must

also play a role in SLA.
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1.3.3 Negative evidence

As discussed 1in section 1.1.2, the existence of negative evidence could diminish the
need tor an innate component to account for language acquisition. Just such evidence 1s
sometimes avatlable in SLLA. In the classroom, 1.2 learners are otten instructed on aspects
of the target grammar and their errors are often corrected. There are two problems with
dismissing UG in SLA on the basts ot these facts. Firstly. learners acquiring the L2
naturalistically presumably do not recerve negative evidence which could account for high

levels of target language competence. According to Rutherford (1989):

“This 18 not to deny that negative teedback 1s available to the learner, tor we know that st
¢y available m certain tanuhar contescts (e g, tormal classroom mstruction). 1t 15 only to
recogtiize that 1.2 learning of at least some portions of the target language by at least

some learners can and does occur without it "

(emphasis his. p. 442)

Secondly, often negative evidence is provided in response to errors. [f an error never
occurs, 1t will never be corrected. Generally, like L1 learners, the mistakes that | 2 learners
mahe do not appear to involve violations of subtle principles like subjacency and other
principles of Umversal Grammar (White 1989a: 41). Simularly, complex structures like
those relating to the properties of UG are not taught in the classroom. Presumably then,
learners do not receive correction or istruction on those aspects of the target language. As
in L1 acquisiion, this knowledge must come from UG.

It appears that the logical problem of language acquisition challenges theories of 1.2 as

well as L1 learning. While this view 1s widely (but not universally) held, there is much
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debate as to what role, precisely. UG plays i SLA (Ruthertord 1986). Several contrasting,

positions are reviewed below.

1.4 The role of UG 1in SLA

Overall. there are three major claims concerning the role of UG an STA: D UG s not
functional 1n SLA (Bley-Vroman 1989: Clahsen and Muyshken 1986, Schachter 1988) 2)
UG is fully “unctional (Mazurkewich 1984, 1988) and 3) UG 15 tunctional but 1s mediated
through the L1 (Flynn 1987; Phinney 1987; White 1988). The third posttion will be
adopted 1n this thesis  In justification of this, the evidence tor each claim 18 reviewed

below.

1.4.1 UG 1s not functional 1in SLLA

Proponents ot this view claim that the differences between L1 and 1.2 acquisition point
to a fundamentally different learning process in 1.2 acquisition, which does not involve
UG. This 1s the approach adopted by Bley-Vroman (1989), Clahsen and Muyshen (1986)
and Schachter (1988).

Concerned vith parameter resetting in SI.A, Schachter (1988) argues that 1.1 and 1.2
acquisiton are inherently different processes; therefore, parameter reseting may be
irrelevant in SLA (p. 222). Schachter supports her view with a list ot basic difterences
between L.1 and [.2 acquisition, including completeness (1.2 learners, unlike 1.1 learners,
rarely acquire native speaker competence n their L2), equipotentiality (while the rate of
acquisttion and level of competence attained 15 virtually the same tor all 1.1 learners, 1.2
learners' final states of knowledge vary considerably), previous knowledge (while the 1.1
learner is being exposed to language tor the first time, the 1.2 learner already knows a

language) and fossilization (while children tend not to use incorrect limguistic forms once
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the grammatical equivalent has been acquired. 1.2 learners sometimes revert to earlier forms
in certain carcumstances).  On the basis ol these ditferences. Schachter claims that the
processes of L1 acquisttion are not the same as those of [.2 acquisiton. Adult 1.2 learners
may have access to aspects of UG encoded in the L1, but other properties of UG are not
avaifable.

A similar view 1s held by Bley-Vroman (1989). Based on evidence of much the same
hind (citing difterences between L1 and 1.2 acquisition, including, among others, lack of
suCcess: varation in success, route and learming strategies; and a role for affective factors n
SLA), Bley-Vroman claims that the role UG plays in | [ acquisition 1s fulfilled in SLA by
knowledge of the 1.1, Under this view. parameter resetting 1s not possible, but aspects of
UG encoded in the L1 are still available

Other researchers (Clahsen and Muysken 1986) adopt an even stronger version of the
clarm for a non-functional UG. They propose that while an innate component does account
for 1.1 acquisition, the adult 1.2 learner uses general learning strategies to acquire the target
language. Unlike Schachter and Bley-Vroman, Clahsen and Muysken do not allow for the
possibihity that 1.2 learners may access properttes of UG encoded 1n their L1, Under therr
view, UG 1s totally unavailable.

Both versions of this claim (namely, that only aspects of UG enceded in the L1 are
available and that UG utself 1s totally iaccessible) are challenged by research indicating that
parameters may be reset (Hilles 1986; Phinney 1987; White 1988) and thart principles of
UG are obeyed 1n the 1.2 even if they are not relevant in the L1 (Ritchie 1978; Otsu and

Naoi 1986, cited in White 1989a).

1.4.2 UG 15 fully functional

A sccond possibility 1s that UG is fully accessible in SLA (Mazurkewich 1984, 1988).

This view implies that 1.1 and L2 acquisition are essentially the same processes. The L2
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learner brings to the acquisition process universal principles and open parameters.
Interaction between the 1.2 mput data and an operative UG permit the seting of new
parameter values tor the L2 just as 1 L1 acquisthon  Fhis position s challenged by
research showing that 1.2 learners sometimes adopt the Tl parameter setting as therr nitial

hypothesis about the 1 2 (Hilles 1986, White 1985b. 1988, 1989h, [991a)

1.4.3 UG 15 functional but 1s mediated through the 11

The final position - the one adopted in this thests - 15 that UG s tunctional m SEA but
that knowledge of the I 1 also plays a role  Lvidence tor this claim comes trom studies
investigating parameter resetung in cases where the L1 parameter value ditters trom that ot
the L.2 and resetting 1s shown to be successtul (Hilles 19867 Phinney 1987, White 1UXR).
A study investigating the acquisttion of parametrized aspects ot subjacency  namely.
bounding nodes - provides an example.©

White (1988) ivestigated the acquisition ot the Enghish parameter setting by aduit
native speakers of French learning EST nan intensive program A discussed above,
bounding nodes 1n Erghsh are NP, IP and CP  French, hke Itahan, has a ditferent setting
for this parameter. with the bounding nodes NP and CP  This study exanmunes the
performance of twe groups ot adults on structures involving movement over several
bounding nodes. As we are concerned here with parameter resetting, only those structures
relating to difterences between the L1 and 1.2 parameter settings will be reviewed  namely,

extraction from wh-clauses as in (4).

6 White's study also investigates aspects ot the Empty Category Principle which will not be reviewed here
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(4) a. John wondered [ pwhether {jpMary had chosen a good book |}
h.*Which book, | ipdid John wonder|cpwhether [jpMary had chosen t,]]}?

(White 1988: 147;

(4b) 15 ungrammatical in Lnghsh since the wh-phrase has crossed three bounding nodes

two IPs and a CP A learner who assumes the French value of the parameter (that [P 1s

not a4 boundmg node) should accept (4b), sinee n that case. the wh-phrase would have
crossed just one bounding node (CP). herce not violating subjacency.

The results on the two tasks testing this structure show that the two groups of adults
performed ditterently as regards acceptance ot IP as a bounding node. Both groups had
acquired structures ot sufticient complexiaty to require adherence to subjacency in English.
However. the arst group (G accepted wh-island violations significantly more often than
did the the second group (G2). G2, on the other hand. tend’ to accurately reject wh-island
violations.  White accounts for this difference between the groups as resulting from
parameter resetting. Gl has retamned the 1.1 parameter setting, assuming that IP 1s not a
bounding node and hence, accepting sentences as in (4b). (52 has reset the parameter to the
English value, accepting 1P as a bounding node and accurately rejecting sentences like
(4b).7

This study suggests that the 11 parameter setting may indeed be assumed 1n the target
language (G 1), but that resetting of the parameter to the correct 1.2 value 1s possible (G2).

UG must be avatlable, then, but its functioning 15 atfected by the L1.

71t should be noted that the two groups studied did not ditter significantly on a cloze test measuring overall
proficiency m Enghsh The ditterences they display on this aspect ot English grammar ate theretore
uneype ted
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Chapter 2 The verb movement parameter

This chapter will provide an overview of the verb movement parameter  the parameter
underlying the structure investigated in the experiment to be reported i this thesis. The
data motivating the verb moy ement parameter will be reviewed and a recent formulation of
the parameter (Pollock 1989) (the formulation adopted mn this thests) wall be presented 1o
essence, the verb movemen, parameter accounts for certaun word order contrasts between
French and English as related to the "strength” of agreement (AGR)., which 1s subject to
parametric variation among languages. French. having a nch agreement system, adopts
one value of the parameter (strong AGR). while Enghsh, showing morphologically poorer
agreement adopts the opposite value (weak AGR).! Several contrasts between irrench and

English word order tall out from this single parametric diffesence.

2.1 Emonds (1976)

Verb raising was originally proposed to account for the appearance of have and be
before negatives and adverbs 1n Enghish - positions in which lexical verbs are

ungrammatical.

(1) a.* They got not examined.
b. They were not examined.
(2) a.* John visits frequently his parents.
b.  Hehas frequently visited his parents.

(Emonds 1976: 214-215)

I'In Pollock's tramework, strong AGR 1s "transparent” while weak AGR 18 "opague” (Pollock 1989 391)
These terms are clarified below.
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(1) and (2) above show that while main verbs may not precede the negative particle
not and adverbs like trequently 1n English, have and be are grammatical in this position.
I:monds (1976) assumes that, 1n contrast to lexical verbs, the auxthary verbs (and lexical
have 1n British Lingitsh) raise 1o Tense. Within Emonds' framework (depicted 1n (3)), the
category AUX contains a ‘Tense node, the verb do and an optional negative particle. If the
verb under VP at D-Structure 1s have or be, an obhgatory rule forces verb movement to

AUX.

(3)

NP \Y

/I\IP\

'lense do (Neg) V NP
|

(adapted from Emonds 1976: 212)

Pre-adverbial and pre-negative auxiliaries are ungrammatical in infinitival clauses.”
Since nonfinite sentences were considered to lack a Tense node, these facts could be

accounted for simply, as there was no node available for movement (Jackendoff 1972: 78).

(9 a. Forysohn not to be the man I'm looking for disturbs me.
b. * For John to be not the man I'm looking for disturbs me.

(Jackendoff 1972: 78)

hal -
= In tact, Pollockh makes the opposite claim. He accepts have/be pre-negatively i nonfinite clauses (see section
2.2
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2.2 Poilock (1989)

2.2.1 The data: finite verbs

Pollock (1989) and Chomsky (1989), following this work by Emonds, appeal to verb
movement to account for certain contrasts between French and Enghish. Pollock formulates

a parameter which deals with contrasts like the following.

(5) a.* Jean likes not Mary.
b. Jean n'aime pas Marie.
(6) a. * LikesheMary?
b. Aime-t-il Marie?
(7) a. He hasn't understood.
b. Il n'a pas compris.
(8) a. Has he understood?
b.  A-t-il compris?
(9) a. * John kisses often Mary.
b. Jean embrasse souvent Marie.
¢. John often kisses Mary.
d. * Jean souvent embrasse Marie.
(10) a. Heis seldom satisfied.
b. Il est rarement satisfait.

(Pollock 1989: 367-70)

The sentences in (5) show that while main verbs precede the negative element pas in
French (5b), this order is ungrammatical in English (5a). In (6) we see that while lexical

verbs cannot precede the subject (he) in English questions (6a), this order 14 perfectly
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grammatical for pronominal (but not lexical) subjects in French (6b). The sentences in (7)
and (8) show that aspectual verbs (a/has) on the other hand. can appear in those positions
in both French and English. In (9) we see that lexical verbs may not precede the adverb in
English (9a), while in French, this order is fine (9b). In English, the adverb must precede
the main verb as in (9¢), an order which 1s ungrammatical in French (9d). (10) shows that,

in contrast, the auxiliary verbs may surface pre-adverbially in both languages.

2.2.2 The analysis

Pollock proposcs that French and English share the following D-Structure.?

(11)

(NP)

\Y
Sy —

(adapted from Pollock 1989: 397)

3PP = Tense Phrase. the head of which 1s Tense (T); NegP = Negative Phrase, the head of which 15
Negative (Neg), AgrP = Agreement Phrase, the head of which 1s Agreement (Agr); VP = Verb Phrase, the
head ot which ts Verb (V); Ady = Adverb
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Under this analysis, INFL i English and French 1s actually composed ot two nodes
the Tense node, which heads the maximal projection Tense Phrase (TP) (previously 1)
and the Agreement node. the head of the maximal projection Agreement Phrase (Agrl?) A
third maximal projection, NegP, intervenes between these two in negative sentences.
Adverbs are base generated m an optional VP-imtial posttion Movement from V-position
into AGR (depicted by arrow [1] 1 (11)) 18 termed short movement by Paollock,
Movement that passes through AGR but continues on to the Tense node 1s called long,
movement (depicted by the combination of arrows [ Hand { 2] i (11)). In French, all fine
verbs must undergo long movement through AGR and into Tense, This fact accounts for
the data in (5) to (10). The (b) sentences n (5) to (%) and in (10) are grammatical simce the
finite verbs, both lexical (5b and 6b) and aspectual (7b, 8b and 0b), precede the negative
element, the adverb and the subject in questions, idicating that they have indeed moved
out of VP and into (AGR and) Tense (through Tense m the case ot questions). This
movement 1s obligatory as shown by the ungrammaticality ot (9d), in which the lexical
verb embrasse tollows the adverb, indicating that 1t has not raised out of 1ts VP (and hence
over the VP-imtial adverb). In English, only have and be undergo long movement in fimite
clauses, thus accounting for the data in (1) and (2). Simuilarly, the ungrammaticality of
(5a), (6a) and (9a). in which a lexical verb precedes the negative element, the subject in
questions and the adverb, proves that movement of lexical verbs 15 torbidden  1exical
verbs must remain in their VP (and hence, follow negatives and adverbs) m bnglhsh
sentences (9¢). Sentences (7a), (8a) and (10a) are grammatical since have and be are,
exceptionally, subject to long rovement.

In this thesis, the crucial contrasts are those depicted in (9). Due to the obligatoriness
of iinite verb movement in French, main verbs 1in SVO sentences must precede the adverb
in French (9b), while in English, that order is forbidden (9a). On the other hand, given
that verbs remain in their VPs, adverbs must precede lexical verbs in knghsh sentences

(9c¢), while in French, this order 1s ungrammatical (9d).
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2.2.3 The data: nonfinite verbs

In French infimtival clauses, only avoir and éire may undergo movement (through

AGR) to Tense  Lexical verbs may not move past AGR. They may, however, surface

pre-adverbially in AGR position. These facts are depicted n (12).

(12) a.

&

N'étre pas heureux est une condition pour écrire des romans.

"To be not happy is a prerequistte for writing novels.”

Ne sembler pas heurcux est une condition pour écrire des romans.

"To seem not happy 1s a prerequisite for writing novels."

N'avoir pas eu d'enfance heureuse est une condition pour écrire des
romans.

“T»> have not had a happy childhood is a prerequisite for writing novels."
Ne posséder pas de voiture en banlieue rend la vie difficile.

"To own not a car in the suburbs makes life difficult.”

A peine parler 1'italien apres cinq ans d'étude dénote un manque de don

pour les langues.

to hardly speak Itahan after five years of study denotes a lack of gift for
languages

"To hardly speak Italian after five years of hard work means you lack a gift
for languages.”

Parler & peine l'italien apres cinq ans d'étude dénote un manque de don pour
les langues.

to speak hardly [tahar after five years of study denotes a lack of gift for
languages

“To speak hardly Italian after five years of hard work means you lack a gift

for languages.” (Pollock 1989: 373-378)



(12a) to (12d) show that while the auxtharies (12a and ¢) can appear pre-negatnvely
(and hence 1n Tense posttion), lexical verbs (12b and d) cannot raise to Tense (and past the
negative element pas) 1n infinitival clauses. On the other hand, lexical verbs can precede
adverbs (12f); theretore. short movement (to AGR) must be possible. In Eaghish, Pollock
claims. long movement (entailing movement through AGR) of have and be 1s possible?

while even short movement s not permitted for lexical verbs as the sentences i (13) show.,

(13) a.  Not to be happy 15 a prerequisite for writing novels.
b. ? To be not happy 1s a prerequisite for writing novels.
c.  Not to have had a happy childhood 15 a prerequisite for writing novels.
d.(?) To have not had a happy childhood 1s a prerequisite tor writing novels,
e. * Toseem not happy ts a prerequisite for writing novels.
f. * To speak hardly [tahian atter five years of hard work means you lack a gilt
for languages.

(Pollock 1989: 376-382)

Have and be may appear both pre-negatively (13b and d) and post-negatively (13a and
c), indicating optional movement to Tense. Nonfinite lexical verbs, on the other hand, may
not precede adverbs or negatives in English, indicating that short (13f) and long (13¢)
movement are impossible for those verbs.

To recapitulate, the differing values of the verb movement parameter result in several
surface contrasts between French and English. All finite verbs and nonfinite avorr and étre

move (through AGR) to Tense 1n French, where they may precede the negative particle

4 The Judgements on (13b) and (13d) are not uncontroversial (see Tatndou 1990 568-9) Pollock justifies therr
acceptabhity by contrasting dubious judgements on those, with clear judgements of ungranunaticality on sentences
mvolving long movement of lexical verbs as below.

(1) *To seem not happy 1s a prerequisite tor writing novels (Pollo.k 1989 376)
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pas. fexical verbs in nonfinite clauses are subject to short movement n French - they may
surface pre-adverbially in AGR position  In Laglish, the aspectual verbs have and be (and
lexical have in British English) are subject to long movement 1n both finite and infinitival
clauses, where they may precede the negative particle not. On the other hand, both finite
and nontinite lexical verbs never undergo short or fong movement in English. and hence

they must surface following the negative particle not and adverbs in VP-imitial position.

2.2.4 The parameter

As mentioned above, French/English contrasts like those 1n (5) to (10) and (12) and
(13), are related to the strength of agreement in those languages, on Pollock's account.
The morphologically poor agreement of English retiects the fact that AGR 1s weak in
English. In contrast, French, with its morphologically richer agreement system, has strong
AGR. Pollock proposes a transparency/opacity parameter which states that weak AGR
(Englhish) 1s opaque o theta-role assignment, while strong AGR (French) is transparent to
theta-assignment. Within Pollock's framework, verb movement is a process of adjunction
whereby the V and AGR form an amalgamated element of the category AGR. Since weak
AGR blocks theta-role assignment, verbs which adjoin to AGR in English are unable to

assign their theta-roles, hence resulting in a violation of the Theta Criterion, which states:

Each argument bears one and only one theta-role, and each theta-role is assigned to
one and only one argument.

(Chomsky 1981: 36)

On the other hand. when AGR descends via affix movement to attach to the verb in
English, the resulting unit 15 of the category Verb. In this case then, opaque AGR does not

interfere with theta-assignment and no theta-violation has occurred. French AGR, being
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morphologically richer. 1s transparent to theta-assignment and hence a verb's theta-roles
can be assigned desprte its amalgamation with AGR tollowing moy ement,

The lexical restrictions observed in English and trench on fong movement i aintuitival
clauses are attributed to the assumption that {-tintte] tense (the detiming charactenstic of
infinstival clauses) 1s, Ithe weak AGR. also opaque to theta assignment.

These facts can account for the observed lexical restrictions on verb movement in
French and English. Recali that, mn English, only the aspectual verbs have and be (and

lexical have in British English) undergo long movement i tensed and untensed clauses. In

French, all verbs move (through AGR) to Tense in fimite clauses. while in mtimtival
clauses, only avoir and étre (and modals) are subject to long movement  Pollock accounts

for this fact by claiming that have/avoir and be/étre do not assign theta-roles.Y With these

verbs, therefore. opaque elements (weak AGR in Lnglish and |-finite] tense m both English
and French) have no theta-assignment to block and the resulting moved structures are well
formed.

As is evident in examples (5} to (10) above, the chorce of value on this single parameter
affects several aspects of word order in brench and English. The properties assocrated
with this parameter include negative placement, adverb placement and question formation.
French, with the transparent value of the parameter, permmts lexical verbs to move to 'Tense
(and AGR 1n infimtival clauses), thus main verbs precede the negative particle pas, VP-
initial adverbs and the subject in questions. Both fintte and nonfinite auxiliaries precede the
negative particle pas, VP-imtial adverbs and subjects i questions. lL:nghish, having the
opaque parameter value, forbids movement of lexical verbs in both tfinite and nfintival

clauses, hence main verbs may not precede the negative particle not, VP-tmtial adverbs and

5 Since certain uses of havelavoir and be/étre (1 e lexical have/avorr indicating possesston and exastential be/Ctre) are
not eastly dismissed as being non-theta-assigning, Pollock discusses the theta-assigning status of these verbs (and
modals) 1n scane detail (pp. 386-390). Since nothing crucial in our experiment hinges on explainimg the lexical
restrictiens on verb movement, it will not be discussed turther here
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the subject 1n questions  Auxthary verbs on the other hand. undergo ong movement in
tensed and untensed clauses in English. and hence may precede these elements.

For first language acquisition, the data required to set the correct value of this parameter
are simple and pervasive. ‘The child need only hear a mam verb (without an aspectual verb)
in a single finmite sentence containing a negative particle, a sentence mternal adverb or 1n
question torm, 1n order to determine the correct value of the verb movement parameter.
Since this data 1s available in common sentences containing a single main clause. there 1s no
reason to believe that this parameter 1s not set immediately upon (or very shortly after)
exposure to the langnage. Since the behaviour of aspectual verbs and lexical have/avoir 1s
identical tor both values of the parameter, 1t must be assumed that these verbs do not play a
role in the setting of this parameter. In English a single negative sentence or question
containing do-support, or an adverb preceding a main verb in a simple finite clause could
be sufficient evidence that verb movement 1s not permitted n English (and hence, that
Linglish agreement 15 opaque). In French, exposure to a single negative sentence or
question in which a lexical verb precedes the negative particle or subject, or to an adverb
tfollowing a main verb in a simple finite clause could trigger setting of the parameter to the
transparent value, hence allowing verb movement. Because the crucial data is so simple
and common for both values, there 1s no reason to assume that the child starts out with an
unmarhed value of the parameter which must later be reset. The child merely waits for the
crucial evidence, which due to its pervasiveness in the mput he or she must encounter
almost immediately, and sets the parameter accordingly.

For the purposes of this thesis, the correctness of Pollock's claim about the detailed
structure of INFIL., 15, 1n fact, orthogonal to the issues being discussed in this thesis.¢ The

verb movement parameter affects at least three aspects of word order in French and English

® Tudeed. Pollock's clam has recently been challenged by latndou (1990) who argues convincingly agamst the

existence of AgrP i baglish and French  Instances ot "short” movement, she claims, are actually related not to verb

mov ement, but to the syntactic behaviour of adverbs.
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- negative placement, (sentence internal) adverb placement and questton tormation In this
thests, we are focussing on the etfects ot the verb movement parameter on the position ot
adverbs 1n relation to lexical verbs i fimite clauses  In particular, we are concerned with
the distinction depicted by the sentences i (9) - Verb raising, obligatory i reach, results
in the surtace order Subject-Verb-Adverb-Object (hencetorth SVAOY - The adverb may not
precede the verb in French. Lnglish, permiting (and requiring) verb mos ement tor only

have and be. has sentences of the form Subject-Adverb-Verb Object thencetorth SAV), and

forbids the SVAO order of French. Whether the moved verb passes through two nodes
(AGR and Tense) 1 the course of 1ts movement. or moves directly into a simple INI
node 1s rrelevant - As soon as the verb raises out of tts VP, it must pass over the VI imitial
adverb positton. This ts the crucial aspect ot verb movement i this study. Where the verb
ends up once 1t leaves the VP and crosses the adverb position, will not attect our results
Here. we have pre.  red the syntax relevant to the structure investigated m the present
study. We have seen how differences in adverb placement between |rench and English
can be related to a single parameter ot UG and we have considered the type of evidence
which learners may use to set the verb movement parameter to the appropriate value. In the
next chapter, we consider 1ssues related to language learnability. We will introduce the
Uniqueness Principle, a learning principle proposed for L1 acquisttion, tocussing
particularly on the role of the Uniqueness Principle in the setting ot parameters, Ithe the

verb movement parameter, 1n L1 and 1.2 acquisition.
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Chapter 3 [ earnabihty and preemption

In addition to the restrictions imposed by UG on what 1s a possible language, certain
learming principles have also been proposed which aid the child in overcoming the logical
problem of language acquisition  These principles are contained 1in a module partially
separate from UG (Wexler and Manzine 1987), but which interacts with the principles of
language. ‘The learning module and UG are parts of a larger module which 1s specific to
language. Successtul language acquisition and usage depend on the interaction of the
subcomponents of this language module. The acquisition of parameter settings, for
example, depends on the interaction of the learming principles and parameters of UG
(Wexler and Mansimi 1987: 41). One learning principle which may come into play n
parameter setting, 1s the Subset Principle. Generally, the Subset Principle states that
"learning hypotheses are ordered 1n such a way that positive examples can disconfirm
them” (Berwick 1985: 23). In terms of parameter setting, the Subset Principle ensures that
given data compatible with two grammars, one of which generates a subset of the other, the
parameter setting generating the subset language will be adopted first by the child (p. 237).
By progressing in this manner, disconfirming positive evidence (1.e. sentences generated
by only the superset grammar) will be available if the most restrictive setting is incorrect.
When taced with a parameter of UG. then, the Subset Principle determines which of the
possible parameter settings is "most restrictive” (i.e. generates the subset grammar), and
hence constrains the order in which parameter settings will be adopted during the course of
acquisition,

Another principle proposed for the learning module is the Uniqueness Principle. In
general, the Uniqueness Principle is a one-to-one principle constraining form-meaning
mappings such that one meaning can be carried by just one form in a grammar. This

chapter will focus on the Uniqueness Principle and its role in L1 and L2 acquisition.




p——re

The Uniqueness Principle comes into play m situations whete the child hypothesizes an
mcorrect lexical or morphological torm or structure which has a grmmmatical connterpart
the target grammar. Assuming that negative evidence about the language is not available,
the child must overcome such nustakes on the basis of positiv e evidence alone (Ruthertord
1989: 443). Positive evidence for the grammatical torm s avadable v the input, henee s
acquisition does not pose a problem, rather the fearming problem here involves the loss of
the incorrect form from the child's grammar. There 1s apparently nothing i the nput
which could indicate to the child that the ungrammatical torm 1s not afso possible, and torce
its expunction from his or her grammar  Appdarently then, postive evidence alone 1y
insutficient to permit the child to overcome errors of this kind - The Umqueness Principle
has been proposed to address precisely such problems ot learnability.

One example of the child hypothesizing an incorrect torm is the extension of regular
inflectional morphology to irregular stems - resulting in the usage ot overregular past {ense
torms like hreaked and goed (Pinker 1986: 58). On the tace ot i, there 1s no posiive
evidence which could indicate to the child the ungrammaticahity of the overregular torm 1t
is simply non-occurring. That 1, if the child assumes that breaked 15 a possible form, there
is apparently nothing in the sentences the child hears to indicate that this 1s not the case. To
overcome this error, the overregularized forms must drop out of the child's grammar, thus
narrowing the scope of application of the morphological rule to only the target stems.
Since children do eventually work out the rule ot regular past in Enghsh, something,
bestdes negative evidence, must be permitting the child to restrict his or her overregular
grammar. The mechanism that ensures that the child overcomes such errors and eventually
arrives at the adult grammar 1s often called preemption (Pinker 1984, 1986; Berwick 1985;
Rutherford 1989),

Preemption has figured in several learning principles proposed tor 1.1 acquisition,
including the Principle of Contrast (Clark 1987), Unifunctionality (Slobin 1985), the

Principle of Competition (MacWhinney 1987) and the Uniqueness Principle (Wexler and
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Culicover 1980; Pinker 1984, 1986: Berwick 1985). In general. preemption ensures a
one to-one mapping such that a single meaning 1s mapped onto one morphological feature
or syntachc relationship. When two ditferent forms encoding the same meaning are n
conpetition, only onc can be retained  In this manner, the child can expunge the
iappropriate torm trom his or her grammar. Once he or she reahizes that two forms (1.e.
breaked/broke) are performimg the same function (1.e. breah + past tense). one of those
forms must be preempted (Rutherford 1989). It 1s assumed within the framework
discussed here that the form attested 1n the mput 1s the one that will be retained.

In this thesis, we will focus on preemption as instantiated by the Umiqueness Principle.
This chapter will review the role of preemption in 1.1 acquisition (Pinker 1984, 1986) -
particularly in parameter setting (Berwich 1985). We will also discuss a potential role for
preemption in SLA (Rutherford 1989), specifically, as regards parameter resetting and the

experimental study to be reported later.

J.1 The Umgqueness Principle

In 1ts onginal torm (Wexler and Culicover 1980), the Uniqueness Principle constrained
relationships between syntactic structures - namely, one deep structure was represented by
a single surface structure i the unmarked case. Two surface representations for a single
deep structure would only be tolerated by the learner if he or she consistently encountered
both in the mmput. This one-to-one mapping ensured that the meaning associated with a
particular deep structure could be unambiguously denived from its surface form.

The Umqueness Principle was later applied to other components of the grammar by
researchers lthe Roeper (1981) (who used 1t to account for the acquisition of
subcategorizations), Grimshaw (1981) (who appeals to it in thz expunction of
miscategorized lexical items) and Pinker (1984, 1986) who invokes Uniqueness in the

acquisition of aspects of the lexicon (syntactic categories of lexical items), morphology
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(inflectional morphemes) and syntax (phrase structure rules). In this chapter, we focus on
Pinker's formulation and apphcation of the Uniqueness Principle.

It has been proposed that children succeed in mastering their [ because they approach
the acquisition task conservatively - that is, they assume the most restrictive griimmar first
Only n the face of evidence in the input contradicting the narrowest grammar will the child
abandon it and adopt a less restrictive grammar. This conservative approach ensures that
during the course of acquisition, the child never creates @ grammar that 1s too general (1e
containing the grammatical as well as ungrammatical sentences of the target language), thus
obviating the need for negative evidence. By always assuming the narrowest grammar
compatible with the input, positive evidence 1s avatlable to discontirm incorrect torms

Pinker argues that this idealistic view of language acquisition simply cannot be
maintained 1n light of the developmental data. He discusses several examples of non
conservative learning (1.e. the applhication of regular rules ot morphology to irregular stems,
the miscategorization of lexical 1items). all of which result 1n iappropriate forms n the
child's grammar. In each case, Pinker appeals to Uniqueness tn overcoming the incorrect

grammar.

"The principle 1s that the need for negative evidence 1n language acquisttion can be
chmnated 1t the child knows that when he or she is daced with a set ot alternative
structures fulfiliimg the came tunction, only one of the structures is correct nless there is
direct evidence that mose than one s necessary  The phrases 'set of alternative structures,’
‘tulfilling the same tunction,’ and 'dinect evidence' are mtentionally vague, they must be
replaced with prease detinitions every tume [ appeal to some version of the prinaiple
Nonetheless, the principle, which allows the cinld o discard structures even when there is
no negative teedback indicating that they are ungrammatical, can be recognized in a

variety of gurses "

(Pinker 1984: 113)



On Pinker's account, only structures created by productive mechanisms are subject to
preemption. If a form 1s created productively by the child, and an alternative form bearing
the same meaning 1s heard in the input. the attested form will preempt the productively
created form and only one will be retained. However, if both forms occur 1n the input,
nesther 1s subject to preemption and both will be used by the child. Below, Pinker's appeal
to preemption in the expunction of overregularized morphological forms of the

breaked/broke vanety will be reviewcd.

3.1.1 Overregularizations

Consistent with his paradigmatic model of the acauisition of inflection, Pinker invokes
a version of preemption called the Unmque Entry Principle which stipulates that "no
complete set of grammatical feature values may be encoded by two or more distinct
morphemes” (Pinker 1984: 177). Within this framework, morphological features can be
represented in hoth word specific and general paradigms. In word specific paradigms,
every intlected form of a single word (or as many as are known by the learner) is listed
independently for cach grammatical person. In general paradigms on the other hand, only
the inflections (without a lexical stem) are hsted. For example. the word specific paradigm
for a verb would include the past tense form of that verb for each grammatical person (i.e.
Ist person looked. 2nd person looked etc.), while the general paradigm would list only the
regular past tense intlection (-ed).

The learner's productive use of inflectional morphology results from the application of
the affix histings of the gencral paradigm to a partially completed word specific paradigm to
fill out the rest of tts cells. It 1s precisely this procedure which resuits in the production of
overregulanzed past tense verb forms in the child's language (i.e. hreaked, goed).

According to Pinker, since this is a productive process, any form thus created is marked as
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preemptable and will be expunged tfrom the grammar upon exposure to a torm n the imput
competing for its cell in the paradigm. In this way. once the child hoars broAe and wenr,
the overregularized torm will be preen.pted from the paradigm. In cases where two forms
are possible in the adult language (1.e. dived/dove). neither will be marked as preemptable
and the child will retain both (Pinker 1984: 195%)

The Uniqueness Principle 1s thus crucial in overcomung errors of this sort. The child's
overapplication of the regular past tense rule results in a grammar that generates
ungrammatical. overregularized forms which are non-occurring in the adult grammar
Here, positive evidence dlone could not indicate to the learner that both forms (one created
through productive processes and the other attested 1n the mput) are not possible. The
Uniqueness Principle ensures that the overregular form 1s expunged from the child's

grammar, thus making 1t more target-like.

3.1.2 Domains of the Uniqueness Principle in L1 acquisition

A crucial issue regarding the Uniqueness Principle concerns the domains in which 1t
can be expected to hold. Pinker (1984) suggests several possibihities. If, as claimed by
some (Bolinger 1975), there 1s no true synonymy in languages, it can be assumed that the
child adheres to a semantically based Uniqueness Principle that holds in ail domams of the
grammar. On the other hand. Uniqueness may be instantiated ditferently in ditferent
components of the grammar - for example. playing a role 1in inflectional paradigms, but
saying nothing about alternative phrase structure expansions (Pinker 1984: 361). The child
may, then, come to the acquisition task expecting Uniqueness to apply in certain domains
and not others.

One area of the syntax in which the Uniqueness Principle and preemption have been
claimed to play a role 1in L1 acquisition 1s parameter setting.  Uniqueness was first

discussed in relation to parameter setting by Berwick (1985) who formulated the
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Uniqueness Principle as follows: "...if there are two or more alternative settings of a single
param-=ter, only one is permitted to survive” (p. 95).

Parameter settings are tnggered on the basis of sentences in the input. At least some of
the structures gencrated by one value of a parameter are incompatible with an alternate
value. This ensures that settings can be selected on the basis of positive evidence alone -
that is, upon hearing structures consistent with only one value of the parameter, the child
can adopt the appropriate value for the Janguage he or she is learning. In some cases,
however, the initial parameter setting 1s not correct for the language being learned. For
example, some parameters are assumed to have a "default” setting - a value preset by UG.
When this detault value 1s appropriate for the 1.1, 1t 1s maintained; however, in some cases,
the default value 1s different from the L1 parameter setting. Within Berwick's framework,
the parameter can be reset from the default to the L1 value through adherence to the
Uniqueness Principle, which restricts the number of settings that can be held for a single
parameter to one. On the basis of positive evidence consistent with a value other than the
default, the learner would deduce that an aiternate setting was appropriate for his or her
language. Since both settings cannot survive, one will be expunged. As above, the setting
(most frequently) consistent with the input is retained (Berwick 1985: 184). One example
of resetting of a parameter from the mappropriate default to the correct L1 value is provided

by Hyams (1986) who investigates the acquisition of the prodrop parameter.

1.2 Preemption and parameter setting in L1 acquisition

Hyams (1986) investigates the prodrop parameter in L1 acquisition.! The prodrop
parameter accounts for variation across languages as to the grammaticality of null subjects.
Languages hke Spanish and Italian (which have the |+prodrop| value of the parameter)

I "The prodrop parameter 1s also known as the null subjeact parameter (Rizz1 1982) and (in Hyams' terms) the
AG/PRO parameter



permit the omission of subject pronouns while in other languages, like English and German
(which have the |-prodrop| setting), explicit pronominal subjects are required.

Based on a crosslinguustic study of grammatical development (Enghsh/Itahan/German),
Hyams claims that all children start out with the default (| +prodrop]) value of this
parameter - an assumption that accounts for several charactenistics of the developing
grammars of native speakers of English (1.¢. the optional omission ot fexical subjects, the
absence of lexical expletives and the lack of modals and auxiliary he). Children carning
non-prodrop languages like English must reset this parameter to the [-prodrop] value.
Again, since negative evidence is not an option, the crucial data - that which tniggers a
change from the | +{ to the |-] value - must be readily available in the input. According to
Hyams, three structures could cause the child to become aware that | +prodrop| 1s the
incorrect value for English - 1) the usage of lexical expletives (which are obhigatorily absent
m Italian and Spanish); 2) referential pronouns used where they would be pragmatically
unnecessary in a | +prodrop| language; and 3) modals and auxitiaries used in sentence nutial
position in yes/no questions (forcing the |-prodrop] analysis which permaits elements in
INFL) (Hyams 1986: 108). The issue ot which of these eiements actually triggers the
switch 1s irrelevant to our discussion. What 15 crucial 1s that once the child has noticed the
relevant data (whatever it may bc), parameter resetting, through preemption of the default,
will occur. While the data relating directly to the null subject property s negative in nature
(i.e. the child would need to notice the absence of null subjects m Lnglish) positive
evidence relating to one of the other properties of the cluster (tor example, lexical
expletives) 1s suttficient to trigger resetting. Upon noticing the trniggernng data the child
would realize that the default settmig (] +prodrop]) ts incorrect for the language he or she 1s
learning and adopt the value compatible with his or her language

Since the Uniqueness Principle restricts to one the number of parameter settings which
can be maintained at a time, adoption of the setting compatible with the trniggenng data (|

prodrop|) would automatically force preemption of the default ([+prodrop]) value. This

_36-



predicts that once the child starts producing structures consistent with the new setting (i.e.
using lexical expletives), all the properties which cluster with the parameter should emerge
(1.e. the child should also start consistently providing lexical subjects, using modals and
auxiliaries etc.) indicating that the parameter has indeed been reset. The developmental data
reported by Hyams appear to support this prediction.

It appears, then, that parameter resetting in L.l acquisition proceeds, in some cases, on
the basis of preemption motivated by a formulation of the Uniqueness Principle which

permits just one parameter setting to be maintained at a time.

3.3 Preemption in SLA

To overcome the logical problem of language acquisition, the task of L1 acquisition is
assumed to be facilitated in two ways. Firstly, innate knowledge provided by UG limits
the types of information the child must derive from the input data. Secondly, access to
learming principles, like the Uniqueness Principle, ensures that the child avoids overgeneral
grammars and discovers the correct taiget grammar. Thus, the child can master the native
language without ever having recourse to negative evidence.

Given that the same logical problem 1s faced by 1.2 learners (as argued in chapter 2), it
15 reasonable to question whether the same sources of knowledge are available to the L2
learner. As ftor UG, it is assumed 1n this thesis that UG is available to 1.2 learners, but that
its functioning 1s affected by the L1. The question remains: Do L2 learners have access to
learning principles, like the Uniqueness Frinciple. which facihitate the task of language
acquisition? ‘The progressive development of interlanguage (IL) grammars towards the
target grammar - a process involving the replacement of ungrammatical forms 1n the IL by
thewr grammatical counterparts - seems to ichcate that some form of preemption does play a
role in I1. development. It 1s worth investigating, therefore, if and to what extent

preemption operates n SLA, whether it 1s motivated by comparable versions of
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Uniqueness, in what domains 1t applies etc. Formal investigation into the operation of
learning principles Itke Uniqueness in SLA can shed hight on all these issues This thesis
will investigate whether preemption operates in parameter setting m 1 2 asan | Eacquisttion.

While preemption n 1ts various torms has been discussed rather extensively inthe 1l
acquisition literature, 1t has largely been ignored in relation to ST A - the work of
Rutherford (1989), who discusses a potential role for preemption m adult ST A, being a

notable exception.

3.3.1 Rutherford (1989)

Any approach to learnability in SLLA must account not only tor competence which
extends beycad the input, but also for the consistent failure of 1.2 learners to achieve
native-like levels of attainment. In particular, the phenomenon of tossilization (cases where
the learner appears incapable of overcoming certain non-target forms) points to the tarlure
of preemption 1n SLA, in that the target form encountered in the input clearly tailbs to replace
the incorrect 1. form. Fossilization and the lower levels of competence attamed in STA 1n
general suggest that theories of learnability based on L.1 acquisition cannot be expected to
apply straightforwardly in SLA. If these learning principles are accessible at all to the 1.2
learner, some factor must be mterfering with their operation in SIL.A

Rutherford, refermng to Pinker's formulation of the Uniqueness Principle, states: "The
essence of Uniqueness then 1s the priority exerted by the input data over productive
mechanisms, where these two sources for grammatical entries have yielded competing
forms" (emphasis his) (Rutherford 1989 448). The crucial difterence between this
formulation, base< on L.1 acquisition, and Uniqueness as 1t must apply in ST A stems tfrom
the fact that in S1.A there are three rather than "two sources for grammatical entries” In
addition to the input and productive mechanisms based on the target grammar. 1.2 learners

can also generate productive forms through the application of rules ot the 1.1 grammar to
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the 1.2. It 1s an empirical question whether the input data will also exert priority over
productive forms created through such processes of L1 transfe:.

Previous knowledge of a language could also affect the operation of preemption in SLA
in other ways. In most versions of preemption proposed n the L1 hterature, it is the
learner's intolerance of synonymy which motivates restructuring of the grammar. Namely,
when the learner perceives two forms as bearing the same meaning, one of two thiags can
happen - cither one form 1s expunged from the learner's grammar, or the apparent violation
of the Uniqueness Principle triggers the search for other significant levels of meaning - that
is, intolerance of synonymy forces the child to search for other semantic features which
could distinguish the two forms. In SLA, on the other hand, the learner presumably
knows, on the basis of his or her L.1, that lexical synonyms and ambiguous sentences can
exist in languages. Perhaps then, this knowledge will lead to a tolerance of synonymy
such that the uniqueness of form-meaning mappings may no longer apply in the learner's
grammar. Similarly, the .cmantic divisions established for the L1 may also affect the
functioning of Uniqueness. Qver the course of L1 acquisition, the child has worked out
the semantc distinctions relevant for his or her language and the learner's "semantic space”
ts alrcady partitioned according to those teatures. lf the learner appeals to all available
sources of knowledge n analyzing the L2, these divisions will likely be transferred
(Ruthertord '989: 445). In this case. the 1.2 learner's expectations as to what aspects of
the grammar 1equire a unique representation may depend heavily on the semantic

chstinctions relevant to the L1,

3.3.2 Domains of the Umiqueness Principle in SLA

A precondition of the Uniqueness Principle is that in order for an inappropriate form to
be preempted. a corresponding, correct form must be present in the input. This condition

ts clearly met in cases involving, for example, inflectional morphology; however, 1n other
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areas of the grammar, particularly syntax. the situation 1s not so straghttorward
(Rutherford 1989: 444). Below we discuss two examples ot I1 development in which
preemption might play a role.

As in L1 acquisition, 1.2 learners sometimes productively apply regular intlectional
morphology to irregular stems, producing overregularized torms hke breaked and goed
(Dulay and Burt 1974).2 Presumably, L2 learners overcome this error in the same manner
as LI learners - namely, through preemption. Once the 1 2 learner becomes aware of the
irregular forms hroke and wenr in the mput, those torms could replace the overregular
forms n accordance with Umqueness. Since the overregularized torms result from
productive mechanisms for the 1.2 learner, as tor the 1.1 learner, (the |2 learner has
presumably never heard hrecked and goed 1n the 1.2 input), these torms could also be
considered preemptable. They could theretore be replaced by the attested, grammatical
forms.

The second example 1s taken from Rutherford (1989), who (based on work by Hilles
1986) discusses a potential role for preemption in parameter sctting.  Assuming the cluster
of properties proposed in Hyams' version ot the prodrop parameter, Hilles investigates the
resetting of the prodrop parameter by a twelve year old Spanish subject learming English.
This subject started out with the 1.1 value of the parameter. omitting lexical subjects and not
permitting modals or auxiliaries in INFL. Over the course ot grammatical development,
however, the parameter 1s reset te the English value, resulting in a corresponding decrease
in the usage of null subjects and the appearance of lexical material vn INFL. Hilles also
found a relationship between these changes and the emergence of expletives (the proposed
trigger) in the subject's speech. Of the switch 1n parameter values, Ruthertord states "One

could also say that an IL system ot modal representation ansing via productive rule (1. L1

T e

= Such overregulanization often follows a stage 1n which the learner appears to be using the irregular forms
correctly Here, we are discussing development tollowing this imtial period ot correct usage, when the
learner begins to overapply the rule tor regular past
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transfer) 1s preempted by another encountered via the English input data” (Rutherford 1989:
451). Once the subject analyzed data incompatiblc with the [+prodrop] setting, he was
forced to reset the parameter to the [-prodrop| value since both cannot be held

simultancously 1in his grammar.

3.4 Preemption and parameter setting in SLA

In section 3.2 we saw that in cases where the child first adopts a default setting
inappropniate to the language being learned in L1 acquisition, the parameter must be reset
upon exposure to the input data. According to Pinker, default settings constitute productive
mechamsms 1n 1.1 acquisttion, and hence are subject to preemption by settings instantiated
in the input data (Pinker 1986: 73-4). It is worth investigating whether parameter resetting
in SLA can also be approached 1n terms of preemption. Namely. are parameter settings
generated through productive mechamisms in SLA (i.e. transfer tfrom the L1) also
"precmptable”? According to Ruthertford, parameters are one domain in which preemption
may be found to apply. Citing work by Hilles (1986) (see section 3.3.2), Rutherford
suggests that i 1.2 as in L1 acquisttion, input data incompatible with the initial parameter
setting adopted for the 1.2 (often based on transfer of the L1 value) will force restructuring
of the 1. grammar and resetting ot the parameter. Again, this 1s based on the assumption
that once the contradictory data have been analyzed by the learner, the new setting will
preempt the old, since both cannct be held at the same time.

By their very nature, parameters provide a suitable testing ground for investigating the
role of preemption 1n SILA. Parameters link a cluster of properties such that a mimimal
amount of exposure to the input will lead to sctting or resetting of the parameter.
Furthermore, parameters function on the basis of positive evidence alone. Therefore, the
data required to set a parameter are readily available in the mput. For many parameters, at

least some of the structures generated by one setting will be incompatible with an alternate
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setting. This forces the learner to make a choice, since the mput data he or she 18 hearing
cannot be consistent with two values of a parameter. Morcover. it 1s tmplicttly assumed in
essentially all accounts of parameter setting in L.t acquisition that switching to the correct
value of a parameter (1n cases where an inappropnate value 1s adopted imtally) results trom
the preemption of the incorrect parameter setting by the correct one. ‘Theretore, since
preemption appears to be a notion fundamental to the effective operation of parameters in
L1 acquisition, it is aiso 4n area suitable for investigation in SLA.

In the last section of this chapter, we review the previous work on parameter resetting,
in SLA on which the experunental study reported in this thesis is based. In particular we
will briefly discuss White (1991a) which investigates the resetting of the parameter outhined

in Chapter 2 - the verb movement parameter.

3.5 White (1991a)

White (1991a) investigates the role of negative evidence in the resetting of the verb
movement parameter by French learners ot English. Briefly, the F-rench value of the verb
movement parameter requires that tinite verbs raise to Tense (via AGR), with the resalt that
SVAO 1s a possible order while SAV s ungrammatical. In Enghsh, on the other hand,
fimte lexical verbs cannot raise out of the VP - English, therefore, permits SAV and torbids
SVAQO structures. Based on the assumption that L.2 learners may adopt the 11 value of a
parameter as an imtial hypothesis about the 1.2, the resetting ot the verb movement
parameter could pose a problem for French learners of L:nghsh. 1Learners who adopt the
French value of the parameter, ungrammatically generating SVAO order in Lnghsh, may
have difficulty expunging this order from their [1. on the basis of positive evidence alone.
Because the SVAO order 1s non-occurring 1in English, there appears to be nothing in the

input which could indicate to the learner that SVAQ 1s ungrammatical. White assumes that

42



this 1s a case where positive evidence may be insutticient to trigger parameter resetting and
negative evidence may be required to induce the switch to the Enghish value.

White compares two groups of grade 5 and 6 students (aged 11-12 years) in intensive
English as a second language (ESL.) programmes in Québec. Canada. One group, the
adverb group, received two weeks of explicit instruction on adverb placement in English,
including exphcit positive and negative evidence on word order in English sentences
containing adverbs. The second group - the question group - received no instruction on
adverbs but were nstructed on question formation in English. It was assumed that this
group would recerve positive evidence concerning adverb placement in English through
naturahistic input i the classroom - an assumption which proved to be false and. ultimately,
motivated the present experimental study. In essence, what White set out to investigate is
whether exposure to posttive evidence alone (as provided to the question group) would
cause preemption of the L1 parameter setting in the L2, or whether negative evidence
would be necessary to cause preemption.

White found that both groups started out with the L1 parameter setting.?> Only the
group that received explicit instruction and negative evidence showed signs of having
replaced the 1.1 parameter setting with that of the L2.* The question group, which had
supposedly been exposed to positive evidence, did not show evidence of having preempted
the L1 value. However, as stated by White (below), any conclusions to be drawn from
this study concerning the role of positive and negative evidence in parameter setting must

be tentative since the nature of the evidence available to the question group 1s uncertain,

¥ Because the results trom these groups will be compared with the results trom the experimental group
trom the present <tudy (see chapter 4), only the general trends are mentioned here,

4 Schwartz and Gubala-Ryzak (1992) challenge this interpretation of White's results, proposing that the
behas tour of subjects in the adverb group actually results trom the conscious application ot a surtace pattern
taught i the classroom to the test sentences rather than a real change in the leamers’ grammars. This
nterpretation 1 discussed briefly insection 52
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"Two caveats are mn order here The fust concerns the question of whether appropriate
positive evidence was m tact avalable to the classes who were aot mstiucted i adverb
placement  Judgieg trom audio-tapes of the teachers and from classtoom obsery ations,
there 1s i fact very hittle occasion for spontaneous use of adverbs i nomal interactions
in a language classroom It ss possible that the ditterences between the groups are stmply
due to the tact that the adverb group got tar more exposuire to adverbs, and not to the tact
that this exposure included negative evidence  Thus, subjects i the question condition
might have tailed to leamn that SVAQ s ungranunatical because of lack of suitable
posttive mput rather than lack of negative mput This assue could be tested by adding g
class who are 'tlooded’ with appropoate positive mput, but no negative mput - A geaeral
lack ot approptiate positive input on adverb placement i the classtoomm may also cxplam
why the adverb group benetited trom mstruction evenn the case of SAV order, an order
which in principle should be tound m naturalistic input - Their instruction apparently was

providing them with positive mnput that would not otherwise have been readily avaitable ”

(White 199]a: 158)

White's study shows convincingly that the mstruction the adverb group received s
effective in helping learners master the ungrammaticality of SVAQO and the grammaticality
of SAV order in English; however, because the exact nature of the evidence available to the
question group ts unknown, this study on its own cannot distinguish whether negative
evidence or simply exposure was the key factor in accounting for the high levels attaied by
the adverb group. Is negative evidence crucial in learning the ungrammaticaiity ot SVAQO,
or did the adverb group outscore the question group stmply because the former had been
exposed to more adverbs 1n the input? Due to the rarity of adverbs in the input provided in
these intensive classrooms. it 1s not clear which conclusion should be drawn  "The question

left by White's study is this: If enough positive evidence were provided to the learners,

would 1t be sufficient to trigger resetting of the verb movement parameter?
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Restated in terms of preemption:  Is positive evidence from one aspect of a parameter
sufficient to motivate preemption of an incorrect setting which generates structures that are
non-occurring 1n the 1.2 input?  Based on the L1, francophone learners produce
ungrammatical SVAQO orders which are non-occurring in Enghsh. The grammars of
I'rench and Enghish torm intersecting sets in terms of adverb placement. ASVO and SVOA
are possible orders in both languages but only French permits the SVAO and only Enghish
the SAV order. If preemption is operative in L2 acquisition, then evidence for the
grammaticality of SAV (an order compatible with only the English seiting) will be sufficient
to cause the L:nglish parameter value to preempt that of the L1. However, if other factors
(1.c. knowledge of the L.1) interfere with preemption in L2 acquisition, positive evidence
will not be cnough. The research question that will be tested in this study, then, is the

following:

Will positive evidence alone be sufficient to preempt the L1 value of the verb
movement parameter, i.e. to allow subjects to learn that SVAQ is an impossible

order in English?



Chapter 4 Experimental study

This chapter reports on an experimental study of the resetting ot the verb movement
parameter by French speakers learning kEnghsh as a second language and mvestigates the
1ssues developed 1n the previous chapters - namely, the 1ole of preemption in parameter

resetting in SLA.

4.1 Rationale

We are interested in the operation ot preemption in the resetting ot the verb movement
parameter, where the L.1 value of the parameter generates structures which are non
occurring in the L2, The research question posed m section 3.6 above leads to two
possible predictions. If preemption 15 operative in 1.2 acquisttion, exposure to the SAV
order of English should be sufficient to trigger a switch to the Fnghlish value of the
parameter, leading learners to reject the SVAQO order which 1s not generated by the 'nglish
setting. If, on the other hand, knowledge of a .1 somehow interferes with the operation ot
preemption 1n SLA, or if transterred structures, unhhke structures resulting trom productive
mechamsms in L1 acquisition, are not "preemptable”, posiiive evidence relating to the SAV
order may not lead to resefting of the parameter and expunction of the 1.1 setting To test
these predictions, francophone learners of ESL. were exposed to positive evidence on
adverb placement 1n English - particelarly the SAV order  and their treatment of adverbs
before and after exposure were measured to determine if, indeed, preemption had taken

place.



4.2 Method

4.2.1 Subjects

‘The subjects for this experiment were grade S francophone students in intensive ESL
programmes n Québec, Canada. The intensive programme 15 offered to grades 5 and 6
students in many francophone schools throughout Québec. Students in this programme
undertake one year of intensive study which 1s divided into two major sessions. During
once half of the school year (approximately 5 months) the students are taught (1n Frenchj the
regular subject areas thay make up the grade 5 or 6 programme. Students spend the other
half of the school year 1n an intensive ESL classroom. This amounts in total to
approximately “ive hours of ESL instruction per day for a period of five months. These
classes, usually of about 30 students, are devoted entirely to the study of ESL. Instruction
is communicative m approach; therefore classroom activities, which focus on the use of
Linglish 1n context, encourage the students to interact with the teacher and with each other.
Form focussed instruction 1s not required or even encouraged, although the exact quantity
of focus on form varies according to the teacher. Upon entering these programmes,
students have had very little exposure to English apart from approximately two hours of
ESL. per week in grade 4 (the first year ESL 1s introduced 1in Québec schools). Generally,
they have very hittle contact with English outside the school setting. (For more information
on the intensive ESL programme, see Spada and Lightbown 1989.)

The expennmental group in this study - called the flood group - consisted of two grade 5
classes (n=58) (average age |1 years 2 months). For a two week period, these classes
were exposed to a tlood of input focussing on adverb placement through materials
developed specifically for this purpose. The group received no form-focussed instruction

or error correction on adverb placement 1in English. They simply heard adverbs used in
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context through a variety of classroom activities (see section 4.2.3 tor details of the
classroom matenals).

In order 10 ensure that the subjects were comparable in terms of therr overall exposure
to and knowledge of English, subjects completed a questionnarre to deternine the amount
of previous exposure to English, their hnowledge and usage of Lnghsh and thaeir
knowledge and usage of other languages besides English and French  Subjects who
learned English before French, as well as all bilingual subjects (r.e. subjects who spoke
French and any other language) were ehiminated trom the analysis. This resulted w the
exclusion of four subjects. leaving a total of 54 for the analysis.

Throughout section 4.4, the results from the expernmental group described above are
compared to those of the subjects reported 1in White (1991a). That study nvolved two
expertmental groups and a control group. The subjects in the expenimental groups were
also students in the same intensive ESL programmes as the subjects in the present study.
As mentioned in section 3.6, there was an "adverb group” (n=82), which received two
weeks of explicit instruction on adverb placement n Enghish, including positive and
negative evidence through form-focussed instruction and error correction. The second
group. called the question group (n=56), recerved no modified input on adverb placement
in English, but were instructed on question formation. They recetved no positive or
negative evidence which focussed on English adverbs. The controls were a group ol

monolingual native speakers of Enghsh n grades 4 and 5 (n=26).

4.2.2 Timetable and research design

As mentioned above, most children have had very hittle contact with E:nglish prior to
enrollment 1n the intensive programme. Their knowledge of Lnglish at the start of the
programme is, therefore, rudimentary. For this reason (and for the purposes of

comparability with the study by White 1991a), the period of intensive exposure to knglish
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adverbs was undertaken after the children had been in the programme for some time. On
the assumption that after several months of "full-time” ESL instruction the students would
be proficient enough to use the experimental matenals, the study was conducted nearly
three and a halt months nto the programme. A pretest was administered immediately
before the modified input matenials were introduced 1n the classroom (one class started
using the materials the afternoon of the testing and the other, the next day). The materials
were used tor a two week period, following which the students were post-tested to
determine whether the modified input had affected their behaviour on adverb placement in
any way. ‘This post-test was conducted the day after the input flood activities were
completed. A second post-test was admimstered exactly three weeks after the first, in order
to determine whether the effects measured at the first disappear immediately or endure 1n
the short term. [t should be noted that the present experiment differs in this respect from
the study by White (1991a), in which the second post-test was separated from the first by a
penod of five weehs. Ideally, for the purposes of comparison, the second post-test would
have followed the first by five weeks for this experimental group as well. Unfortunately,
this was imposuible, as the schools were closed for summer vacation at that time. As it
was, the second post-test was conducted 1n the last week of the school year, giving us a

maximum of three weehs between the two post-tests.

4.2.3 Classrcom matenals

The two participating teachers (both native speakers of English) were provided with a
set of materials developed specially for this experimental study (for a sample of some of the
classroom materials see appendix A). The activities described therein involved stories,
games and exercises designed to teach the meaning of the adverbs and to allow the students
to hear adverbs in context. The students were simply exposed to adverbs in the mput.

There was no explicit focus on the form of the sentences. The activities included, among
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other things, listening to stories and answering comprehension questions, tithing out
partially completed questionnarres, fitling in the missing word in a sentence, matching
sentences with the appropriate picture, ordering sentences to mahke a story, writing the
conclusion to a story, smging songs. reading poems, ete. all ot which provided the
students with positive evidcnee on knghsh adverbs without teaching the rules ot adverb
placement. The studeats had very little opportumity to manipulate the order ot adverbs,
since the adverbs were generally provided 1n the correct position in the sentences of the
activity. The matenials focussed on adverbs of trequency (re. ahvavy, wsuallvy and manner
(1.e. quietlvy, carefuily), appearing in all possible knglish orders, particularly SAV. As
much as possible, the adverbs were used i sentences 1n the simple present tense.
Although the spontaneous producticn ot adverbs was not discouraged. the matenials didn'l
leave much room for error on the part of the students
‘The materials were organized such that several activities (usually two) would be
completed every day for two weeks. The adverb activities were usually completed durnng,
the morning sesston 1n these classes. In total. students recerved approximatel v one hour of
intensive input on adverbs per day for ten school days (one class spent a total of
approximately 7!/> hours and the other 10 hours on the activitics)  Given the rarity of
adverbs 1n regular intensive classrooms (White 1991a), this resuited in quite intensive
exposure to adverbs over a relatively short penod - truly a tlood of input
The teachers who participated n this study were exphicitly asked not to correct errors in
adverb placement and not to teach the rules ot adverb placement in English.! so that the
students would not recerve negative evidence on the structure being tested  “The exposure
was to consist then of relatively naturahistic positive evidence only. In order to verity that
the activities were being carrted out as intended (1.e. that children were not receiving
negative evidence). the teachers v-ere asked to record what went on n the classroom while

I According to the teachers, the rules ot English adverb placement had not been taught i the Cassroom
prior to this experiment.
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the research study matenals were being used.” These cassettes indicated that, at least
during the class periods allocated for the experimenua! activities, the children were not
instructed on the rules of adverb placement in English and their errors in adverb usage were

not corrected.?

4.2.4 Testing matenals

The same tashs were admimistered at all three test sessions. (For the tests themselves
see appendix B.) These included three that were used 1n the previous study (grammaticality
Judgement tash, preference task and sentence manipulation task (White 1991a)), plus a new
task added specifically for the flood group (oral production task). The wntten tasks
(grammaticahity judgement and preference) were administered to the whole class at once.
In total, these ook approximately 45 minutes to complete. The other tasks (sentence
manipulation and oral production) were administered to each student individually in a room
separate trom the classroom. A tape recorder was set up in this room to record the
children’s responses on the oral production task. In total, the individual tasks took
approximately 3 hours for each class at each session (1.e. two researchers working 1 1/
hours each). For cach class. therefore. testing lasted approximately one morning session at
each test occasion.

A subset of the adverbs introduced during the period of intensive exposure was tested
in these tasks. They included four adverbs of manner (guickly, quietly, carefully, slowly)
and four of frequency (alwavs, usually, sometimes, often). The positions tested in the

tashs included SVAQO, SAVO., ASVO, SVOA. SVAPP ana SAVPP; where § = subject, V

~ While 1t would have been preterable. of course, to verity the classroom input for the whole two week
!‘wnml (and more bestdes), this was considered an unaceeptable imposition on the participating teachers.

tn approxumately 16 hours ot taping. there 1s a single instance where the teacher reacts to an error in
adverb placement  In this case, the teacher does not provide the correction but sumply repeats the child's
seitenice With question mnitonation The child then corrects himselt.
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= verb, O = object, A = adverb and PP = prepositional phrase. Phe tasks were aimed at the
subjects’ level of proficiency in terms of vocabulary and structures.

A standardized test of proficiency developed by the Mimistere d'lducation du Quebec
(MEQ) was completed by both classes approximately one week atter the tirst post-test.,
The MEQ test 1s an exercise of oral comprehension, dinng which students hsten to a series
of tape recorded questions and choose the correct response from several options This
evaluation is used to measure the level of overall proficiency ot these classes and to
determine whether they are comparable (o other grades S and 6 itensive classes

Several tashs werc administered at cach test session n the hope that such a vanety
would provide a clearer picture of the learners' true hinguistic competence  Fach of the
tasks 1s described below. The first three were taken directly trom the White (1991a) study
and were not altered 1n any way. Only the final task was developed specially tor the

present expeniment.

4.2.4.1 Grammaticality judgement tashk

The first task the children completed was a grammaticality judgement tash.  Fhis task
was a cartoon story told through the characters' speech and captions under cach picture.
Of the 33 sentences 1n the story, 16 involved adverb placement. and ot those. tour
contained adverbs 1in ungrammatical SVAO position.  Subjects were told to "hix”
ungrammatical sentences by circhng the word that was incorrect and drawing an arrow to
the position where 1t would appear 1in a grammatical sentence. Ten sentences were
grammatical and did not mvolve adverbs. [n additon, there were seven ungrammatical
distractor sentences scattered throughout the story which served to determine whether the
subjects were completing the task appropriately  Subjects who altered tewer than 3 of the
distractors did not receive a score for that session. since they appeared to be either

incapable of completing or simply not paying attention to the task. Their pertormance on
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the test sentences, theretore, would not be reveahing their true competence as regards
adverb placement. 'This resulted in the exclusion of 2 subjects at the pretest and at the first
post-test and 3 subjects at the second post-test.

‘This grammaticahty judgement task was chosen because the continuous story provided
a context in which the sentences could be judgea. As will be discussed below however
(see section 4.5.1), 115 likely that some of the alterations made by the subjects retlected
therr preferences rather than true judgements of ungrammaticalhity. There was a single
version of this task for all subjects. It was a written tash completed stimultaneously by the
whole class. The task tested six adverbs which appeared in several positions throughout

the story. They were usually, always, somenmes, carefully, quicklv and slowly.

4.2.4.2 Pretercence task

The second written task was the preference task. The child was presented with pairs of
sentences, differing only in the positioning of the adverb. The student had to indicate
whether both sentences were correct, whether only one was correct. whether both were

mcorrect, or that he or she didn't know by circling the appropriate response, as in the

example.
¢ a. Anna drives her new car carefully.
b. Anna drives carefully her new car.
only ais right only b 1s nght both right both wrong don't know

There were two versions of this task containing different pairs of sentences - the same
adverb positions were compared in each version. There was, therefore, an A vers.on and a
B version of the tash, cach with different pairs of sentences but both testing the subject on

32 pairs. In addition, the sentences of both the A and B versions appeared 1n two orders.
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For example, test Al had the version A sentences ordered trom #1 to #32, while test A2
would present the sentences of the A version m the reverse order (from #32 to #1). These
vanations ot the task were origmally propesed in the Whie (19914) study to reduce
possible ettects tor version and order  As no such ettects were tound in that study. the
versions and orders were rancomly assigned to the two classes i the present expeniment.

This tash was chosen because it presented the structure to be tested (adverb positions)
1n a context where it was the only feature distinguishing the two sentences and hence, the
only feature being judged. F-urthermore, since this task allowed for the grammaticahty of
both sentences in the pair. 1t helps to explicitly distinguish the subjects' judgements of
grammaticality trom their preterences. That 1s, on this task the subject was not torced 1o
end up producing or accepting just ore adverb position (as on the grammaticality judgement
and oral production tashs). This task allowed tor the possibility that several positions
could be correct and in so doing, ehicited not preferences for one order over another, but
Judgements of grammaticality on all possible orders.

28 ot the sentence pairs on this task tested adverb placement. Al test adverbs and all
positions were tested tn these sentences. ‘The other four pairs contamed distractor
sentences which indicated whether subjects were paying attention to the task at hand. Only
one subject was found to have 4 strong response bias (choosing almost exclusively the

"both right" response) and he has been excluded from analysis at all sessions.

4.2.4.3 Sentence manipulation task

The first individual task completed by the subjects was the sentence manipulation task.
For this task. the subject was handed a set of cards. each contaiming a word. '1he words in
each set formed « sentence containing an adverp. The child had to make as many
grammatical sentences as he or she could using a1l the cards in the set As each order was

laid out by the child, it was recorded on a response sheet by the rescarcher  When the
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subject could make no more grammatical sentences, he or she was given a new set of
cards. bach child mampulated four sentences in this manner.

This task was chosen because 1t torces the child to lay out all the orders he or she
considers grammatical, and hence provides a good view not only of his or her preferences
but also of his or her judgements of grammaticality.

There were two versions of this task, each contamning four sentences. Each test adverb
appeared in one sentence. ‘Three of the sentences contained transitive verbs with a direct
object and one contained an intransitive verb with a prepositional phrase. Subjects were
assigned randomly to the A or B version of the tash. It took the children approximately 5-

10 minutes to mantpulate all tour sentences.

4.2.4.4 Oral production task

The second individual task that the subjects completed was the oral production task.
This task, developed specially for this study, attempted to get the children to produce
adverbs m a less conscious manner. It was hoped that by pressuring the students to
perform orally, they would have less time to think about their responses than in the wrnitten
and mampulation tashs. In this way. we hoped to tap the subjects' true linguistic
competence. Whether or not this goal was achieved 15, [ think. debatable.

Lach child was handed a cartoon picture on which was wnitten an adverb. The child
was told o create a sentence describing the picture using the word. Although this method
18 not entirely spontaneous, 1t was considered appropriate given the tact that it 1s extremely
difficult to ehicit adverbs spontaneously. Often, the meaning of an adverb can be expressed
by a prepositional phrase or other structure. and adverbs can quite easily be circumvented
in normal speech (as their rarity in the classroom input seems to support (White 1991a)).
In any case. as we were particularly interested 1n the posirion of the adverb in the sentence,

providing the word itself would not seriously atfect the outcome of the task.
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The cartoon pictures were chosen to torce the usage of a direct object. so that the
adverb would be tested in an SVO sentence. There were two versions of this task, cach
containing tour sentences. bach version tested two adverbs ot manner and two ot
frequency. In total. then. all eight test adverbs were imcluded i this task - Chiddren were
assigned randomly to version A or B. At the pretest, a sigmticant ditterence in SVAQ
scores was found between the A and B versions ot the task (that 1s, subjects with the B
verston of the task used SVAO significantly more often than those with the A version at the
pretest). This ditference disappeared at the post-tests after the subjects had encountered the
adverbs in the classroom. There was no significant eftect for version on SAV scores at any
session.

It was expected that this tash would be quite difficult tor these subjects, particularly at
the pretest before they had encountered adverbs in class  Indeed. this fact 1s reflected
their behaviour and will be called upon to explam certain results discussed later (see section
4.5.3).

It 15 hoped that the variety of tasks described above provides tor an in depth view ot
how, precisely, the subjects are treating adverb placement, and hence ot the true state ol

their IL. grammars.

4.3 Flood Group results

Overall, the results reveal that the experimental group learns that SAV 13 a possible
order in Enghish but does not learn that SVAQO 15 ungrammatical. Fach subject received two
scores on each task at each session - an SVAQ error score representing therr usage of the
impossible Subject-Verb-Adverb-Object order and an SAV score representing their usage
of the grammatical Subject-Adverb-Verb order. (The SAV and SVAQO scores tor cach
subject on each task are histed i appendix C.) The details of the calculation of these scores

for each task are described in the subsections below. Since there were no signiticant




differences between the two classes making up the experimental group on any task at any
session, therr results are presented together as the flood group.

In the following section, we compare the overall proficiency of the flood group to the
adverb and question groups trom the White (1991a) study. as well as many other intensive
classes, as measured by the MEQ test of Enghish profictency. The results trom the tlood
group on cach of the four experimental tasks will then be presented. In section 4.4, they
will be compared to those of the experimental and control groups from White (1991a).
Finally, in section 4.5, we will show how the results on certain tasks (particularly, the
grammaticality judgement task) may be hinked to shifts in learner preferences rather than

true changes in hnguistic competence.

4.3.1 MEQ test

The scores of the flood group on the MEQ test of English proficiency fall well within
the normal range for students 1n these intensive programmes. In total, the two classes
mahing up the flood group differ significantly from only 6 of 59 other intensive classes
available for comparison - the mean scores of the experimental classes falling midway
between the highest and lowest reported means.* The flood group's mean score was 629,
The flood group's scores were also compared to those of the experimental groups from the
previous study (White 1991a) on the MEQ test. Overall, the difference between the group
test scores was significant (B(2, 165) = 13.27, p = 0.0001). Post-hoc Scheffé tests (p <
0.05) show that the flood group did not differ significantly irom the adverb group (average

score 39%), but did score significantly lower than the question group (average score 75%).

4 The seores trom tour tuitngual students who were later elinunated trom the experimental results are
included m the mean MEQ scores
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The question group was a grade 6 class. The two classes i the flood group, both grade S

classes. did not differ significantly trom each other on the MEQ test.
4.3.2 Grammaticahty judgement tash

The SVAO score on the grammaticality judgement task was calculated by adding the
number of sentences which the subject changed to the ungrammatical SVAO order and the
number of SVAOQ sentences in the text which the subject did not change. 'The maximum
possible SVAO «core 15 16, as 16 sentences contained adverbs 1 the cartoon tash,
however, individual scores are generally below this since the adverb could be moved to
several other positions as well as to the incorrect SVAQ.

The second score calculated for cach subject on this task was an SAV score,
representing the number of sentences which the subject changed to SAV order plus the
number of SAV sentences 1n the text which the subject left unchanged  Again, the

maximum posstble score 15 16. The tlood group's mean scores are presented i igure |

Figure 1 Grammaticality judgement tash mean scores - flood group
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On the pretest, the Nood group achieves an average SVAO score of 3.37. Ths falls to
2.10 at the first post-test and stays at that level at the second post-test (average score 2.04).
Analysis of vanance (repeated measures) shows a signitficant eftect for test session for the
tlood group scores (F(2, 47) = 19.83, p = 0.0001). Post-hoc Schefté tests (p < 0.05)
show that the drop 1n usage between pretest and first post-test 15 significant, while the
shight decrease between the first and second post-tests 1s not.

The average SAV score for the tlood group at the pretest 1s 3.15. This nises to 5.84 at
the tirst post-test and 6.16 at the second post-test. ANOVA (repeated measures) shows a
significant etfect for test session for the flood group's scores (F(2. 47) = 32.62.p =
0.0001). Post-hoc Scheffé tests (p < 0.05) indicate that the increase trom pre- to first post-
test 15 significant, while the change from first to second post-test 1s not.

The results from the grammaticality judgement task indicate that exposure to the flood
ol mput causes the subjects to learn that SAV 15 a possible order 1n English, as indicated by
the significant increase in usage of SAV tollowing the period of exposure. While the input
flood does not teach learners that SVAO 15 ungrammatical in English (they still use SVAO
tollowing exposure), 1t does seem to affect their usage of this order on this task. In section
4.5.1, we will claim that this drop in SVAQO errors 1s hinked to the design of the task itself.
‘The changes in usage of both the SAV and the SVAQ orders on this task are maintamed for

at least three weeks tollowing exposure to the flood of input.

4.3.3 Preference task

The SVAQ score for this task was determined by examining responses to pairs of
sentences comparing an adverb in SVAQ position with an adverb 1n any other position.
The SVAQ score represented the number of times the subject preferred the sentence

contaimng the adverb i SVAQO position or selected a "both right” response. The




maximum possible score on this task 1s 12, since twelve of the pairs of sentences contaned
one sentence 1n SVAQ order.

The SAV scores for this task were determined by examining paus ot sentences
comparing an adverb in SAV position with an adverb i another position. The SAV score
was calculated by adding the number of times a subject preferred a sentence contamning an
adverb in SAV position or selected a "both nght” response.® The maximum score on this
task was 16, as there were 16 such pairs on the preference task.  The tlood group's mean

scores are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2 Preference task mean scores - tlood group
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The flood group attains SVAQ scores of 8.45 at the pretest. This talls to 7.44 at the

first post-test and rises again 0 8.31 at the second post-test. Analysis of variance (repeated

5 It should be noted that the SAV score does not always indicate error-tree usage T or example, selecting
the SAYV sentence as the only correct sentence would be an error it the other sentence was grammatical (1 ¢
in ASVO or SVOA order). Likewise, choosing a "both right” response would be an error if the othor order
was SVAO. Nonetheless, the SAV score on this task does provide an insight into whether or not the
subjects have learned that SAV 1s possible, regardless of their treatinent of the other orders
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measures) shows that there are po sigmficant effects for test session (F(2, 50) =298, p =
0.06).

Al the pretest, the flood group attains a mean SAV score of 6.59. This jumpsto 12.15
at the first post-test and increases again shghtly to 12.83 at the second post-test. ANCVA
(repeated measures) shows a significant effect tor test session (F(2, 50) = 84.14, p =
0.0001) Post-hoc Schetfé tests (p < 0.05) show that the increase between pre- and tirst
post-tests 1s signiticant, while the shght rise trom first to second post-tests 1s not.

The results on the preference task indicate that exposure to the intensive input results in
high levels of usage ot SAV, while usage of SVAO 15 not sigmificantly affected by the

tflood of input.

4.3.4 Sentence manipulation task

For this task, subjects received an SVAX score rather than an SVAQ score since one of
the tour sentences they manipulated contained a PP instead of an Object. For that sentence
SVAX would actually be a correct order. This score was calculated by adding the number
of times the child laid out a sentence in SVAX order. The maximum possible score was 4,
since cach subject manipulated four sentences.

The SAV scores on this task represent the number of sentences the child laid out in
SAV order Agam, the maximum possible score 1s 4. The mean scores for the flood group

are represented in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 Sentence mamipulation task mean scores - tlood group
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The mean SVAX score for the flood group stays near 3 across all sessions.  The tlood
group scores 3.07 at the pretest. This drops shightly 1o 2 70 at the tirst post test and rises
again to 3.10 at the second post-test  Post-hoc Schetté procedures (p < 0.05) show that
the changes from pre- to first post-test and trom tirst to second Post test are not
significant.©

At the pretest. the flood group's SAV scores average 1.83. This rises to 3 28 al the
first post-test and stays at that level (3.12) at the second post test. Analysis of varance
(repeated measures) shows that there 15 a signiticant etfect for test session tor the flood
group scores (F(2. 50) = 30.13, p = 0.0001). Post-hoc Schetté tests (p < (0 05) show that
the increase trom pre- to first post-test 1s signiticant, however there 1 no significant change
from first to second post-test.

Based on the assumption that the first order laid out in the manipulation tash represents
the subject’s preterred response, the flood group's preterences were also examined  These

are listed 1n Table | below.

6 ANOVA (repeated measures) shows that there 18 a signiticant eftect tor sesston (112,505 - 3 6% p-=
0.03). however, the Schette tests do not indicate stgnihicant ditterences between the test sesstons
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‘Table 1 Manipulation task - first responses 1n percentages  (total responses = 636)

Responses Pretest I'st post-test 2nd post-test
ASVX 2546 22.17 28.37
SAVX (RN 33.96 29.33
SVAX 36.57 25.94 25.48
SVXA 25.46 16.51 16.83

At the pretest, SVAX 1s the preferred order. accounting for almost 37% of the
responses At the first post-test SAV X becomes the preterred order, making up 34% of the
total responses. While the SAVX order 1s still preferred very shghtly. the responses at the
second post-test are distributed much more evenly. The SAVX order accounts for 29%
and the SVAX 25% ot tne total responses at that time. It 1s noteworthy that usage ot
SVAX as the preterred order never drops below 25% at any of the sessions. indicating that
the subjects have not learned that SVAX 15 ungrammatical in English

The results of the mamipulation tash again show that the input flood causes the subjects
to tearn that SAV s possible in English and does not permit them to learn that SV/.O 15
ungrammatical.  Analysis ot preferred responses on this task indicates that the group's
preference tor SAV order increases after the input tlood, but SVAX does not disappear

from the learners’ grammars - indeed 1t 15 preferred at least 25% ot the time at all sessions,

4.1.5 Oral production task

The SVAQ score tor this task represented the number of times the child produced an

SVAQ sentence.  The maximum possible score was 4, as each child had four pictures to

describe  The SAV score on this task represents the number of sentences the child



]

produces i SAV order. Again. the maximum possible score s 4. Mean scores on this

task are presented in kigure 4.

Figure 4 Oral production task mean scores - flood group
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At the pretest, the flood group attains mean SVAQ scores ot 0.59. This drops shghtly
at the first post-test to 0.36 and decreases turther at the second post test to O 31 Analysis
of vanance (repeated measures) shows that there 1s no sigmificant ettect tor test sessions tor
the flood group scores (F(2, 50) = 2 74, p = 0.07). indicating that therr usage ot SVAQO did
not change tollowing expor ure.

At the pretest, the tlood group achieves SAV scores of (L67 At the tirst post test, this
Jumps to 1.96 and stays at that level at the second post-test (1 94)  Analysis of variance
(repeated measures) shows that the difference among test sessions 1s significant (F(2,50) -
25.32, p = 0.0001). Post-hoc Schetté procedures (p < 005) show that the increase trom
pretest to first post-test 1s significant while there 1s no sigmificant change trom first to

second post-test.



According to the results of this task. exposure to a flood ot adverbs n the input causes
the usage of SAV toincrease but does not cause the SVAQO order to disappear. This
increase i SAV scores 1s maintained three weehs tollowing exposure. Of course, SVAO
was not used very frequently even at the pretest  Below we examine the percentage of
responses at cach test session, which are listed in Table 2

At the pretest, the inthial and final positions are the most trequent - cach accounting for
approximately 309% of total responses  The sentence internal adverb positions each account
for approximately 15% of the responses.” At the first and second post-tests, SAVO occurs
most frequently, accounting for almost 50% of total responses. The SVAO and SVOA
responses drop accordingly. while the adverb initial response remains close to 30% across
all three sessie s. These percentages differ trom those observed for the sentence
manipulation task. in which SVAO was preterred by all experimental groups at the pretest.
This observation 1s discussea turther below (section 4.5.3). where we will claim that this

difference relates to the ditticulty level of the oral production task,

Fable 2 Oral production task - responses 1n percentages (total responses = 636)

Responses Pretest I'st post-test 2nd post-test
ASVO 3148 26.89 31.73

SAVO 17.13 48.58 48.56
SVAQ 13.89 8.96 7.69

SVOA 27.32 14.15 12.02

" he pereentages do not add up to 100% on the pretest because some subjects produced ungrammatical
seifences which could not be coded as one ot the four orders discussed here
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4.3.6 Summary of results

In general then the tlood group learned that SAV 15 a possible order in Enghsh On all
tashs. their usage of SAV increased significantly tollowing the penod ot exposure and
stayed high three weeks later  The flood of positinve evidence dud not permit subjects to
learn that SVAQO 1s not grammatical in 1 nghsh, as indicated by the tact that they sull use
SVAQ following the period ot exposure There were decreases i usage of SVAO at the
first post-test on all tasks However. i two cases (the gramiaticabity judgement task and
the oral production task) these ettects can be linked to the design ot the task (tor discussion
see section 4.5 below) and in the other two cases (the preterence task and the sentence
manipulation tash) the etfects are verv weah - indeed they disappear just three weeks atter
the period of mtensive exposure

Of the subjects studied here. two appeared to have learned that SVAQO 15 an impossible
order 1n Enghsh tollowing the mput flood  These subjects started out using SVAO order at
the pretest at approximately the average levels reported tor the flood group  Howcever,
following the input tlood cach uses SVAQO on only one task (the pieference taskh) and at
only one test session (one subject gets an SVAQO score ot 4 at the tirst post test and the
other, a scorc of [ at the second post-test)  Generally, tollowing the mput tlood these two
subjects no longer use SVAQO order  The usage of SAV order by one ot these subjects also
mereases to extrernely hmgh levels (at or near the maximum possible SAV scores) tollowing
the input tflood  T'his subject appears then to have reset the verb movement parameter
While the other subject’s SAV scores also mcrease on all tasks® her SAV scores on the
post-tests do not approach the maximal scores. indicating that her grammar ditfers in some

way from that of the native speaker in terms of the verb movement parameter  According

8 On the cartoon tash. her SAV scores increase by only | from the pretest to the post-tests
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to the intormation gathered on the background questionnaires, neither of these subjects was
in any way exceptiondl in terms of their exposure to and usage of English.

Ovcerall then, the group results reported above are indicative ot the behaviour of
individual subjects  Of the 54 studied here, only two differ from the group means in that
they appear to have learned that SVAQ 15 impossible, and only one appears to have actually

resel the verb movement parameter.

4.4 Companson with other expernimental groups

In this section. the results of the tlood group discussed above will be compared to those
of the two experimental groups (the adverb group and the question group) of the White
(1991a) study. Overall, the flood group behaves like the adverb group as regards the usage

of SAV and like the question group on SVAQ orders.

4.4.1 Grammantcahity judgement tash

At the pretest, all expenimental groups attamed SV AQ scores between 3 and 4. The
native speaker controls almost never produce the SVAO order (average score 0.40). The
adverb group's error scores drop to native speaker levels at the tirst post-test (average score
0.5 and stay at this level at the second post-test (0.38). The question group's scores. on
the other hand. do not change, but remain at approximately 4 at all three test sessions. The
tlood group's usage of SVAO order drops from the pretest to the first post-test. There 1
no change trom the first to second post-tests. Figure 5 shows the mean SVAQ scores for

all groups.
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Figure § Grammaticahty judgement tash mean SVAQ error scores - all groups
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Analysis of vanance (repeated measures) shows that ditterences between the groups
(F(2. 120) = 39.21, p = 0.0001). the test sesstons (H(2, 12010 = 68 17, p = 0.0001) and
the interactior between group and session (B4, 1200 = 1984, p - 00001 are ali
significant. Post-hoc Schefté tests (p < 0 05) show that the tflood group does not ditfer
sigmficantly trom the question group (average score 4.13) or the adverb group (average
score 3.8) at the pretest. All groups score signiticantly above the control group {average
score (.4) at this time. At the tirst and second post-tests, the tlood group ditters
significantly from all the other groups, making signiticantly more SVAQ) cerrors than the
controls and the adverb group, but signiticantly fewer than the question group

The SAV scores for the three experimental groups are also simtlar (between Yand 39)
at the pretest. The control group attains mean scores ot 7 68 on this order At the first
post-test, the adverb group's usage of SAV rises to 6 68 and mcreases again shightly
between the first and second post-tests (to 7 8). The question group's usage ot SAV stays

approximately the same across the sessions (around 3.5). The tlood group's scores jump
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to nearly 6 at the tirst post-test and rise agatn shghtly at the second post-test (6.25). The

SAV scores for all groups at all sessions are shown in Fgure 6.

Figure 6 Grammaticality judgement tash mean SAV scores - all groups
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Analysis of vaniance (repeated measures) shows that differences for groups (F(2, 120)
= 1433, p = 0.000 D), sessions (1(2, 120) = 51.54, p = 0.0001) and interaction between
group and session (F(4, 120) = 9.54, p = 0.0001) are highly significant. Post-hoc Scheffé
procedures (p < 0.055 show that at the pretest. the flood group does not differ significantly
trom the other experimental groups but scores sigmificantly lower than the native speaker
controls. At the first post-test, the flood group does not differ significantly from the adverb
group but achieves sigmificantly lower SAV scores than the control group and sigmificantly
hgher scores than the question group. At the second post-test. the flond group's scores
rise again shghtly. “The score at this session 15 not signiticantly different from that of the
adverb group or the controls. Agam, the flood group uses SAV sigmificantly more often

than the question group at the second post-test.
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As far as the SVAO order 15 concerned, these results mdicate that, i contrast to the
form focussed instruction and negative evidence received by the adverb group, the mput
flood does not make the subjects realize that SYAO 1s not a possible order in Enghsh
Nevertheless, exposure to posttive evidence does affect the subjects’ usage of SVAQ order
on this task. since they do behave ditterently from the group who recened no moditied
input (the question group). The input flood appears to be as ettective as evplicit positive
and negative evidence 1n permutting the subjects to learn that SAV 1y a possible word order
i English. The flood group does not differ sigmiticantly from the adverb group on the

post-tests.

4.4.2 Preference task

At the pretest. all three experimental groups achieve mean SVAQ scores of around 8 on
the preterence task. As on the grammaticahity judgement tash, the controls almost never
accept the SVAO order on this task, attaiming an average score of approximately 0.7 The
adverb group's acceptance of SVAQ). on the other hand., drops dramatically atter instruction
to scores of approximately [.5. The question group's acceptance of SVAO mcreases
shghtly to scores of about 9 at the post-tests. The flood group's scores decrease shghtly to
approximately 7.5 a: the first post-test and go back up to 8.3 at the second post test These

scores are presented i bigure 7.
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Figure 7 Preference tash mean SVAQ error scores - all groups
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Analysis of vanance (repeated measures) shows highly significant ditferences among
experimental groups (12, 162) = 138.4. p = 0.0001). test session (F(2, 162) =728, p=
0.0001) and a highly significant interaction between groups and test sessions (F(4, 162) =
S6. p = 0.0001). Post-hoc Schetté procedures (p < 0.05) show that at the pretest. the
flood group does not behave significantly ditferently from the other expenmental groups.
but does score significantly above the control group. At the first and second post-tests the
tlood group makes significantl more SVAO errors than the control group and the adverb
group. The tlood group scores significantly lower than the question group on the first
post-test, but this ditference becomes non-significant at the second post-test.

All three expenimental groups have SAV scores of around 7 at the pretest. The control
group scores on average 15 on this task. The adverb group's scores increase from 7 to 14
at the first post-test and stay high at the second post-test. The questions group's acceptance
of SAV also increases at the first post-test to a mean of 9.4 and increases again to 10 at the

second post-test.  The flood group’s scores juinp to 12 at the first post-test and increase
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again shightly (to 12.83) at the second post-test. Figure 8 shows the SAV wcores tor all

groups.

Figure 8 Preference taskh mean SAV scores - all groups
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Analysis of varance (repeated measures) shows that the differences between groups
(F(2.162) = 129, p = 0.0001), and test sessions (F(2, 162) = 225.7. p = 00001) are
signiticant, as 1s the interaction between groups and test sesstons (L4, 162) 13.58. p
0.0001). Post-hoc Schefré tests (p < 0.0S) show that the tlood group does not behave
signiticantly differently trom the adverb and question groups at the pretest 'hey do score
sigmficantly below the controls. At the first post-test, the flood group scores significantly
lower than the adverb group and the control group At the second post test, these
differences become non-significant. At both sessions, the flood group scores signiticantly
higher than the question group.

To summarize, these results indicate once again that the put flood. unhke instruction,
does not teach learners that SVAQ 15 not possible in English. The flood group perterms at

or only shghtly better than the levels of the group who had received no modified input at




) all. However, the iput tlood results 1n an increase in usage ot SAV order which reaches

or s only shghtly lower than the levels of the instructed group and the controls.

4.4.3 Sentence manipulation task

On pretesting, the experimental groups attain SVAX scores of approximately 3 on the
sentence manipulation task. The control group only manipulated three of the test sentences
- all of which were SVO sentences  On those. they never lay out a sentence in SVAX
order. The Hood group's scores remain around 3 across the sessions, as do those of the
question group. ‘The adverb group. on the other hand, produces SVAX far less at the post-

tests, dropping to a mean score of 0.5. These scores (except the controls whose mean

score was () are presented in figure 9,

Figure 9 Sentence manipulation task mean SVAX scores - all groups
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Analysis of variance (repeated measures) shows that the differences between flood,

7 a

adverb and question group (F(2, 163) = 107.4, p = 0.0001) and test sessions (F(2, 163) =
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69.22, p = 0.0001) are highly significant, as s the mteraction between groups and test
sessions (F(4, 163) = 4598, p = 0.0001). Post-hoc Schetté procedures (p ~ 0 05) show
that the experimental groups do not difter sigmticantly at the pretest. At both the first and
second post-tests. the tflood group mahkes sigmficantly more SVAQ errors than the adverb
group, but does not differ significantly from the question group.

At the pretest, the mean SAV scores on this task are between 1.5 and 2 tor all
experimental groups. The mean scores ot all groups increase at the post test The tood
group's scores jump to over 3 at the first post-test and stay high at the second post-test
The adverb group's scores icrease to over 3.5 at the post-tests and the question group

attains scores of around 3 at both post-tests, These scores are depicted i Frgure 10,

Figure 10 Sentence manipulation tash mean SAV scores - all groups
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Analysis of variance (repeated measures) shows that the ditterences among adverb,
question and flood groups (F(2. 163) = 394, p = 0.02) and among test sessions (F(2,
163) = 140.5, p = 0.0001) as well as the interaction for groups and sessions (14, 163) -

' 7.54. p = 0.0001) are all sigmticant. Post-hoc Schetté procedures (p < 0 05) show that
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the groups do not ditter signiticantly at the pretest. I ihewise. at the first post-test the flood
group docs not ditter signiticantly from either the adverb group or the question group. At
the second post test. the flood group uses SAV signiticantly less otten than the adverb
group, but does not ditter significantly from the question group

Fable 3 shows that the first responses on this tash also indicate ditterences 1
preferences among the groups  The tlood group does not seem to have as strong a
preterence for SVAX at the pretest as the other experimental groups. for which SVAX
accounts for almost halt the responses. Also. the tlood group's preterences tor SAVX at
the first post-test (34%) are not quite as strong as the adverb group's (41% of responses)
and are only shghtly stronger than the question group's (23% ot responses) At the second
post-test, the tlood group's preterence tor SAVX (29%) 1 not as strong as that ot the
adverb group, where it accounts tor almost half the first responses.  The question group
has a stronger preterence tor SVAX (44%) and a weaker preterence tor SAVX (17%) than
the flood group at this tme

Exposure 10 the input tlood. then, appears to show learners that SAV s a possible
order; however, the flood group's preferences for SAV order are weaker and not a- long
lasting as those ot the mstructed group. They are. nevertheless. stronger than those of the
group who recerved no moditied input. Stlarly. the flood group preters the SVAX order
less often than the queston group at the post-tests, but, unhhe the adverb group who prefer
SVAX less thun 5% of the time, the order 1s still preferred by the flood group 25% of the

time atter the period of the input tlood.



Table 3 Manipulation task - tirst responses in percentages (total responses  approx 2382)

Pretest I'st post test 2nd post-test
Response Flood Adv&Ques Flood Adv  Ques Hlood  Adv - Ques Control
ASVX 25.46 13,66 22,2 425 202 284 371 208 02
SAVX ir 1148 40 406 225 293 485 174 551
SVAX 36.57 49.07 25.9 4.2 38.0 25.5 29 40 0.00
SVXA 25.46 26.09 16.5 127 193 e 114 179 14,7

The results of the manmpulation task show that the tlood group. hike the question group,
has not learned that SVAQO is impossible. Only the adverb group stops using SVAO at the
first post-test. Fxposure does cause the learners to ase SAV at fevels hike the adverb group,
however, the group who recenved no moditied input also attaimed ligh SAV scores What
these results show, in fact, 15 that the question group and the tHood group are laying out
hoth orders for most of the sentences they manipulate. indicating that the exposure has not

caused a change 1n the learner’s usage of SVAO on this tash.

4.4.4 Summary of resuits

These results indicate that even at the pretest subjects appear to be using both SAV and
SVAO orders to some degree. Exposure to the flood of positive evidence causes the
subjects to increase thetr usage ol SAV order. as indicated by the sipnithcant gains m SAV
scores on all tasks from pretest to first post-test. At the post tests, the flood group uses
SAV at or near the levels attained by the instructed adverb group and hygher than the
uninstructed question group.” bxposure to the input flood did not cause the learners to

realize that SVAQ 15 an impossible word order in Lnghsh. as indicated by their continued

9 On the mampulation task, this result 15 not as clear, since all groups achieve high scores on SAV
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usage ot SVAQ atter the peniod of exposure  Fhe flood group’s SVAO scores are always
significantly higher than those of the adverb group and nedr or shightly lower than those of
the uninstructed question group  The tlood group appears. then, to be using both SAV and
SVAO orders atter the period of exposure. and the input tlood appears to have been httle
more ettective than no moditied mput at helping the subjects fearn that SVAO 1s impossible
i Enghsh Nonetheless, there were shght decreases in SVAQO scores at the hirst post-test
on all tashs  In two cases (the sentence mantpulation task and the preterence task), the
decline was short hived  mdeed. 1t had disappeared just three weeks arter the period of
exposure. On the other tasks (the grammaticahity judgement tiask and the oral production
task), the decrease in SVAQ scores can be inked to the design of the task - namely that a
preference for SAV order tollowing the input flood resulted 1n a corresponding decline n
usage of SVAQ  Below, we take a closer look at the flood group's preferences and how

these might attect therr behaviour on certaim of the tasks.

4.5 Changes in competence versus changes in preferences

We begin by discussing the results of the grammaticabity judgement task (the only task
on which the drop in SVAQ scores between pretest and first post-test reached significance)
and showing how the interpretation suggested above 15 supported by results indicating a
shift m learners' preterences following the mput flood. as measured on the sentence

manmpulation tash.

4.5.1 Grammaticality judgement task

Recall that the grammaticality judgement task was a written task in the form of a cartoon
story. Of the 33 sentences in the story, 16 contained adverbs, some of which appeared 1n

meortect SVAQ position. The subjects had to correct the sentences they considered
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ungrammatical by drawing an arrow from the musplaced word 10 1ts proper position 1t
seems lihely. however, that the subjects did not complete thes tash exactly as miended o
example. they may not have "tived” only the sentences they considered ungrammatical, but
also sentences 1 which the adverb was not in thew preterred arder In other words, in
addition to moving adverbs from ungrammatical posttions, they may have moved adverbs
tiom posttions they considered granmumatical but which were not the "pretenied” position
Support for this interpretation comes from the patterns ot usage of SAV and SVAO orders
on the grammaticahty judgement task itselt, as well as a shittin preterences tound on the
sentence manipulation task

Brietly, the flood group's SVAQ «cores fell signihicantly trom pretest (337) to tirst
post-test (2.10) on the grammaticality judgement task and stayed approximately the same at
the second post-test (2045, Their SAV score was 3 15 at the pretest  This jumped to 5 84
at the first post-test and stayed around 6 at the second post test In general, scores tor
sentence internal adverb positions totalted 6 52 at the pretest (SAV and SVAO scores
combined). In other words, about 40 of the adverbs were moved o or left m sentence
internal position at that session At the post-tests, usage of sentence internal adverbs
mncreased shightly to a total ot about 8 that 15, about halt ot the adverbs i Jhe wext were
accepted or placed by the subjects in sentence internal postions - At the pretest. SVAQ and
SAYV orders each account tor about S04 of the adverbs that appear in sentence iternal
positions (51.2 and 48.3% respectively) At the tirst post test. however, these percentages
change to 26.5 for SVAQ and 73.6 tor SAV - What 1s noteworthy herel s that the SVAO
order has nor disappeared on this task - there has merely been a dechine moats usage
Because the SYAQ order does not disappear, I think that these results reveal ant that SVAO
1s being "unlearncd” by these subjects, but rather that an increased preference tor SAV
order after exposuic to the input tlood has resulted in g corresponding declime in SVAO
usage on this task There are a fixed number of sentences in this task, and hence. o tixed

number of changes to be made. Therefore, an increase in usage of one order must
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necessartly result in the dechine ot another order. It seems Likely. then. that the decrease in
the SVAQO oider (without its actual disappearance) results trom a heightened preterence tor
SAV atter the mout flood. rather than an actual rejection of SVAO. This interpretation 1s
supported by the subjects' behaviour on the sentence mampulation tash - a task which may

provide clearer isights into the learners' preferences.

4.5.2 Sentence manipulation tash

‘The sentence mampulation task was an individual test in which subjects had to form as
many sentences as possible (containing an adverb) with a single set of word cards. This
tash was specially designed to provide information not only on preferences. but by torcing
the child to lay out all possible orders, on implicit judgements of grammaticality as well,
Based on the assumption that the first order laid out by the child corresponds to their
preferred order. percentages ot first responses were calculated tor the flood group. Table

[, which hists tirst responses n percentages, 15 repeated below.,

Table 1 Manipulation task - first responses in percentages (total responses = 636)

Responses Pretest I'st post-test 2nd post-test
ASVX 25.46 22.17 28.37
SAVX 111 33.96 29.33
SVAX 36.57 25.94 25.48
SVXA 25.46 16.51 16.83

As these percentages indicate, SVAX s the preferred order at the pretest, making up

almost 37% of responses. SAV order accounts for only 11% of the first responses at this
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time.!9 At the post tests, preterences tor SVAN tall to 259 while the SAV order nises 1o
around 30%  What 1s noteworthy here is that usage of SAV as the tirst response increases
following the period ot mtensive exposure. Based on our assumptions, then. there s an
increase in preferences tor the SAV order atter the input tlood

These results support the interpretation proposed above tor the grammaticality
Judgement tash. The manmpulation task seems to mdicate that SAV 18 shghtly preterred
after the mput (lood ' SVAX. however. does not disappear i tact, s sull preternied
over 25% ot the time at both post-tests. These results suggest then that the grammaticality
judgement tash may indeed be reflecting preferences rather tnan judgements ot
grammaticality. I, in completing the grammaticality judgement task, subjects changed not
only ungrammatical but also grammatical but "non preferred” adverb positions, whe
significant dechne in usage ot SVAQO order can be related not to a rejection of SVAO, but

rather to a preference tor SAV

4.5.3 Oral production task

The same interpretation can be apphed to the oral production task, on which the dropin
SVAO scores was not significant. Recall that on the oral production task, subjects were
shown a picture on which was printed an adverb  They had to make up a sentence,
contamning the given word. to describe the prcture  In total cach subject produced tour
sentences, since each had tour pictures to describe. Here, the decrease in SVAO scores can
be linked to the design of the task. in much the same way as on the grammancality
judgement taskh. Once again, the subjects’ preferences for SAV order appeared to increase

following the mnput flood. Since the total number of sentences was fixed on this task, an

10 These percentages dre not strictly comparable with those on the grammatieality judgoment task siice
here tour orders are being mcluded m the Calculations while tor the grammaticahity judgement task only the
sentence internal (SAV and SVAQ) orders were taken mto consderation

TE At the tirst post test SAV s preferred more often than any other order, although this ettect seams o
disappedr by the second post-test
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increase in the usage of one order must result in the corresponding decrease of another
Here then, higher SAV scores on the post-tests would automatically result in the dechine of
scores tor the other orders  Indeed. as Table 2 (repeated below ) shows, usage ot all orders
other than SAV declined tollowing the input tlood.'> while usage ot SAV order jumps
from under 20% to nearly SO%  Again. it appears that this behaviour may be reflecting
preterences rather than judgements of grammaticahity.

I this s the case. however - that 1s, 1t the responses on the oral production task are
retlecting the children's preferences  then there 18 a striking discrepancy between the
responses on the oral production task and the first responses on the sentence manipulation
tash on the pretest  on the oral production task, the children do not seem to prefer SVAQ at
that sesston. A possible explanation tor this discrepancy. related to the difficulty level of

the oral production tash, is proposed below

‘Table 2 Oral production tash - responses in percentages (total responses = 636)

Responses Pretest 1st post-test 2nd post-test
ASVO 31.48 26.89 31.73
SAVO 17.13 48.58 48.56
SVAO 13.89 8.96 7.69

SVOA 27.32 14.15 12.02

As Tables | and 2 show, there are considerably fewer SVAO orders produced on the
oral production task at the pretest than on the sentence mantpulation task. Unlike the
manipulation task. the preferred order on the oral task at the pretest 1s ASVO, with the
adverb i mitial posttion. This 1s closely followed by SVOA order, in which the adverb

appears sentence finally. The sentence internal positions account for less than a third of the

Al . ~
L2 The decrease i ASVO order 1s wedker than the other orders and disappears by the second post-test
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total responses (31 %) at the pretest. while the peripheral adyerb postions account tor over
half (59%

As mentioned above (see section 4 24 Dt was expected that the subjects would have
ditficulty with this task at the pretest There were several reasons tor this Fastly, the
subjects had not been taught adverbs in the classtoom, theretore untamihanty with the
vocabulary could ause potential problems  Sccondly . unlike the others, this task imvolved
the creative production of a sentence by the subject Theretore, the chaldren were espected
to find this tash ditficulto m that they would hase to supply the words as well as position
the adverb  Fhirdly. bemg an oral task. the "pressure to perform™ would hikely be greater
on this task than on the others  a characteristic aggray ated tor some students by the tact
that thev were being taped

All these tactors were expected o merease the Trkelthood that students may have
difficulty with this tash e tact. we were expecting that it feast some students would not
be able to do the task at all betore they had tearned the adverb vocabulary m the classroom
Indeed. some ot the childien had great difticulty at the pretestoas evidenced by talse starts,
hestations. repetitons and ungrammantical vtterances. Overall however, most subjects
seemed capable of at least attempting a de criptive sentence e dithiculty we were
expecting at the pretest mantfested itselt inanother way  namely, the way the children went
about constructing therr sentences

The learners appear  be treating the task involved m this activity astwo distinct steps
first, creating a sentence to describe the prcture and second, placing the adverb  Subjects
who completed step one before step two ended up with the order SVOA where they tirst
construct a sentence for the picture and then add the wntien word onto their sentence
Subjects who completed the steps 1n the reverse order dealt with the written word first and
then created the sentence, resulting in the ASVO order. There was less ot an ettort at the
pretest to actually incorporate the word into the sentence, perhaps because the task was

already fairly complex for these learners. This strategy explains why the percentages of
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peripheral (ASVO/SVOA ) orders are rather high on this task at this session. Simularly, it
accounts tor why the learners don't start ott preterring SVAQO (e the 1] parameter
setting) on this tash. Once the learners are introduced to the adverbs in the classroom, this
discrepancy between the oral production and the sentence manipulation tasks disappears,

with the students preterring SAV order on both, !}

4.6 Conclusion

In sum, these results have shown that the tlood group increased therr usage of and
preterence tor the SAV order alter the mput tlood. but did not expunge the SVAQ order
trom their 1T, In the next chapter, we will consider the state of the learners’ grammars in
more detail and we will discuss the imphcations ot these results tor the 1ssues discussed in

the previous chapters, particularly, the role of preemption in parameter setting 1in SLA.

13 1t 1s not clear to me w hy preterences tor SVAO on the oral production task are lower than on the
sentence manipulation task at the post-tests,



Chapter § Discussion

The results presented in Chapter 4 suggest that the Hlood group did not reset the s erb
movement parameter to the Fnghsh value  In terms of the research question posed
section 3 6 (namety. will positive evidence alone be sutficient to preempt the 11 value of
the verb movement parameter?). these results suggest that, i this case, positinve evidence
was not suthcient to cause preemption ot the Ll parameter setting In this chapter, we

consider possible reasons tor the tarlure ot positive evidence i this case.

5.1 The learner's grammar

In considering the implications of these results, the tirst question which must be
addressed concerns the nature of the learners’ grammars atter the input tood
syntactically. how are adverbs bemng treated in the learners’ grammars”?  Their acceptance of
both SAV and SVAO orders, can be explamned in two ways  Firstly, the subjects may be
assuming that verb raising 15 optional 1n Fnghsh. Secondly, the subjects mity have
acquied a new position tor base generating adverbs  These possibihities are developed

below.

5.1.1 Optional verb movement

The first possible analysis is that verb movement is optional 1n the learner's grammar.

This 1s represented in (1),




(1

NP ia

Neg AgrP

e
not/pas /\

Af’ VP

(Adv) V'

—{2

\Y (NP)
HH—

According to this analysis, English finite verbs are acting in the learner's 1. hike non-
binite Bnghish auxihanes or nonfinite verbs in French, which may either move out of the VP
to surface in pre-adverbial position or remain in the VP where they appear after the adverb.
That 15, the movement depicted by arrows [ T and [ 2] above 1s considered a purely optional
movement ' How, then, must the learners be treating the verb movement parameter”? That
1s it movement 1s optional, allowing the child to produce both SVAO and SAV 1n a single
grammar, what value ot the parameter must the child have adopted?

1t s quite clear that 1f the child accepts the movement of finite verbs as optional.” he or
she has not adopted a single setting of the verb movement parameter. Rather, the subjects
appear to be using both values  In order to produce SVAO order the child must be
assunming that AGR s transparent, and hence. that lexical verbs can assign their theta roles
from within AGR (since otherwise the verb could not raise). The tlood group must then be
adopting this value of the parameter since they produce sentences in SVAO order. On the

other hand. to generate the SAV order. the child must be assuming that AGR 1s opaque and

! Agamn, whether the verb s moving through AGR to Tense (arrows [ 1] and [2]) or just to AGR (arrow [ | h
s not cructal bere Once the verb leaves its VP, st will surface betore the adverb, resulting 1n the SVAQ
order which s of mterest here

2 For mdependent reasons, the movement ot nontinite lexical verbs to AGR 1s optional i French.
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hence that lexical verbs cannot assign their theta roles tfrom within AGR (since otherwise
finite verb raising would be obhigatory as i French)  The 1lood group must also be
adopting this value ot the parameter since they produce SAV sentences as well The child
must be adopting the English parameter value i producing SAV order and the French m
producing SVAO order  Theretore, 1t the child thinks that finite verb movement 1y
optional, then both parameter settings must be activated i his or her grammar and
preemption is quite clearly not operating Betore discussig the imphcations of this, we

tum to a second possible syntactic representation i the chibd's grammar.

5.1.2 Pre-INF1. adverb position

There 1s another possible position for base generating adverbs i English between the

subject and INFL (Pollock 1989: 370, White 1991b: 357), represented n (2) below.

(2)
TP
NP
(Adv) T
T AgrP
AN
Agr vp

V‘/\NP)

2EY 1

This pre-INFI. adverb position 1s not available in French.  @heretore, the SAV
sentences the children produce could have the underlying representation in (2). where the

pre-verbal adverb 15 generated. not VP-imtially, but rather i the pre-INE-1. adverb position.
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Here, the surface order would stilt be SAVO despite the fact that verb raising has actually
occurred  that is, 11 the adverb 1s bemg base generated in the position between NP and T
(2). verb rinsing (depicied by arrows | i and |2} 11 (2)) could take place and the adverb
would sull surface pre verbally in the sentence. T earners may be generating SAV order by
base generating the adverb i the pre-INFL position and raising the tinite verb and
generating SVAQ order by penerating the adverb m the VP-imtial adverb position and
raising the verb out ot the VP and across that position. Our subjects may be generating
both orders., then, by retaining the L1 parameter setting. but by adding an extra underlying
adverb position i Fnglish

F'wo types of data could distinguish whether this representation s appropriate tor these
subjects Frstly i the adverb 1s generated in the pre-INEL position, then it should surface
before elements, ke modals, considered to be generated under the Tense node (Pollock
1989, 398). ‘Therefore. sentences like those 1in (3) would be evidence that the adverb

appears i pre-INFL (pre- Tense in Pollock's terms) position.

(3) Children often can't sleep on Christmas Eve,

Unfortunately, such data are not available from these subjects since such sentences
were not included 1 the tests and none were produced by the subjects during the oral
production task.

A second way to distinguish whether a pre-INFL adverb posttion 15 available 15 through
the production of sentences of the form SAVAQ, where the verb has quite clearly raised
over the second adverb as in French, yet there 15 still an adverb immediately following the
subject ot the sentence. One subject does produce this order on the oral production task at
the first post-test with the sentence "My dad and me always wash carefully the car.” This
sentence mdeed seems o ndicate that the pre-INEL position 1s available for this subject;

however, since thes order was produced by only one subject on only one sentence at only
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one test sesston, 1t 1s unclear whether this subject's behaviour s representative of the othet
subjects mn the flood group. Only turther testing for judgements ot grammatcality on
sentences ot this kind, plus sentences hhe those i (3) could clarty the ssue
If the pre-INEL analysis 1s correct. then these results tell us nothing about parameter
setting in .2 acquisition, except that resetting was not tnggered by the type ot input these
subjects reccived. Below we will consider several possible reasons why this input may not
have been sutficient
In both of the possible analyses presented above, the learners appear to have combined
elements trom the 11 and the L2 grammars. In the first case, they have adopied both the
LT and [ 2 settings for a single parameter and in the second, they have setaned the
setting but added an 1 2 position to the underlymg representation  In both cases. some
factor has prevented parameter resetting from taking place. We turn now to a consideration

of why parameter resetting did not operate properly i this case.

5.2 Imphcations

Assuming the first interpretation mentioned above - namely, that movement 1s optional
and hence two parameter settings are being held at once - there are several posaible reasons
why the parameter was not reset. Firstly. preemption may not operate tor parameter setting,
in L2 acquisition. Perhaps. as discussed in section 3 3 1, knowledge ot al I somehow
affects the application of the Uniqueness Principle resutting, tor example, in the acceptance
of more than one syntactic representation for a single meamng  In particular, perhaps
Berwick's formulation of Umiqueness no longer applies and theretore two parameter
settings can be held at aume  this interpretation 1s supported somewhat by other studies
which suggest that the Subset Principle (another learming prinaiple contained, ke
Uniqueness, i the partially independent "learning module”) also malfunctions tn SEA

(Zobl 1988, White 1989b). [t 1s also possible that, if preemption 1s ioperative, the faiture
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of parameter resetting here 15 linked to the nature of the mput provided. Winie (1991a) has
shown that learners who received negative and expheit positive evidence on the
impossibility of SVAO as a word order in tnghsh rejected that ordar tollowing
mstruction.’ The mput to which the flood group was exposed consisted solely ol relatively
naturalistic sentences contaming adverbs including positive evidence on the grammaticality
of the SAV order in English. Perhaps. 1t preemption 1s not tunctioming m 2 as m 1l
acquisttion, negative evidence 15 required to tngger parameter resetting 1o SEAL m cases
where the IL. contains 1ncorrect structures generated through Tl processes (.e SVAQO
order) which are non-occurring in the 1.2, 1t should be pomnted out here that tailure of the
learning principles. i.e. Uniqueness. does not suggest mnaccesstbihity of UG, since
parameter resetting may eventually be possible even without the constraints of the learning
principles, although the process will surely not be as efficient as i L1 acquisition,

A second related possit thty 1s that preemption 1s operative, but thai there s a period in
acquisition during which two parameter settings may be held in a single grammar. Berwick
for example. refers brietly to the possibiiity that tn the tace of "confusing” input data (1.e.
toprcahlized structures 1n the setting of the head-compiement parameter in English) two
settings may be mamntained while a choice 1s being made. He states: "When conthicting
values arise, the acquisition procedure appeals to the most frequently successiul parameter
setting. In effect, the system will carry along a dual grammar until one version or another
wins out” (Berwick 1985: 184). Recently, a sintlar proposal has been put forth by Vahan
(1990). Here, n the setting of the prodrop parameter, the child 1s considered to have
access to both values ot the parameter until one setting wins out on the basis ol the

distributional evidance in the mput the child hears.#

3 That these results actually represent changes i the learners’ inguistic competence has been challenged by
Schwartz and Gubala-Ryzak (1992) This claim as discussed briefly below

4 For a related, but ditterent, proposal concermng 1.2 acquisition see Cook (1991)
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Ihirdly, resetting may not have worked here because parameters of UG are no longer
operating in | 2 acquisiton.  These results have not shown, however, that resetting 1s
impossible, merely that it was not achieved on 7 e basts of th. input provided to these
subjects.  Other studies indicating eventual parameter resetting do not support this
interpretation (Hitles 1986, White 1988).

Finally, it has been claimed (latridou 1990) that adverb placement actually does not fail
under the domain of the verb movement parameter. Rather. patterns of adverb placement
are Imked to the positions avatlable for base generation and to the compatibility of adverbs
and other clements as members of a single constituent.  Of course, if this 1s the case,
parameter resetting has tailed because the structure ivestigated 1s not associated with a
parameter i the first place.

If the second syntactic interpretation proposed above is correct - namely, that the
subjects have retamned the 1.1 value of the parameter but have learned that English has an
additional pre-INIEJ. position for the base generation of adverbs - then, these results have
told us nothing about parameter resetting except that the input provided to the flood group
did not tngger it. It 1s worth considering why this might be the case.

Schwart7 and Gubala-Ryzak (1992) claim that the type of input provided in the original
study (Whiie 1991a) did not and 1n fact cannot be used by the language faculty, since the
type of knowledge which results from negative and explicit positive evidence cannot be
accessed by the grammar building mechanisms. According to Schwartz and Gubala-
Ryzak, only primary hinguistic data - that 1, sentences 1n the input  are accessible to UG.
‘The mput provided to the flood group in the present study consisted of mere exposure to
the language without negative evidence or mstruction. Nonetheless, this input did not
trigger parameter resetting. Perhaps some would argue that while the input did not include
explicit evidence, 1t 1s not truly "primary linguistic data” in that 1t was nonetheless provided
in a structured classroom setting. It may have been 1n some way "too conscious” to appeal

to the grammar burlding process. Again, it should be noted that during the input flood.
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adverbs were incorporated nto stories and games - as naturalistic ¥ manner as possible
(see appendix A), therefore 1 believe that such objections would be questionable 1w this
case.

There 15 one hnal possible interpretation of the results of this study which s that the
mput was merely msufticient. The results from the flood group show quite clearly that
SAV was learned by the students. It should be noted that on all the tasks, there wae also a
dip 1n the SVAOQ scores from the pretest to the first post-test These results could be
interpreted as indicating the beginimings ot a switch in parameter scttings  Perhaps, it could
be claimed. had the children been exposed to more mput. an eventual switch may have
occurred, as appears to be the case tor one of the subjects (see section 4.3.6)  Only turther
investigation, for example, providing naturalistic positive evidence on adverb placement for
a longer period of time, could clanfy this It should be noted that as it was. the input was
quite intense and provided, | believe, tar more mput on adverbs than would occur in
normal speech. It 15 highty unlikely that the learner would encounter adverbs with such
frequency in unmodified mput - a fact which could perhaps explamn why F'rench learners of

English have such difficulty with this aspect ot English grammar (White 1989b).

5.3. Conclusion

This study on the role of positive evidence in the resetting of the verb movement
parameter has shown that intensive positive evidence on one aspect ot the parameter was
not sufficient to trigger resetting to the L.2 value by these learners. Rather, these subjects
use orders consistent with both values ot the parameter following ¢xposure to the mput
flood. These results may have certatn imphcations tor approaches to learnability 1n SLA.
If, indeed, these subjects have adopted both values ot the verb movement parameter, then
preemption appears not to be operating as for L1 acquisition in this case, in that primary

linguistic data containing evidence for one value of the parameter does not automatically
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tnigger resetting 1o that value. It 1s possible, however, that these results captured the
learners' behaviour during a peniod 1n acquistion when both values of a parameter may be
adopted simultancously until one or the other wins out on the basis of distnbutional
evidence i the input (Berwick 1985, Vahan 1990). On the other hand. the flood group
may stmply have learned that Enghish has a pre-INF1. adverb position tor base generating
adverbs, in which case, contrary to | 1 acquisition, positive evidence in the input has not
affected §, rameter setting here at all.

Only further investigation focussing, for example, on the placement of adverbs n
sentences contatning modals as in (3), (in order to determine which of the syntactic
representations proposed above 15 correct for these subjects), or testing following a
prolonged period of exposure to the flood of input {in order to determine whether a single
paramecter sctting will eventually win out on the basis of input like that providec here) could

disambiguate the various interpretations proposed in this chapter.
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Appendin A Sample Classroom  Activities
(1h Questionnaire

My name
My partner

Do you make supper sometimes?
What do you usually cook?
Fusually cook

Do you often do the dishes at your house?
Who sually does the dishes at vour house?
_ usually does the dishes at my house.

Do you have an animal?
Who usually teeds it?
usually teeds it

Do youalways do your homework? __
Who helps you with your homework sometimes ?
e _ sometintes helps me with my homework
Do you ever wash the floor”?

What do you usually use to w ash the foor?

Lusuallyuse . towash the floor.
Does your mother otten tell you to clean your room”
Why do you sometimes torget to clean your room?
Sometimes, | forget to clean my room because

Do you ever cat wce-cream i the summer” _
What tlavour ice-cream do you usually buy?
luswallybuy . _ee-cream
Do you always cat everything on your plate?
What food do you never eat”

I never eat _

Do you ever play tennis?
What sport do you usually plav in the winter?
In the winter | usually .

Do you ever listen to music?
What kind of music do you never listen to?
I never histen to




(i1) Game

Fo the teacher

For this activity, the class should be divided into two teams  You have a set of numbered
index cards  On cach card 15 a scrambled word — You also have a hist of numbered
sentences which will serve as chies that only yeu may see Show cach team one card
hen read out the sentence clue that corresponds to that word - The team will have T nunute
(or less) to unscramble the word | or cach unserambled word. the team gets a point I

they can't unscramble it the other team gets a try and the point 11 they succeed
other team gets shown @ word, and so on

Fhe team that reache s 30 hirst wins.

I'hen the

Clues Cards

I When of's sunny. we olten gotothe _ ABCIH
2. Lilwavs send my tniend a - on her birthday DACR

3 When I'm tired | usually goto DRBI.

4 When [ goto the lake. Talways catch a lotol IHI' S

5 We otten buy for the car ASG

6. I the winter, I sometimes play ____ with my tnends. FCHYOK
7. When I'm m a rush, [ sometimes torget my KSYL.

8. When 1 hear a tunny johe, Falways HULAG
9. T usually cat three . aday AMIES
) When | play the drums, T always make alotot | SNIOFL.
Il A car asually has tour RTIES

12 In the spring. my father always plants ilowers in the ____ DGAENR
13 T always study alot ahen | have a SETT

I4. lottencat an _ with lundh GONARE
15, Tusually write witha ENP

16, Faiways use _ __ to wash my hands. ASQP
[7. AL Christmastime, my tamily always visits my NUTA
18. When I'm sich T usually vistt the CTROOD
19. In the morning. | always wash my _____ EACF
20, When there are no chairs, we sometimes siton the LLOROYF
21 Grasssusually GNERL
22, At the tarm, Tusually nide the SERHOS
23 T alwaysuse a ____ tocutmy steak. FIFNK
23 o the summer, Totten mow the WANI
25 Talways cat my cereal with KIMI.
26 ]I'coplc sometimes go towork by NARIT
27. When | go to the beach, T usu ally take a WOTELL
28. Falwaysbrush my __ atter Leat. LTTHL
20, We usuelly sitona IAHCR
JO. On nmice days we always _____the window. ENPO

31 When my mother sleeps. Tam always very TUIOL:
32 When | go to the beach. I always get __mn my shoes. NADS
3. botteneat ___ for breahtast ONABC
34 The teacher alw ays uses on the blackboard. KHACL
35, When we go camping., we often cook overa REIF

36. When Leat, loftenuse a KFRO
7.1 sometimes help my mother LlL.m the SUHOE
38. An 15 always surrounded by water. L.LDAISN
3. When it's w indy, 1 sometimes fly my TIEK

40. When 1 go to sleep, always turn oft the _ IGTLH
41 loften isten to _____ on the radio. SMUIC

-100-



74. In autumn, the leaves usually fall from the

75. My parents sometimes drink ___ with their meal.
76. When I'm on vacation, [ usually stay ma ____.
77. Lalways put _____on my hamburger,

78. My father otten ______ the house s the spring
79.1oftenrun ______ with my team.

80. In the morning. [ usually walk to _____.

. Animals often have a

3. I never _ to school when it rams
. I often wear a hat in the

.Cars usually driveona

. Falways get lots of
CTosually _ my bike to school.
Inever wear ___when I go swimming.
. When we play soccer. we always use a
- When I'm dirty Toftentakea

. When I'm hung-y. Falways __
doften play __ with my friends.

. Lalways brush my _____after I get up.
Joften histento . musie

.Totten eat a sandwich for

. In the winter, water otten turns to
CInever walk alone at

. When we go camping, we sometimes sleepma
. When 1 play tenmis, Fusually _ .

. Fsometimes do the ____atter supper.
dalwaysusea __ tosweep the tloor.
.Inever play inthe _____when it rains

dolten listento the

Talways put _on my trepch fries

. When | cook supper. Falways wearan

- When I need money. [ sometimes go tothe .
. In the winter, 1 rarely wear

Inthe summer, | never wear

. My doctor usually ashs about my

. Falways laugh when [ hear a tunny
. Loften go fishing at the _____

. The postman always brings the _
.Tusually eatlunchat ___

on my birthday.
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I ALT
LAWK

TLINRW

AROD
HTTGS
[1-DR
FLHOSS
I ABI

TABH

ETA
SMALG
RIHA
ALY

NI UHC
HIC
TIHGN
ENTT
NwI
SDSIHL:
MROBO
RPAK
OARDI
FAST
NPROA
KNRA
RSTHOS
LVOSLG
AHI HLLT
KJEO
KALI
IT.AM
ONON
ERES
WENI
THOHI
NONOIS
TPINAS
C'RESA
HOCOL'S




(iii) Story

To the teacher

Ghive cach child a copy of the kncyclopedia Brown story "The Case of the Hungry
Hitchhiker". Tell the children who Encyclopedia Brown 1s according to the following
description.

Encyclopedia Brown hives in Idaville. He 1s ten years old and he Iikes to solve mysteries.
Encyclopedia's tather 1s the Chief of police in Idaville. Everybody thinks that the police in
Idaville are the best in the world. But, Chiet Brown knows that it's Encyclopedia who
helps him solve the most difficult cases. They discuss the cases at dinner. and
Encyclopedia often solves them immediately. But no one else knows. Who would believe
itanyway'’

Read the story aloud and have them foliow along. Iollowing the reading. they should get
in pairs and try to solve the mystery. Ask the children to tell you their solutions, and then
read the real solution given below.

In the atternoons, Lincyclopedia Brown often went fishing with his friends. On
very hot evenings Chiet Brown sometimes drove by the river and gave Encyclopedia a nde
home. "This feels great,” said Encyclopedia happily as he got into the air-conditioned
control car one evening. "It's very hot.”

"It's minety three degrees," said his father.

Suddenly, a voice spoke loudly on the police radio. There had been a holdup at the
Royal Bank ten minutes ago. The four robbers had escaped 1n a blue car. The car was
goimng north quickly on the highway.

Encyclopedia’s father quickly called the police station.

“This 1s Chiet Brown,” he said carefully. "I'll go to the highway. Send cars four
and five out and call the other stations immedhately.” Chief Brown quickly turned the car
around.

Silently, Encyclopedia watched s father. He was smiling happily. He had never
chased robbers betore.

“"We won't see them,” said Chief Brown slowly. "They are moving too quickly. |
hope someone saw what road they took."

Chiel Brown drove carefully on the highway. Encyclopedia saw a hitchhiker
watting patiently for a nnde  He was a young man with a big bag.

"It the car came this way. that hitchhiker must have seen 1t!" cried Encyclopedia
loudly.

, "Maybe." answered Chief Brown. "It depends on how long he's been standing
there.”

Chief Brown stopped next to the hitchhiker.

"How long have you been waiing here?” he asked.

"About an hour,” answered the man caretully.

"Ind a blue car go quickly past?”

"Yes!" said the hutchhiker loudly. "It went that way. They were driving very
dangerously.”

"Get in," said Chief Brown quickly.

The man looked stlently at Chief Brown's umiform. "Why?" he asked nervously.
“Iy it tllegal to mtchhihe?”

"No. don't worry." said Chief Brown. "Would you know the car 1f you saw 1t?"

“Yes," said the man and he got quickly into the car. He slowly opened his bag.

"Would you hike an orange?” he asked Encyclopedia kindly. "Or some chocolate?"

"Some chocolate, please.” answered Encyclopedia.
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Encyclopedia took the chocolate bar from the man. He broke ott two pieces. ‘The
chocolate was very hard. He gave back the rest.

The hitchhiker put the candy 1in his bag. The man slowly began to eat ns orange.
He put his garbage carefully into & paper bag.

Encyclopedta ate the chocolate slowly. Suddenly, he was very scared. He slowly
took a pencil from his pocket. but he had no paper.

"Could I have some more chocolate?" ashed Encyclopedia nervously.

The hmitchhiker laughed quietly and gave Encyclopedia his chocolate bar

Encyclopedia ate the chocolate quickly. Slowly and carefully, he wrote on the
paper: Hitchhiker 1s robber. Then he silently put the paper near hus tather. Chiet Brown
looked at the paper quickly and continued driving.  Finally, they arnved at the police
station. Chief’ Brown slowly opened the car door.  Suddenly, he wds standing by the
hitchhiker's door. He carefully pointed his g gunat the ma.

"We missed your friends, but we've got you,” he said angily. "You're under
arrest!”

HOW DID ENCYCLOPEDIA KNOW THE HITCHHIKER WAS A
ROBBER?

SOLUTION

The hitchhiker made a mistake when he gave Encyclopedia the chocolate bar - The
chocolate was hard. But the man had said that he was waiting by the road for an hour on a
hot day when the temperature had reached 93 degrees The chocolate bar would have
melted in the heat. It would have been very sott. The hitchhiker lied because he was a
robber who was supposed to direct the police away trom the blue car. The man explamned
that he had kept the bag in the cool getaway car until the others left  The other robbers
were quickly arrested.

Adapted from:
Sobol, D. J. The Case of the Hungry Hitcnhiker, In Encyclopedia Brown and rhe Case of
rhe Secret Pirch. Bantam Books Inc., New York, 1978. pp. 32-38.
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(iv) Picture story
Put these pictures :n the correct order to tell a story.

ch

)
He quickly turned on the light. Happily, he went back upstairs. Frank woke up suddenly.
7
S
He got into bed. He opened the door nervously,

He saw a black cat outside the window. He opened the bedroom door carefully.

.,
A

Quickly, he put on his dressing gown. Sleepily, he turned off the light. He quickly went to sleep.

£0W

He went quietly downstairs,

l. 2. 3. 4. _ 5. _
. 6. 7. 8. 9 __ 10.
Adapted from:
Granger, C. Pla_ngames with English Book 2. Heinemann Educational Books, London,
1981. p. 9.
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Appendix B Tests

(i) Grammaticality judgement tash

GARFIELD AND JOHN USUALLY
VISIT CAMP GRIZZLY IN JULY.

d

WHEN THEY ARRIVE, JOHN PARKS
CAREFULLY THE CAR.

GRRR! I'M A WILD CAT!
I'M SLEEPING NOT IN A TENT!
ALWAYS WILD CATS SLEEP IN TREE

S.
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NOW WE CAN) g ¢ GARFIELD.

WE MUST PUT
UP THE TENT
BRING THF

THINGS FROM
THE CAR

JOHN UNPACKS THE CAR QUICKLY.




WORK, WORK., WORK
WHERES THE TV.?

.. BUT HE
REMEMBERED
MY LUNCH.

JOHXN FORGETS ALWAYS
THE IMPORTANT THINGS ..

- Pas?
PR 7 DRE

GARFIELD OPENS THE PICNIC BASKET
SLOWLY.

JOHN MAKES A GOOD LUNCH
SOMETIMES
IT'S A GOOD THING VERY I'M

HERE TO CHECK EVERYTHING |

'." (

\\

v
i\

r N
2| S = A\ % \\\:% A =
N ‘ . a\\\\\ N
| y \)
’: ) 1 i 9%
S St %’; 0%

LOOKS GARFIELD FOR JOHN,
HE CAREFULLY CLIMBS
INTO THE BASKET.
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rfJOH.\'. YOU DIDNT BRING
ENOUGH COOKIES!
GARFIELD,

YOU EAT TOO
MUCH ALWAYS.

LATER, GARFIELD LEAVES
SLOWLY THE CAR.

GARFIELD, PLEASE
GET WORMS MORE

QUICKLY, JOHN GIVES THE SHOVEL
TO GARFIELD.

WORMS” THATS
\\E\E(AT IDEA

I CATCH USUALLY THE WORMS
BUT FIRST I MUST REST.

GARFIELD HIDES CAREFULLY
IN A TREE TRUNK




GARFIELD, DO YOU
WANT SOME FISH”

LATER THAT AFTERNOON, JOHN
RETURNS SLOWLY TO THE CAMP.

o

SURE, BOSS
I WILL HELP YOU

HERE S WOOD
SOME MORE

|

GARFIZLD QUICKLY FINDS
WQoOD FOR TRHE FIRE
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YOU KNOW, CARFIELD,
BEAKS SOMETIMES VISIT
CAMP GRIZZLY TOO!

SUPPER AFTER. JOHN
TELLS A STORY,



(ii) Preference task Version A

1. a. Frank works at night ofien
b. Frank works often at night.

only a is right only b is right both right both wrong

2. a. The girl eats quickly the Big Mac.
b. The girl eats the Big Mac quickly.

only a is right only b is right both right both wrong

3 a. Lisa has a large very car.
b. Lisa has a large car very.

only a is right only b is right both right both wrong

4. a. The old man tells the story slowly.
b. The old man slowly tells the story.

only a is right only b is right both right both wrong

S. a. Mary quickly opens the letter.
b. Mary opens quickly the letter.

only a is right only b is right both right both wrong

6. a. Superman saves people always.
b. Superman saves always people.

only a is right only b is right both right both wrong
7. a. Robert carefully writes with his new pen.
b. Robert writes carefully with his new pen.

only a is right only b is right both right both wrong

19

Version Al

don’t know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know




8. a. Jill eats always at 6:00 P.M.
b. Jill eats at 6:00 P.M. always.

only a is right only b is right both right

9. a. Tne boys walk to school slowly.
b. The boys walk slowly to school.

only ais right only b is right both right

10. a. Sometimes Susan plays the piano.
b. Susan plays sometimes the piano.

only a is right only b is right both right

11.  a. Quickly the children leave the school.
b. The children leave quickly the school.

only ais right only b is right both right
12. a. Charles cuts carefully the paper.
b. Carefully Charles cuts the paper.
only ais right only b is right both right

i3.  a. Louise plays quietly with her doll.
b. Louise plays with her doll quietly.

only ais right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version Al

don’t know

don’t know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know




14.  a. The baby usually smiles at her mother.
b. The baby smiles usually at her mother.

only a is right only b is right both right

15.  a. Slowly the train leaves the station.
b. The train slowly leaves the station.

only a is right only b is right both right

16. a. Linda takes always the metro.
b. Linda always takes the metro.

only a is right only b is right both right

17.  a. Harry runs quickly to his house.
b. Harry quickly runs to his house.

only a is right only b is right both right

18.  a. Thestudents quietly write the test.
b. Quietly the students write the test.

only a is right only b is right both right

19.  a. Helen visits often her grandmother.

b. Helen visits her grandmother often.

only a is right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version Al

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know



20.  a. Tom to work drives a motorcycle.
b. Tom a motorcycle drives to work.

only a is right only b is right both right

21. a. David watches television sometimes.

b. David sometimes watches television.

only a is right only b is right both right

22. a. To visit New York John wants.

b. John wants to visit New York.

only a is right only b is right both right

23. a. Jack usually drinks Coke.
b. Jack drinks Coke usually.

only ais right only b is right both right

24. a. Alice brushes carefully her hair.
b. Alice carefully brushes her hair.
only ais right

only b is right both right

25.  a. Tony often forgets his homework.
b. Tony forgets often his homework.

only ais right only b is right both right
26.  a. Peter quietly closes the door.
b. Peter closes the door quietly.

only ais right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version A}

don't know

don't know

don't know

don’t know

don't know

don’t know

don't know



|
r
|
|
|

27.  a. Pierre speaks usually French.
b. Usually Pierre speaks French

only a is right only b is right both right

28.  a. Annadrives her new car carefully.

b. Anna drives carefully her new car.

only a is right only b is right both right

29. a. Oftern Mary loses her books.
b. Mary often loses her books.

only a is right only b is right both right

30.  a. Angela always washes the dishes.
b. Always Angela washes the dishes.

only a is right only b is right both right

31.  a. Carole hates the smell of cigarettes.
b. Carole the smell of cigarettes hates.

only a is right only bis right both right
32. a.Jane goes sometimes to the movies.

b. Jane sometimes goes to the movies.

only a is right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version Al

don't know

don’t know

don't know

don’t know

don't know

don’t know




2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

only a is right

only a is right

only a is right

only a is right

only a 1s right

Preference task Version B

a Children hate homework usually.
b Children hate usually homework

only b is right both right

a. Carole hates the smell of cigarettes
b. Carole the smell of cigareties hates.

only b is right both right

a. Harry runs to his house quickly.
b. Harry runs quickly to his house.

only b is right both right

a Jane goes 10 the movies sometimes.
b. Jane goes sometimes to the movies.

only b is right both right

a. The children leave the school quickly.
b The children quickly leave the school.

only b is right both right

a. The girls read the books quietly.
b The girls read quietly the books.

only ais right only b s right both right

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version Bl

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know




[N

7. a. Lisa has a large very car.
b. Lisa has a large car very.

only a is right only b is right both right

8. a. The old man slowly tells the story.
b. The old man tells slowly the story.

only a is right only b is right both right

9. a. Often Tony forgets his homework.
b. Tony forgets often his homework.

only a is right only b is right both right

10.  a. Louise quietly plays with her doll.
b. Louise plays quietly with her doll.

only a is right only b is right both right

I1.  a. Robert writes carefully with his new pen.
b. Robert writes with his new pen carefully.

only a is right only b is right both right

12.  a. Jill always eats at 6:00 P.M.

b. Jill eats always at 6:00 P.M.
only a is right only b is right both right

13. a. To visit New York John wants.

b. John wants to visit New York.

only a is right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version B

don't know

don’t know

don’t know

don’t know

don't know

don't know

don't know




14.  a. Slowly the train leaves the station.

b. The train leaves slowly the station.

only ais right only b is right both right

15.  a. Superman always saves people.
b. Superman saves people always

only a is right only b is right both right

16.  a. Quickly the girl eats the Big Mac.
b. The girl quickly eats the Big Mac.

only a is right only b is right both right

17.  a. Linda takes always the métro.
b. Always Linda takes the métro.

only ais right only b is right both right

18.  a. Charles carefully cuts the paper.
b. Carefully Charles cuts the paper.

only ais right only b is right both right

19.  a. Susan plays sometimes the piano.

b. Susan plays the piano sometimes.

only a is right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version Bl

den't know

don't know

don’t know

don’t know

don’t know

don’t know



20.  a. Mary loses her books often.
b. Mary often loses her books.

only ais right only b is right both right

21.  a. The boys walk slowly to school.
b. The boys slowly walk to school.

only a is right only b is right both right

22, a. David sometimes watches television.
b. David watches sometimes television.

only a is right only b is right both right
23.  a.Jack drinks usually Coke.
b. Jack usually drinks Coke.

only a is right only b is right both right

24.  a. Anna carefully drives her new car.
b. Anna drives her new car carefully.

only a is right only b is right both right
25.  a. Frank works often at night.
b. Frank often works at night.

only a is right only b is right both right

26. a. Sometimes Alexandra cleans her room.

b. Alexandra sometimes cleans her room.

only a is right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version B |

don’t know

don't know

don't know

don’t know

don't know

don’t know

don't know




27.  a. The students write quietly the test.
b. Quietly the students write the test.

only a is right only b is right both right
28.  a. Pierre usually speaks French.
b. Usually Pierre speaks French.

only a is right only b is right both right

29. a. Tom to work drives a motorcycle.
b. Tom a motorcycle drives to work.

only a is right only b is right both right
30. a. Peter closes quietly the door.
b. Peter quietly closes the door.

only a is right only b is right both right

31.  a. The girls finish slowly their work.
b. The girls finish their work slowly.

only a is right only b is right both right

32.  a. The baby smiles usually at her mother.
b. The baby smiles at her mother usually.

only a is right only b is right both right
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both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

both wrong

Version B

don’t know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know

don't know



(iii) Sentence manipulation task

Randomly assign children to erther Version A or Version B sentences; in other words, cach

child will manipulate four sentences.

Training sentence (for both versions):

The big boy sees the little girl.
Version A.
Test sentences:
1. Paul plays hockey (usually)
2. Mary eats pizza (always)
3. John rides the bicycle (slowly)
4. The children walk to the library (quietly)
Version B.
Test sentences:
3. Peter plays hockey (often)
6. Mary eats pizza (sometimes)

7. John rides the bicycle (carefully)
8. The children walk to the library (quickly)

>
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(iv) Oral production task

Randomly assign children to either Version A or Version B sentences: in other words, each

child will describe four pictures.

Traming sentence (for both versions):

The woman 18 sad.
Version A,
Test pictures:
1. make bed (usually)
2. brush teeth (always)
3. comb hair (slowly)
4. watch television (quietly)
Test pictures:
5. wash hands (often’
6. do dishes (sometimes)

7. wash car (carefully)
8. nde bike (quickly)
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Appendin C  Individual scores

(i) Grammaticality judgement task SVAO scores

Suby no | Grad | Teacher | Group pretest 1st post 2nd post
1! gS DS} Flood 3 3 3
2] 3 gs DS Flood 5 4 0
3l 4 gs DS | Flood 4 3 3
3 K S DS| Flood 0 0 1
516 gs DS} Flood 5 1 0
6l 7 25 DS| Flood 2 0 0
718 gs DS Flood 4 2 1
8§19 gs DS | Flood 1 ] 0
9§10 gs DS { Flood . 2 3

104 11 gs DS Flood 2 0 4
it§12 RS DS | Flood 4 2 3
12113 g3 DS | Flood 2 1 0
13f 14 gs DS { Flood 6 2 3
141 16 es DS | Flood 3 1 !
15§ 17 gs DS | Flood 1 0 1
161 18 g5 DS | Flood 0 2 1
179 19 gs DS | Flood l 1 0
18§ 20 gs DS | Flood 2 . .
191 21 gs DS | Flood 5 2 5
20§ 22 25 DS | Flood 2 1 1
21] 23 gs DS | Flood 2 3 1
22] 24 gs DS | Flood 7 1 2
23] 2§ gs DS | Flood 1 1 0
24] 26 €5 DS | Flood 4 3 3
25§ 27 gs DS | Flood 5 5 7
261 28 gS DS1 Flood 7 k] 6
271 29 g5 DS | Flood 2 2 1
281 30 gs DS | Flood 4 2 3
291 31 &8s DIN | Flood 2 0 0
30§ 32 g5 DIN | Flood 8 7 5
314 33 g5 DIN | Flood 3 0 2
321 34 gs DIN | Fiood S 1 3
33} 35 g5 DIN | Flood 3 3 1
34f 36 gs DIN | Flood 2 2 2
35] 37 25 DIN]| Flood B 2 0|
36§ 38 g$ DIN | Flood 4 4 .
37} 39 g5 DIN | Flood S 4 2
381 40 gSs DIN | Flood 3 0 0
391 41 gs DIN | Flood 4 s 5
401 42 gs DIN | Flood 2 . 3
4i] 43 gs DIN | Flood 4 2 |
421 44 gs DIN | Flood 3 6 5
431 45 gs DIN Flood 3 k] 2
441 46 gS DIN | Flood 4 3 3
451 47 gs DIN | Flood 6 2 3
46) 48 gs DIN Flood 6 0 0
471 49 gS DN Flood 4 3 J
481 51 gs DM | Flood . . .
491 S2 gs D™ | Flood 4 1 !
50] 53 £S LIN | Fiood 3 2 .
s1) 54 eS DN | Flood 3 2 4
521 56 gSs DIN | Flood 1 2 z
53] 57 g5 DIN | Fiood 4 3 3
54| 58 ' DTN | Flood i 2 !
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Grammaticality judgement task SAV scores

Suhjno { Grade | Teacher | Group pretest 18t post 2nd post

11! gs DS Fiood 2 4 6

213 gs DS | Flood 2 8 12

3[4 'E D& | Flood 6 5 3

415 g2s DS | Flood 6 6 6

sfe ' DS | Flood 5 4 4

6§ 7 g5 DS Flood 6 7 7

718 gs DS | Flood 2 6 4

819 2S DS |} Flood 6 6 6

910 'E DS | Flood . 5 3
10§ t1 gs DS | Flood 2 10 7
11§12 gS DS | Flood 1 pl 5
1213 gs DSt Flood 7 11 14
13 14 gS DS | Flood 3 6 5
141 16 &S DS | Flood 3 4 4
15§17 gS DS | Flood 3 9 S
16 18 g5 DS { Flood 3 6 4
17§19 g5 DS 1 Flood 6 12 12
18] 20 gs DS | Flood 3 . .
190 21 g3 DS | Flood 2 7 10
20 2 gSs DS | Flood 2 4 6
21f 23 gs DS | Flood 3 4 8
22} 24 s DS | Flood 3 8 2
231 25 £5 DS | Flood 4 2 7
241 26 g3 DS | Flood 3 8 7
25§ 27 g5 DS | Flood 1 7 5
26 28 85 DS | Flood 1 7 5
27) 29 83 DS ] Flood 7 ] 2
28] 30 gs DS | Flood 4 3 4
29}F 31 g;‘)__ DIN | Flood 6 11 12
30 32 g3 DIN | Flood 0 3 5
31§33 g$ DIN{ Flood 0 5 3
32) 34 _83 DIN | Flood 2 6 7
331} 38 gs DTN ; Flood 4 5 ]
341 36 gs DIN | Flood 3 4 6
351 37 gs DIN | Flood 4 6 6
36 38 g5 DIN | Flood 4 4 .
37} 3% gs DTN | Flood 2 4 4
38| 40 2S5 DN | Fiood 1 6 13
391 41 g3 DIN | Flood 4 3 4
40] 42 gs DIN | Flood 3 . 3
41§ 43 g3 DIN | Flood )] 7 10

2] 44 gs DIN | Flood 1 k] S
43§ 45 gs DIN ! Flood 2 6 7
44] 46 £s DIN | Flood ) 4 4
45| 47 gS DIN | Flood 4 4 5
46] 48 gs DIN | Flood | 12 14
47] 49 gs DIN | Flood S 7 8
4B] 51 gs DIN | Flood . , .
491] 52 BS DIN | Flood 3 4 4
501 53 g3 DIN | Flood 3 2 .
S1] s4 25 DIN| Flood 3 6 4
52§ 5S¢ g5 DIN | Flood 4 9 4
$31 57 gs DIN | Flood 3 k) 4
S4] 58 g5 DIN | Flood Y 3 4
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(i) Preference task SVAO scores

Subj no | Grade | Teacher | Group pretest st post 2nd post
A E gs DS | Flood 11 8 6
213 g5 DS | Flood 8 7 10
3] 4 gSs DS | Flood 7 9 11
4] 5 gs DS | Flood 7 4 11
506 ('] DS | Flood 9 5 12
617 s DS | Fiood 12 () 1
718 gs DS | Flood 7 1 10
8]9 g5 DS | Flood 5 6 6
9] 10 es DS | Flood 9 9 11
1 gs DS | Flood 2 6 7
12 g5 DS | Flood ] ] 10
13 gSs DS [ Flood 4 s 4
14 gs DS | Flood 6 10 10
16 gs DS | Flood 11 12 11
17 gs DS ] Flood 9 5 8
18 gs DS{ Fiood 12 11 12
19 gs DS | Flood il 4 1
20 g5 DS | Flood 8 . 6
21 g5 DS | Flood 11 ] 11
22 RS DS | Flood 9 6 11
21Q 23 gs DS | Flood 9 11 6
22} 24 g5 DS | Flood 10 7 8
23] 25 B3 DS | Flood 8 6 8
241 26 _ES DS { Flood 11 12 11
25§ 2 _85 DS | Flood 10 12 12
26 2 g5 DS | Floed 10 4 7
2712 _83 DS | Flood 3 10 9
28] 30 'Y DS | Fleod 9 9 9
31 g5 DIN | Flood 10 9 10
32 gs DIN| Flood 9 11 12
33 g5 DIN | Flood 6 1 ]
34 g5 DIN ] Flood 9 11 12
35 g5 DIN | Flood 10 9 12
36 g5 DIN | Flood 9 8 6
37 g5 DIN | Flood 6 5 7
39 gS DIN| Flood 10 4 11
40 g5 DIN | Flood 7 4 5
41 S DIN | Flood 8 3 S
42 gs DIN | Flood 9 10 4
43 gS DIN | Flood 8 10 11
44 gs DIN { Flood 8 11 12
45 gs DIN ! Flocd 8 8 12
46 gS DIN | Flood 9 8 10
47 g5 DIN | Flood 10 7 4
48 gs DIN| Flood 11 4 0
49 gS DIN{ Flood 10 10 6
51 gS DIN ! Flood 8 9 .
52 g5 DIN | Fiood 9 2 7
53 gS DIN | Flood 4 6 S
54 gs DIN | Flood 3 S 7
S6 '5 DIN| Flood 10 9 10
57 g5 DIN ] Flood 10 8 9
58 gs DIN | Flood 9 10 g




FA

Preference task SAV scores

Sub; no | Grude | Teacher | Group pretest 1st post 2nd post
141 gSs DS { Flood 5 13 12
213 gs DS | Flood 7 13 15
3j4 gd DS | Flood 8 11 16
415 g3 DS | Flood 8 13 14
536 s DS | Flood 13 16 16
617 gs DS| Flood 4 8 8
718 gs DS | Flood s 3 12
819 gs DS | Fiood 7 8 8
9110 gs DS| Flood S 11 10
10f 11 ' DS | Flood 5 14 14
11412 g5 DS | Flood 7 13 13
12113 gs DS | Floos 5 16 16
130 14 gs DS | Flood 7 12 12
14] 16 ') DS| Flood 11 14 16
15§17 g5 DS | Fiood S 13 10
16} 18 gs DS | Flood 8 14 13
17 19 g DS | Flood 7 11 13
18] 20 'L DS| Flood ) . 13
191 21 'L DS | Flood 7 11 15
20Q 22 gs DS { Flood 2 8 [ ]
21123 S DS | Flood 5 9 11
224 24 gs DS | Flood 6 1t 10
23] 25 &5 DS { Flood 12 15 15
247 26 g3 DS ] Flood 10 15 1
25] 27 g5 DS | Flood k) 13 15
26 28 g5 DS | Flood 7 16 4
27 29 85 DS | Filood 5 13 13
28} 30 g3 DS | Flood 1 13 16
29} 31 33 DIN | Flood 3 13 16
30] 32 ¢S DIN| Flood 1 s 15
31433 gs DIN| Flood 11 14 16
32] 34 g3 DIN| Flood 15 16 16
33}) 35 £S5 DIN | Flood 7 16 16
341 36 RS DIN| Flood 4 9 11
<E] EX [B) DIN | Flood 5 12 13
361 39 g5 DIN | Flood b 11 14
371 40 &5 DIN{ Flood 7 16 16
I8} 41 gs DIN| Flood S 12 11
391 42 gs DIN| Flood 5 9 5
401 43 gSs DIN | Flood 9 15 16
41] 44 g5 DIN | Flood 9 12 i1
42] 45 g5 DIN{ Flood 3 16 14
43} 46 S DIN | Flood 14 12 16
441 47 [3) DIN| Flood 3 8 18
45] 48 IS DIN| Flood 3 16 16
46] 49 g5 DIN| Flood 12 16 16
471 51 g5 DIN | Flood 6 9 .
481} 52 S UIN | Flood 6 12 9
49] 53 25 DIN| Flood 3 6 11
S0 sS4 'G DIN| Flood 6 8 11
S1] 56 g5 DIN| Flood 8 14 15
$21 87 g3 DUIN | Flood 4 13 15
53] 58 g5 DIN| Flood 7 13 14




(iii) Sentence manipulation task SVAX scores

Subj no | Grade | Teacher | Group pretest {st post 2nd post
111 gs DS Flood 4 i 4
213 £s DS | Flood 4 4 3
31 4 gs DS | Flood 4 2 2
415 gs DS ] Flood k) 4 4
516 RS DS | Flood 4 4 4
6] 7 I'E DS | Flood 4 0 0
7§ 8 gS DS | Flood 1 3 4
819 gs DS | Fiood 0 2 2
9110 £S DS | Flood 4 2 4

10] 11 g5 DS | Flood 2 1 2
11412 £5 DS | Flood 4 3 4
12]13 25 DS| Flood 3 3 3
13¢ 14 gs DS | Flood 4 3 4
141 16 gs DS | Flood 3 0 2
15§17 gs DS { Flood 4 3 k)
16§ 18 gS DS | Flood 2 4 4
17§19 gs DS | Flond 3 3 4
181 20 3] DS | Flood 2 . t
19f 21 gS DS} Flood 4 3 4
20] 22 gs DS | Flood 4 4 4
21§ 23 g$ DS | Flood 3 2 -
22§ 24 _g5 DS | Flood 4 2 4
23§ 25 5 DS | Flood 4 4 4
24F 26 __£5 DS | Flood 3 4 4
25} 27 gs DS | Flood 4 4 4
26) 2 g5 DS | Flood J 3 4
2712 gs DS | Flood 3 4 3
28§ 30 g3 DS | Flood 3 4 4
291 31 g3 DIN | Flood 2 1 1
304 32 g3 DIN | Flood 4 4 4
31§ 33 g3 DIN { Flood ! 2 4
320 34 gs DIN{ Flood 3 1 2
33] 35 83 DIN | Flood 4 4 4
341 36 gs DIN | Flood 3 i 2
as| 37 g3 DIN] Flood 2 2 3
361 38 gs DIN | Flood 4 4 4
371 39 €S DIN | Flood 1 2 3
38} 40 g$ DIN | Flood 3 1 }
39F 41 gS DIN| Flond 3 0 3
404 42 gs DIN | Flood 2 1 4
411 43 gs DIN{ Flood 4 4 4
421 44 g5 DIN | Flood 3 2 4
43] 45 gSs DIN { Flood 4 4 4
441 46 gs DIN | Flood 2 2 3
451 47 gs DIN | Flood 3 4 1
46] 48 g3 DIN | Flood 3 0 0
471 49 g5 DTN | Flood 3 2 i
481 S gs DIN | Fleod 2 4 .
491 52 gs DIN | Flood 2 3 4
50] 53 g5 DIN | Flood 3 4 4
51§ 54 gs DIN | Flood 4 3 4
521 56 gs DIN | Flood 3 4 1
S3f 57 gSs DTN | Flood 4 4 3
54% 58 gs DTN | Flood 4 4 4




Sentence manipulation task SAV scores

Sub; no | Grade | Tescher | Group pretest st post 2nd post

i g3 DS| Flood 0 3 4

213 g3 DS | Flood 2 4 4

aj4 g3 DS | Flood 2 3 2

433 I3 DS | Flood 1 4 4

] ) g3 DS | Flood | 4 4

6} 7 g5 DS | Flood 0 2 2

718 g5 DS | Flood 1 3 4

8}9 g5 DS ] Flood 1 2 2

9410 g5 DS | Flood 2 4 4
100 11 g2s DS | Flood 1 4 3
11f12 25 DS | Flood 3 4 4
12913 g5 DS | Flood 0 4 4
13] 14 gs DS | Flood 1 1 k)
141 16 gs DS | Flood 2 4 4
150 17 gs DS| Flood 2 3 3
16§ I8 g5 DS | Flood 4 4 4
17 19 gS DS | Flood 2 4 3
18320 gS DS | Flood 1 . 3
19 21 g3 DS | Flood 2 3 4
201 22 gS DS | Flood 0 3 2
21] 23 gs DS | Flood 2 3 .
22§ 24 _8S DS | Flood 3 2 2
23) 25 gs DS| Flood 4 4 4
24] 26 gs DS | Flood 2 4 0
25§ 27 §3 DS | Flood 1 4 4
26§ 28 gs DS | Flood k) 4 2
27] 29 PR DS| Flood 1 3 3
28} 30 gs DS | Flood 0 2 2
29] 31 gs DIN| Flood 2 4 4
30§ 32 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 4
31] 33 gSs DIN | Flood 3 4 4
32§ 34 g3 DIN | Flood 3 4 4
33) 35 g3 DIN | Flood 3 4 4
34] 36 gs DIN | Flood 0 4 4
35y 37 gS DIN| Flood 0 4 3
36f 38 g3 DIN | Flood 4 4 4
371 39 _&3 DIN | Flood 4 3 1
3g] 40 gSs DIN | Flood 3 3 3
391 41 I3 DIN| Flood 1 1 0
40] 42 gs DIN | Flood i 2 0
41] 43 g3 DIN | Flood 4 3 4
421 44 g5 DIN | Flood 2 3 2
43] 45 gs DIN | Flood 2 4 4
44] 46 g5 DIN| Flood 1 3 3
45) 47 g8s DIN | Flood 0 3 3
46] 48 85 DIN| Flood 0 4 4
47] 49 gS DIN{ Flood 2 3 3
481 51 gs DIN | Flood 3 4 .
491 52 gS DIN| Flood 1 4 4
50§ 53 £s DIN | Flood 0 3 4
S1§ 54 £ DIN 1 Flood 4 4 4
S2] S0 gs DIN| Flood 4 3 2
53] 57 £ DIN| Flood 4 3 2
54] 58 gs DIN| Flood 4 4 4
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(iv) Oral production task SVAQ scores

Subj no | Grade | Teacher | Group pretest 1st pot 2nd post
111 I'g DS| Flood 0 2 0
213 g5 DS | Flood 1 1 0
314 g3 D5 | Flood o 0 0
41 gs DS { Flood 0 0 0
sjeo g3 DS | Flood 3 0 0
'3 K PE DS | Flood 2 0 0
718 g3 DS | Flood 0 ] 0
819 £5 DS| Flood 0 0 0
9§10 gs DS | Flood 3 3 3
10f 11 25 DS| Flood 1 1 0
11112 g5 DS | Flood 0 0 0
12]13 g5 DS | Flood 2 0 0
13§ 14 g5 DS | Flood 0 0 0
14] 16 gs DS | Flood 0 0 0
15§17 g5 DS | Flood 1 0 0
1618 gl DS | Flood 0 0 0
17] 19 I3 DS | Flood 0 0 0
18] 2 g3 DS | Flood o . 0
198 21 gs DS | Flood 0 1 0
20f 22 gs DS | Flood 0 0 0
21 23 gs DS | Flood (V] 0 .
22% 24 gs DS | Flood 2 0 0
231 25 gS DS | Flood 0 0 0
24§ 26 g3 DS | Flood 1 0 k)
25127 IE DS | Fiood 1 0 0
26] 28 g5 DS | Flood 0 0 0
27) 29 83 DS | Flood 0 1 0
28] 30 g3 DS |1 Flood 1 1 0
29] 31 g3 DIN | Flood 0 2 1
30} 32 gs DIN | Flood 2 2 1
31] 33 g3 DIN | Flood 0 0 }
32134 gs DIN | Flood 0 1 3
33] 35 gs DIN| Flood 0 0 1
34} 36 g DIN | Flood 1 0 0
3s| 37 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 0
36§ 38 gS DIN | Flood 3 0 0
37139 g5 DIN | Fleod 0 0 0
381 40 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 0
39] 41 'E DIN | Flood 0 0 0
407 42 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 0
41143 g5 DIN | Flood 0 0 0
42] a4 'E DIN | Flood 3 0 0
43] 45 I'E DN | Flood 2 0 ]
441 46 gs DIN | Flood 0 1 0
451 47 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 1
46] 48 25 DIN| Flood 0 0 0
47] 49 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 0
481 51 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 N
491 52 gs DIN | Flood 1 1 i
501 53 gs DIN | Flood 0 1 0
S1] 54 25 DIN| Flood 0 0 0
32] 56 gS DIN | Flood 2 0 0
53] 57 gs DIN | Flood 0 0 0
54 58 gS DIN | Floed 0 0 0
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Oral production task SAV scores

Sub) no | Grade | Teacher | Group pretest 1at post 2nd post

1] g5 DS | Fiood 1 0 3

233 gS DS | Flood 0 2 4

314 gs DS | Flood 2 3 1

41 g5 DS | Flood 0 0 1

516 g3 DS | Flood i 1 1

617 25 DS| Fiood 0 2 2

718 gs DS | Flood 0 1 0

8] 9 RS DS | Flood 2 1 2

9j 10 gs DS | Fiood 0 o 0
10] 11 gS Ds | Flood 0 1 3
g1z gs DS| Flood 0 1 4
120 13 25 DS | Flood 0 4 4
13§ 14 g5 DS | Flood 0 0 1
14] 16 gs DS | Flood 0 1 2
15017 g DS { Flood k) 4 4
16] 18 gSs DS | Flood 0 2 2
17119 es DS | Flood 0 2 0
181 20 g3 DS | Flood 0 . 0
19] 21 gs DS | Flood 1 1 4
204 22 gs DS | Flood 0 2 2
21f 23 g5 DS | Flood 1 0 .
22f 24 85 DS | Flood 2 4 3
23125 g3 DS | Flood 2 3 4
24] 26 gSs DS | Flood 0 4 0
251 27 g5 DS | Flood 0 2 4
26] 28 g3 DS | Flood 2 3 4
27} 29 gs DS{ Flood 3 1 3
281 30 gS DS | Flood 0 0 0
297 31 _85 DIN | Flood 0 1 2
30} 32 g5 DIN] Flood 0 0 0
N EE 25 DIN| Flood 1 1 1

] 34 _BS DIN | Flood 0 1 0
33] 35 gs DIN | Flood 2 2 2
34 36 &S DIN | Flood 0 4 4
351 37 g5 DIN | Flood ! 4 4
361 38 gs DIN| Flood 0 2 2
37139 g$ DIN|] Flood 4 1 i
381 40 83 DIN | Flood 3 4 4
3971 41 gs DIN | Flood 0 4 4
40§ 42 gs DIN | Flood 1 2 2
41] 43 g3 DIN | Flood i 2 2
421 44 gS DIN| Flood 0 2 0
431 45 g5 DIN | Flood 1 2 i
44] 406 gS DIN{ Flood 0 0 V]
451 47 gs DIN{ Flood 0 4 2
461 4R gs DIN | Flood 0 4 4
47] 49 gs DIN] Flood 1 3 2
48) 51 gs DIN | Flood 0 2 .
491 52 g3 DIN | Flood 0 1 0
50} 83 gs DIN| Flood 0 2 0
s1] 54 es DIN| Flood 1 4 3
2] 56 I'E DIN| Flood 0 2 0
33157 gs DIN } Flood 0 4 2
541 58 gs DN} Flood 0 i 1
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