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ABSTRACT 

The f i e l d o f i n t e r l a n g u a g e s t u d i e s has made s i g n i f i c a n t 

headway i n r e c e n t y e a r s by s e e k i n g t o i d e n t i f y t h e d i r e c t i o n 

and n a t u r e of l e a r n e r s ' development towards s e l f - p e r c e i v e d 

t a r g e t language norms. The work has i n c l u d e d analyses o f 

l e a r n e r language s y s t e m a t i c i t y , v a r i a b i l i t y and complex 

t r a n s f e r phenomena. The p r e s e n t c o n t r i b u t i o n o f f e r s a 

d i s c u s s i o n o f t h e r o l e o f language u n i v e r s a l s i n t h i s 

development, w i t h t h e i n t e n t i o n o f e x t e n d i n g i n s i g h t s i n t o 

i n t e r l a n g u a g e based on e m p i r i c a l r e s e a r c h , o b s e r v a t i o n s o f 

language t y p o l o g y and l i n g u i s t i c t h e o r y . The p o t e n t i a l r o l e o 

r e l a t e d p r i n c i p l e s f o r language l e a r n i n g and pedagogy i s a l s o 

c o n s i d e r e d . 
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INTRODUCTION 

The i d e a o f l e a r n e r s h a v i n g t h e i r own second language (L2) 

systems has s t i m u l a t e d much o f t h e r e c e n t r e s e a r c h i n t o second 

language a c q u i s i t i o n (SLA). Such i n t e r l a n g u a g e s ( I L ' s ) are 

complex and f a r from t h e s t a t i c i m p r e s s i o n o f l e a r n e r language 

b e i n g more o r l e s s " c o r r e c t " , an a t t i t u d e which, h o p e f u l l y , i s 

no l o n g e r t h e t h e norm. Language r e s e a r c h e r s and 

p r a c t i t i o n e r s are now n o t o n l y acknowledging t h e i n t e g r i t y o f 

I L , b u t a r e t a k i n g more o f an i n t e r e s t i n t h e n a t u r e o f i t s 

o p e r a t i o n and development. My concern here i s t o f o c u s on t h e 

i n v o l v e m e n t o f language u n i v e r s a l s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e s e 

aspects, and t o draw a t t e n t i o n t o t h e i r i mportance -

something which i s becoming i n c r e a s i n g l y r e c o g n i s e d i n t h e 

f i e l d . 

There i s a r g u a b l y no e s t a b l i s h e d t r a d i t i o n as y e t o f 

d e v e l o p m e n t a l I L r e s e a r c h , e s p e c i a l l y w i t h r e g a r d t o language 

u n i v e r s a l s . At t h e same t i m e , t h e f i e l d seems t o be 

e i t h e r a t t h e f r o n t i e r or t h e f o r e f r o n t o f SLA r e s e a r c h , 

depending on d i f f e r i n g p e r c e p t i o n s o f I L i t s e l f . I t would seern 

c l e a r , however, t h a t i f language u n i v e r s a l s a r e 

i n v o l v e d i n d e t e r m i n i n g and shaping I L , t h e n t h e p o t e n t i a l 

e x t e n t o f t h a t i n v o l v e m e n t must be d i s c u s s e d . The p r e s e n t 

d i s s e r t a t i o n i s an a n a l y t i c a l r e v i e w o f r e s e a r c h and t h e o r y 

which a t t e m p t s t o o f f e r such a d i s c u s s i o n . A d d i t i o n a l l y , I 

hope t h a t some u s e f u l a p p l i e d i n s i g h t s emerge from t h e 

f o r t h c o m i n g c h a p t e r s . 



I L i s regarded here as a d e s c r i p t i o n which has come i n t o i t s 

own f a i r l y r e c e n t l y . I n Chapter One I t h e r e f o r e r e v i e w t h e 

h i s t o r y o f I L s t u d i e s , s e l e c t i n g t h o s e areas which have proved 

most s i g n i f i c a n t . Much o f t h i s r e s e a r c h has i n v o l v e d , t o a 

g r e a t e r o r l e s s e r e x t e n t , c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f language u n i v e r s a l s 

i n I L . Such an i n v o l v e m e n t i s t h e r e f o r e an u n d e r l y i n g theme o f 

t h e f i r s t c h a p t e r . J u s t as i m p o r t a n t , however, i s t h e su r v e y 

o f I L v a r i a b i l i t y , f o r m - f u n c t i o n models and t h e q u e s t i o n o f 

language t r a n s f e r , a l l o f which are expanded on. 

Language u n i v e r s a l s themselves are focused on i n Chapter Two. 

Chornskyan ideas on t h e one hand and t h e Greenbergian s c h o o l on 

t h e o t h e r a r e summarized i n p a r t i c u l a r c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e i r 

c l a r i f i c a t i o n o f t h e n a t u r e o f l i n g u i s t i c / language 

u n i v e r s a l s . I t i s f i r s t necessary t o c o n t r a s t t h e t h e o r y -

d r i v e n (Chomskyan) model w i t h t h e d a t a - d r i v e n (Greenbergian) 

one, b e f o r e s e e k i n g t o combine c e r t a i n aspects o f t h e two 

approaches. There i s common ground, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t h e area 

of markedness, which w i l l be covered a t some l e n g t h . 

A c c o r d i n g l y , t h e terms u n i v e r s a l grammar (UG) and language 

u n i v e r s a l s w i l l be observed a t t i m e s t o be i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e . 

This i s n o t a c o n f u s i o n , b u t a way o f i n d i c a t i n g t h a t t h e r e i s 

an element o f agreement between t h e s e two d e f i n i t i v e 

approaches t o modern s y n t a x / system. 

The t h e o r e t i c a l d e s c r i p t i o n p r o v i d e d i s n o t i n t e n d e d t o be 

o v e r l y t e c h n i c a l . Reasons f o r i n c l u d i n g a s y n t a c t i c a l a n a l y s i s 

o f u t t e r a n c e s are based p u r e l y on t h e need t o e x p l o r e f u r t h e r 

t h e mechanisms and processes o f a c q u i s i t i o n / l e a r n i n g . I L i s 
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t h e v e h i c l e w i t h i n which t h i s e x p l o r a t i o n needs t o proceed. 

This i s t h e main purpose o f Chapters Three and Four. Chapter 

Two c l o s e s w i t h a b r i e f c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f p h o n o l o g i c a l e f f e c t s 

and n o n - s y n t a c t i c rnarkedness i n d i s c o u r s e . I have chosen n o t 

t o expand on s u g g e s t i o n s and models o f u n i v e r s a l semantic 

h i e r a r c h i e s - such as J a c k e n d o f f ' s Thematic H i e r a r c h y (1972) -

g i v i n g more d e t a i l e d coverage i n s t e a d t o s t u d i e s i n v o l v i n g I L 

syntax. 

Chapter Three t a k e s a n e c e s s a r i l y d e t a i l e d l o o k a t t h e 

consequences o f markedness, s i n c e i t i s t h i s aspect which has 

proved most f r u i t f u l i n s t u d i e s s e e k i n g t o d i s c o v e r t h e 

o p e r a t i o n o f a u n i v e r s a l f a c t o r i n I L s t r a t e g i e s . Much o f t h i s 

i s due t o t h e v a l i d i t y o f Keenan and Comrie's f i n d i n g s 

c o n c e r n i n g r e l a t i v e c l a u s e (RC) a c c e s s i b i l i t y (1977). The 

s t u d i e s surveyed i n Chapter Four are a l s o p r e s e n t e d i n d e t a i l . 

I t i s i m p o r t a n t t o r e c o u n t s t u d y methods and f i n d i n g s i f 

c l a i m s o f u n i v e r s a l l i n k s are t o be made. E m p i r i c a l evidence 

remains fundamental i n I L research. S t a t i s t i c a l procedures are 

i m p o r t a n t i n t h i s r e s p e c t , a l t h o u g h t h e y do n o t r e q u i r e undue 

a t t e n t i o n i n a work o f t h i s l e n g t h . 

The end o f Chapter Four i n v o l v e s an i n q u i r y i n t o t h e p l a c e o f 

s t u d i e s based on t h e t e s t i n g o f g r a m m a t i c a l i t y judgements. 

C e n t r a l t o t h i s method i s t h e n o t i o n o f l e a r n e r i n t u i t i o n s . I n 

o r d e r t o j u s t i f y t h e e v a l u a t i o n o f judgement-based s t u d i e s , 

d e f i n i t i o n s o f l e a r n e r i n t u i t i o n s a re d i s c u s s e d here, b u t n o t 

t o any g r e a t e x t e n t . 
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An o v e r r i d i n g aim o f t h e d i s s e r t a t i o n i s t o i l l u s t r a t e how 

t h e o r y and e m p i r i c a l r e s e a r c h can be seen i n c o m b i n a t i o n . 

T h e o r i e s o f a c q u i s i t i o n i n r e l a t i o n t o s y n t a x (embodied i n 

Chomskyan l i n g u i s t i c s ) have a d i r e c t c o n n e c t i o n w i t h I L 

p r o d u c t i o n , a t l e a s t t o t h e e x t e n t t h a t s t u d i e s u n d e r t a k e n by 

l e a d i n g I L r e s e a r c h e r s q u e s t i o n such p r o d u c t i o n . The area o f 

IL-UG/language u n i v e r s a l s remains r e l a t i v e l y u n e x p l o r e d , so 

any d i s c u s s i o n o f f u t u r e d i r e c t i o n s i n t h e f i e l d i n t h e 

p r e s e n t c o n t e x t may be f a i r l y c o n t e n t i o u s and c o n t r o v e r s i a l . 

Chapter F i v e , n e v e r t h e l e s s , i s an a t t e m p t t o connect t h e 

s u b j e c t more d i r e c t l y t o l e a r n i n g and pedagogy. I t seems 

encumbent on any proponent o f IL-UG i n t e r a c t i o n t o o f f e r an 

i n d i c a t i o n o f t h e i n c r e a s i n g l y a p p l i e d p o t e n t i a l o f t h i s 

e x c i t i n g and i n c r e a s i n g l y i m p o r t a n t area o f r e s e a r c h . 
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CHAPTER ONE 

I L BACKGROUND AND THE PLACE OF LANGUAGE UNIVERSALS 

I L s t u d i e s t h r o u g h o u t t h e 70's and 80's have been concerned 

p r i m a r i l y w i t h s y s t e m a t i c i t y , v a r i a b i l i t y and t r a n s f e r 

phenomena i n I L . A concern w i t h language u n i v e r s a l s i n I L has 

emerged f a i r l y r e c e n t l y i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e s e f i e l d s . T h i s 

c h a p t e r t h e r e f o r e t r a c e s t h e course o f I L re s e a r c h f a i r l y 

b r o a d l y . An i m p o r t a n t d i s t i n c t i o n t o make i n i t i a l l y i s t h a t 

between language use and language i n t r o s p e c t i o n . I L s t u d i e s 

i n t h e f o r m e r c a t e g o r y a re concerned w i t h speaker knowledge 

embodied i n r e l e v a n t language d e s c r i p t i o n . Those i n v o l v e d w i t h 

t h e l a t t e r c a t e g o r y are concerned w i t h models o f competence. 

I n t h e l i t e r a t u r e , t h ese can be i d e n t i f i e d as t h e r a t i o n a l i s t 

and f u n c t i o n - f o r m approaches r e s p e c t i v e l y . Since our main 

concern i s t o e x t r a p o l a t e i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r t h e i n v o l v e m e n t o f 

language u n i v e r s a l s i n I L , i t i s n o t my i n t e n t i o n t o account 

f o r t h e s e areas s e p a r a t e l y . They are viewed i n a d u a l sense, 

a l t h o u g h n o t as a complete s y m b i o s i s : i n keeping w i t h one o f 

t h e p r i n c i p l e s o f t h i s d i s c u s s i o n , areas o f o v e r l a p and c r o s s -

f e r t i l i z a t i o n w i l l h o p e f u l l y be d i s c o v e r e d , and l i n k s t o 

language u n i v e r s a l s developed. 

1. 1 The C o n t r a s t i v e A n a l y s i s H y p o t h e s i s and E r r o r A n a l y s i s 



The b e h a v i o u r i s t t h e o r i e s a t t r i b u t e d p r i m a r i l y t o S k i n n e r 

(1957) emphasised t h e need t o a v o i d e r r o r s as p a r t o f t h e 

b e l i e f t h a t l e a r n i n g comprised s t i m u l u s - r e s p o n s e r e i n f o r c e m e n t 

and t h e avoidance and p r e d i c t i o n o f e r r o r s . The s t r o n g form o f 

t h e C o n t r a s t i v e A n a l y s i s Hypothesis (CAH) 

i s l o o s e l y connected t o t h i s : t h e l e a r n e r i s r e g a r d e d as 

h a v i n g more d i f f i c u l t y w i t h elements d i f f e r e n t f rom h i s / h e r 

n a t i v e language t h a n w i t h t hose s i m i l a r t o i t . The inadequacy 

o f t h i s v i e w p o i n t has been c o n f i r m e d by analyses such as t h a t 

o f Eckman: 
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•the CAH, even when a p p l i e d t o g e n e r a t i v e 
d e s c r i p t i o n s , can c o r r e c t l y p r e d i c t n e i t h e r t h e 
areas o f d i f f i c u l t y n or t h e r e l a t i v e degree o f 
d i f f i c u l t y (1977: 320) 

E r r o r A n a l y s i s , i n i t s resurgence d u r i n g t h e l a t e 60's, d i d 

n o t evidence t h e same s h o r t f a l l s as t h e CAH. Indeed, i n 

f o c u s i n g a t t e n t i o n on t h e e x p l a n a t i o n r a t h e r t h a n t h e 

p r e v e n t i o n o f e r r o r s , E r r o r A n a l y s i s can be seen - a t l e a s t 

w i t h i n SLA - as a p r e c u r s o r o f t h e more i n v o l v e d c o n s i d e r a t i o n 

o f I L development. An i m p o r t a n t f e a t u r e was t h e i m p l i c i t 

assumption o f r e s e a r c h e r s such as R i c h a r d s t h a t some e r r o r 

c a u s a t i o n i s u n i v e r s a l l y - b a s e d . 

1.2 S e l i n k e r and n e g a t i v e t r a n s f e r 

The seminal paper by S e l i n k e r (1972), more t h a n any o t h e r 

s i n g l e c o n t r i b u t i o n , e s t a b l i s h e d I L as a r e a l language 

c a t e g o r y f o r l e a r n e r s e x p l a i n a b l e p r i m a r i l y i n terms o f 

m e n t a l i s t i c processes w i t h i n SLA. The b a s i s f o r t h i s 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s t h e concept o f UG and t h a t a d u l t 

l e a r n e r s - n o t o n l y c h i l d r e n - are a b l e t o v a r y i t s parameters 

i n o r d e r t o a t t a i n t h e s t r u c t u r e o f t a r g e t language ( T L ) . 

Chapter Two i n c l u d e s a f u l l e r d i s c u s s i o n o f Chomsky's UG and 

t h e Language A c q u i s i t i o n Device ( e q u i v a l e n t t o Lenneberg's 

l a t e n t language s t r u c t u r e , t o which S e l i n k e r r e f e r s ) . 

There i s , however, an a l t e r n a t i v e r o u t e f o r SLA i n S e l i n k e r ' s 

model,which e x p l o i t s t h o s e mechanisms r e s p o n s i b l e f o r l e a r n i n g 

o t h e r t h a n language l e a r n i n g . Dulay and B u r t (1977) termed 



t h i s t h e c o g n i t i v e o r g a n i s e r , r e s u l t i n g i n c r e a t i v e 

c o n s t r u c t i o n . The f i v e p r i n c i p l e c o g n i t i v e processes i n v o l v e d 

i n l e a r n i n g a L2 are, a c c o r d i n g t o S e l i n k e r , 

1) Language t r a n s f e r : t r a n s f e r from L I may be o b s e r v a b l e i n 

some o f t h e subsystems and f e a t u r e s o f I L . 

2) T r a n s f e r o f t r a i n i n g : p r e v i o u s t r a i n i n g p a t t e r n s may r e s u l t 

i n c e r t a i n ( o f t e n l e s s d e s i r a b l e ) I L elements. 

3) S t r a t e g i e s o f second-language l e a r n i n g : t h e m a t e r i a l t o be 

l e a r n e d may a f f e c t t h e n a t u r e o f t h e I L . 

4) S t r a t e g i e s o f second-language communication: 

communicating w i t h TL n a t i v e speakers may d i r e c t l y a f f e c t 

t h e I L . 

5) O v e r g e n e r a l i z a t i o n o f t h e l i n g u i s t i c m a t e r i a l o f t h e TL: TL 

r u l e s and semantic aspects may be o v e r g e n e r a l i z e d and 

r e f l e c t e d i n t h e I L . 

C e n t r a l t o S e l i n k e r ' s p e r c e p t i o n o f I L development was t h e 

p r o b a b i l i t y o f L2 f o s s i 1 i s a t i o n . While communication may p l a c e 

l i m i t s on t h e e x t e n t o f l e a r n i n g (e.g. no more t h a n i s 

n e c e s s a r y ) , t h e main source o f f o s s i l i 2 a t i o n i s seen as 

language t r a n s f e r . A l t h o u g h i t i s p o s s i b l e t h a t c o r r e c t forms 

w i l l f o s s i l i s e , e r r o r s comprise t h e most t y p i c a l f e a t u r e o f 

f o s s i l i z a t i o n . The m a i n l y n e g a t i v e c o n n o t a t i o n s o f S e l i n k e r ' s 

model were t o d i m i n i s h d u r i n g t h e 70's and 80's. I n 

r e t r o s p e c t , i t would seem t h a t t h e importance o f UG (as i n 

S e l i n k e r ' s b a s i c i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f I L as an autonomous 
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language system) remained an i n t e g r a l f e a t u r e of such 
research. 

1.3 Creative c o n s t r u c t i o n 

Corder was one of the prominent names t o take up the IL issue, 
viewing IL as a means of moving toward the TL. He developed 
(1978a) the idea of the IL r e s t r u c t u r i n g continuum: a l l 
learners w i t h the same mother tongue f o l l o w the same path of 
development i n t h e i r IL. As an a l t e r n a t i v e t o re p l a c i n g NL 
features d u r i n g a c q u i s i t i o n , however, Corder considered the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of a r e c r e a t i o n continuum, where a c q u i s i t i o n very 
s i m i l a r t o a c h i l d ' s L I development involves the gradual 
c r e a t i o n of the TL r u l e system. This r e f l e c t s a much stronger 
version of the " b u i l t - i n s y l l a b u s " or " n a t u r a l " route of 
development which became a primary concern of researchers such 
as Dulay and Burt. Along w i t h others, i n c l u d i n g Krashen and 
Larsen-Freernan, they were responsible f o r a number of cross-
s e c t i o n a l morpheme studies. E l l i s summarises t h e i r purpose: 

They were motivated by the hypothesis t h a t 
t here was an i n v a r i a n t order i n SLA which was 
the r e s u l t of u n i v e r s a l processing s t r a t e g i e s 
(1985b: 55) 

The evidence of t h e morpheme studies has been c r i t i c i s e d f o r 
i t s s u p e r f i c i a l i t y ( i n SLA terms) because i t comprises data i n 
support of an "accuracy order" r a t h e r than an " a c q u i s i t i o n 
order" ( E l l i s 1985b: 58). However, l o n g i t u d i n a l studies 
(phased at i n t e r v a l s over longer p e r i o d s ) , while concerned 
w i t h grammatical morpheme a c q u i s i t i o n , have also involved 
other developmental aspects, i n c l u d i n g the e f f e c t s of 
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u n i v e r s a l s . Schumann's 1980 study of r e l a t i v e clause 
a c q u i s i t i o n was one of the most important i n t h i s area (see 
Chapter Three f o r an expansion of RC s i g n i f i c a n c e ) . 

The idea of t r a n s f e r thus became a g e n e r a l l y undesirable 
f e a t u r e of much IL research. Selinker's h i g h l i g h t i n g of the 
s y s t e m a t i c i t y of I L had helped cast doubt on the the idea of 
" e r r o r " i n IL. The IL r u l e s of the learner were instead 
a v a i l a b l e f o r systematic reference. The dynamic p e r m e a b i l i t y 
of IL - a c o n s t a n t l y changing language system - was, i t 
seemed, closer t o ideas of c r e a t i v e c o n s t r u c t i o n than t o I L 
t r a n s f e r s t r a t e g i e s . 

1.4 I L v a r i a b i l i t y and p o s i t i v e t r a n s f e r 

Rutherford describes IL as 

f l u i d , malleable, sporadic, permeable, 
amorphous and dynamic (1984: 137). 

In a d d i t i o n t o t h i s range of q u a l i t i e s , v a r i a b i l i t y must be 
added. The increased i n t e r e s t i n l o n g i t u d i n a l studies, and a 
greater concern w i t h process r a t h e r than product i n IL 
v a r i a b i l i t y research merits i t s c o n s i d e r a t i o n here. Such 
approaches have helped remind those i n the f i e l d of the open-
ended nature of c u r r e n t IL research, where the Universal 
Hypothesis may be given more credence. One of the foremost 
researchers i n t o IL v a r i a b i l i t y i s Elaine Tarorie. She regards 
h e r s e l f as having 
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viewed the IL through the lens of the t a r g e t 
language, assuming t h a t predetermined TL forms 
should occur i n o b l i g a t o r y contexts f o r those forms, 
and t a b u l a t i n g the number of times such forms occur 
i n such o b l i g a t o r y contexts 
(1988:11) 

This i n c o r p o r a t i o n of " p o s i t i v e " f i r s t language t r a n s f e r 
underpins Tarone's main work, which seeks t o d e f i n e IL as 
s y s t e m a t i c a l l y v a r i a b l e . Her IL continuum represents the 
s o c i a l meaning of IL according t o r e g u l a r i t i e s - as opposed t o 
r u l e s - which are e x h i b i t e d i n a range of learner language 
s t y l e s . 

Tarone's reference (1988) t o the s o c i o l i n g u i s t i c t r a n s f e r of 
[9 ] onto a more c a r e f u l IL s t y l e from a p r e s t i g e v a r i a n t of 
Arabic (Schmidt 1977) p o i n t s towards an i n t e r e s t i n g "double 
v a r i a n t " idea, as does her con s i d e r a t i o n (1988) of the IL 
c a r e f u l s t y l e of Thai learners (Beebe 1980), where the 
increasing use of p r e s t i g e NL v a r i a n t s i s evident. 

With regard t o UG, Tarone (1983: 156) notes t h a t Schmidt's 
(1980) f i n d i n g s confirm the compliance of task-based lea r n e r 
IL w i t h the c o n s t r a i n t w i t h i n UG on l e f t verb d e l e t i o n : 

X Mary (6 an apple and Sue i s e a t i n g a pear 

She also acknowledges u n i v e r s a l c o n s t r a i n t s on her own " s t y l e -
s h i f t i n g " paradigm of I L : 

no s t y l e s of IL should show systematic 
v i o l a t i o n of c o n s t r a i n t s which govern p o s s i b l e 
s t r u c t u r e s i n n a t u r a l languages - f o r example, 
c o n s t r a i n t s on p o s s i b i l i t i e s f o r center 
embedding, coordinate d e l e t i o n , pronominal 
anaphora, and so on 
(1983:156) 
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E l l i s ' c laim t h a t the Universal Hypothesis "ignores 
v a r i a b i l i t y i n interlanguage" would appear t o be contentious; 
indeed, i t would seem from Tarone's a s s e r t i o n t h a t the f i e l d 
of IL studies as a whole should include a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of 
language u n i v e r s a l s . 

1.5 The emergence of u n i v e r s a l s i n explanations of I L 
complexity 

As developmental research i n t o IL comes i n c r e a s i n g l y i n t o i t s 
own, so does the discussion of IL-UG/language u n i v e r s a l s (see 
Chapter Two f o r d e f i n i t i o n s of u n i v e r s a l s ) . We s h a l l remain 
w i t h the subject of language t r a n s f e r i n IL i n analysing some 
of the most s i g n i f i c a n t developmental f i n d i n g s and 
p o s t u l a t i o n s of the 80's, at the same time considering ways i n 
which language u n i v e r s a l s may also be involved. An important 
premiss here i s t h a t t r a n s f e r and developmental influences be 
regarded as i n t e r a c t i v e (Zobl i n Gass, 1984). 

1.5.1 The f u n c t i o n - f o r m approach 

A s i g n i f i c a n t s e c t i o n of the l i t e r a t u r e on IL i s concerned 
w i t h the mapping of f u n c t i o n and meaning onto l i n g u i s t i c form. 
This can be c l a r i f i e d as a s p e c i f i c type of t r a n s f e r . 
Andersen's one-to-one p r i n c i p l e (1984) i s p o s s i b l y the most 
convincing explanation of f u n c t i o n - f o r m t r a n s f e r . His 



development of a n a t i v i s a t i o n theory provides much of the 
groundwork f o r the p r i n c i p l e . According t o Andersen, 

[t h e l e a r n e r ] creates an i n t e r n a l r e p r e s e n t a t i o n 
of the language he i s a c q u i r i n g and the 
subsequent a s s i m i l a t i o n of ... of new input 
(1984: 85) 

The same learner can go on t o produce utterances where there 
i s one form f o r one meaning or f u n c t i o n . 

Andersen uses the f o l l o w i n g examples of Huebner's (1979) t o 
help i l l u s t r a t e the P r i n c i p l e . The f i r s t asserts t h a t t o p i c -
comment s t r u c t u r e s are favoured i n I L : 

Keim t u hanalulu, i s a f a i f a e m i l i i 
"Five f a m i l i e s came t o Honolulu" (1984: 83) 

In the example above, " i s a " acts as a topic-boundary marker, 
and "carne t o Honolulu" i s the t o p i c of the sentence. The 
second example i s t h a t of a Hrnong speaker who used h i s L I 
e q u i v a l e n t of "the" (/da/) only i n s i t u a t i o n s where nouns were 
assumed known t o the hearer, and not i n t o p i c s . As t o p i c s 
occur f i r s t i n Hmong sentences, not subjects, /da/ 
became an i n i t i a l marker of s p e c i f i c - r e f e r e n c e noun phrases. 

Hyltenstarn's negation corpus i n Swedish i s also r e f e r r e d t o by 
Andersen. I t i n d i c a t e d the tendency of a heterogeneous 
immigrant group i n Sweden t o put negatives a f t e r a u x i l i a r y 
forms before t h a t of p l a c i n g them a f t e r main verbs. Swedish i s 
v i r t u a l l y unique i n a l l o w i n g NEG placement t o vary according 
t o the d i s t i n c t i o n between main and subordinate clauses. 
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Remaining w i t h the Hyltenstam study, Harrimarberg, ( i n 
Hyltenstam and Lirmerud, eds.) d i s t i n g u i s h e s between 
"rudimentary" and "e l a b o r a t i n g " s o l u t i o n s i n developmental 
learner language: 

Elabor a t i n g s o l u t i o n s i n v o l v e the a c q u i s i t i o n 
of categories, d i s t i n c t i o n s , f u n c t i o n s of 
language use, or a s t r u c t u r a l complexity which 
the learner has not p r e v i o u s l y applied i n the 
t a r g e t language. A rudimentary s o l u t i o n i s more 
or less undeveloped i n these respects (1979: 7) 

Despite the d r a s t i c range of languages amongst the t e s t 
subjects, Hyltenstam i n t e r p r e t e d h i s r e s u l t s as proof t h a t 
learners, regardless of L I , s t a r t from a rudimentary system 
and move on t o an e l a b o r a t i n g s o l u t i o n . In t h i s case, the move 
was from the NEG (AUX) main verb order (where main and 
subordinate clauses were not d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ) t o V - f i n i t e NEG 
i n t he f i r s t instance (the f i n i t e verb i s always r e l e v a n t f o r 
NEG placement i n Swedish, i n both AUX and MV). This s o l u t i o n -
stage was overgeneralized by many learners. 

Schachter and Rutherford (1979, i n Gass 1984) note "an 
overproduction of p a r t i c u l a r language forms (p.19-20) i n L I 
f u n c t i o n t o L2 form t r a n s f e r , a category i n t o which the 
Swedish negation "waystage" would f a l l (and which the present 
author can v e r i f y as a L2 Swedish speaker). Also on 
ove r g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , Bickerton ( i n Rutherford,ed., 1984) has 
t h i s t o say: 



the speaker, having made an i n c o r r e c t 
hypothesis about the r o l e of a grammatical 
fe a t u r e , cannot simply microadjust t h a t 
hypothesis; instead of increasing production i n 
the appropriate category, the speaker 
generalises maximally and then prunes down h i s 
g e n e r a l i z a t i o n , so t o speak, u n t i l he achieves 
the appropriate f i t (1984: 157) 

1.5.2 Transfer and developmental influences 

The Hyltenstam study i s an example of i r n p l i c a t i o n a l s c a l i n g . 
Mclaughlin (1987:70) p o i n t s out t h a t t h i s technique seeks t o 
imply t h a t the existence of a c e r t a i n f e a t u r e i n 
subjects'speech implies the existence of other features i n 
t h e i r speech. Andersen (1978) also used the technique w i t h 
subjects from a v a r i e t y of L I backgrounds. Coupled w i t h 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y problematic areas f o r teachers (such as 
Swedish NEG placement or AUX system, HEG and question 
s t r u c t u r e s i n English) t h i s approach can cast more l i g h t on 
p o s s i b l e reasons why learners from widely-varying L I 
backgrounds have d i f f i c u l t i e s . But Hamrnarberg ( i n Hyltenstam 
and Linnerud) makes i t c l e a r t h a t such i l l u m i n a t i o n as t h e r e 
i s seems t o reveal the i n t e r a c t i o n of 
IL determinants i n c l u d i n g language u n i v e r s a l s : 

these are j u s t the kind of s t r u c t u r a l areas 
where L2 has a complication which i s unusual 
among languages, and most other languages have 
a simpler, less marked s t r u c t u r a l s o l u t i o n . We 
may then e a s i l y get the impression t h a t L2 
a c q u i s i t i o n must be a matter of a p u r e l y 
rudimentary/ e l a b o r a t i n g approach according t o 
a u n i v e r s a l c o g n i t i v e p a t t e r n , because learners 
w i t h various L i ' s come up w i t h s i m i l a r 
s o l u t i o n s and proceed from simpler t o more 
complex s t r u c t u r e s . However, the u n i v e r s a l 
element may also be t h a t languages tend t o 
favour unmarked s o l u t i o n s (1979: 21) 
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IL i n r e l a t i o n t o more or less marked s t r a t e g i e s w i l l be 
developed i n Chapter Three. What i s also important, however, 
i s t h a t Hammarberg implies (and goes on t o s t a t e ) t h a t while 
the world's languages i n t h e i r t y p o l o g i c a l arrangement also 
embody c o g n i t i v e p a t t e r n s which p r i o r i t i s e some IL s t r u c t u r a l 
s t r a t e g i e s or s o l u t i o n s , L1-L2 t r a n s f e r does seem t o occur i n 
low-complexity s i t u a t i o n s . I t would seem, t h e r e f o r e , t h a t IL 
developmental s o l u t i o n s are i n t e r a c t i v e w i t h Ll-based 
s o l u t i o n s . 

Process-oriented t r a n s f e r d e f i n i t i o n s have stressed the 
decision-making element of t r a n s f e r s t r a t e g i e s . This i s 
dependent on L1-L2 p r o x i m i t y and L I rnarkedness degrees. A good 
example of the l a t t e r f e a t u r e i s semantic t r a n s f e r . KeHerman 
(1979, i n McLaughlin 1987) found t h a t Dutch learners of 
English r e j e c t e d more semantically marked sentences ( l i k e "He 
kicked the bucket") even though these may be pos s i b l e i n 
Dutch. Instead, unmarked sentences l i k e "He kicked the b a l l " 
were regarded as more language-general, regular and 
t r a n s f e r a b l e . I t i s d i f f i c u l t t o e n t i r e l y divorce such 
perceptions from language u n i v e r s a l s , and Gass notes t h a t 

those elements which are u n i v e r s a l l y 'easier' 
v i s - a - v i s the other elements are most l i k e l y t o 
be t r a n s f e r r e d " (1984: 129) 
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1.5.3 Towards u n i v e r s a l s i n t r a n s f e r studies 

I t i s worth summarising some of the main phenomena 
t o have emerged from t r a n s f e r studies which are adjacent t o 
what we may consider t o be the d i r e c t e f f e c t of t r a n s f e r . 
Gass's survey (1984) i s d e f i n i t i v e i n t h i s respect. She 
reviews research on seven main areas: 

1) D i f f e r e n t developmental paths 

Zobl (1982) observes t h a t Spanish and Chinese speakers of 
English acquire the English a r t i c l e e i t h e r more d i r e c t l y 
(from Spanish) or through d e i c t i c t h i s as determiner 
(Chinese). 

2) Delayed r u l e r e s t r u c t u r i n g 

Existence of s i m i l a r forms i n L I and L2 can hinder the 
e l i m i n a t i o n of those t r a n s f e r r e d forms from IL. Schumann's 
work (1982) on no + verb forms i n Spanish speakers of English 
shows t h a t these are phased out more q u i c k l y i n other speaker 
w i t h L2 English. 

3) Typological o r g a n i s a t i o n t r a n s f e r 

IL w i l l not include L I forms i f t h e r e i s no t y p o l o g i c a l L1-L2 
s i m i l a r i t y ; w i t h t y p o l o g i c a l l i n k s , t r a n s f e r occurs t o 
d i f f e r i n g degrees (Wode 1981). 
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4) St r a t e g i e s of avoidance 

Some expansion on Gass's reference t o Kleinrnann ( 1977) i s 
u s e f u l here. His t e s t s attempted t o ensure t h a t nonuse of 
s t r u c t u r e s could be a t t r i b u t e d t o avoidance, since 

actual e r r o r s the second language learner 
commits are only one clue, but by no means the 
only clue t o the d i f f i c u l t y he i s experiencing 
w i t h the TL ( i n R i t c h i e 1978: 
159) 

In connection w i t h t h i s , Gass p o i n t s out t h a t Schachter (1974) 
produces evidence of English r e l a t i v e clause avoidance i n 
speakers of non-right-branching languages ( i n t h i s case 
Chinese and Japanese). 

5) F a c i l i t a t i o n extension 

A r e v e a l i n g study by Ard and Homburg (1983) on vocabulary 
development involved form/meaning s i m i l a r i t y between English 
and Spanish l e x i c a l items produced by Spanish learners. More 
impo r t a n t l y , i n comparison w i t h Arabic speakers, the same 
learners generalised t h e i r good performance beyond c l e a r l y 
s i m i l a r t e s t items: 

the nature of the n a t i v e language a f f e c t e d 
language l e a r n i n g even where the con d i t i o n s of 
language t r a n s f e r were not met (Gass 1984: 120) 

6) TL form overproduction 

As we have already noted i n r e l a t i o n t o the Hyltenstam 
corpus, Gass comments on t h i s phenomenon as put forward by 
Schachter and Rutherford. The researchers' own examples 
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involve the r e t e n t i o n of L I (topic-comment) discourse 
fu n c t i o n s by Chinese and Japanese learners, i.e. i n L2 
s y n t a c t i c forms such as e x i s t e n t i a l there i n "There i s a. . . " 
and e x t r a p o s i t i o n a l " I t i s f o r t u n a t e t h a t . . . " . 

7) Hypothesis m o d i f i c a t i o n 

A c q u i s i t i o n c o n s t r a i n t s , f a u l t y hypotheses and mistaken 
g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s , according t o Schachter (1983), a r i s e from a 
learner's cumulative knowledge, comprising: 

a. L I and L (o t h e r ) 

b. TL a c q u i s i t i o n 

c. expected TL a c q u i s i t i o n ( p r i o r knowledge) 

8) Absence of b i d i r e c t i o n a l i t y 

T r a n s f e r a b i l i t y "decisions" are made by i n d i v i d u a l s , which 
make more dubious the no t i o n of CAH-type b i d i r e c t i o n a l i t y i n 
t r a n s f e r . Swain, Nairoan and Dumas ( 1972), f o r example, compare 
utterances of the f o l l o w i n g type by n a t i v e English speakers 
l e a r n i n g French: 

* La p e t i t e f i l l e a trouve les 

"The l i t t l e g i r l has found them" 

I t has not been proved t h a t French speakers make p a r a l l e l 
e r r o r s such as: 

* The l i t t l e g i r l them found 

I ? 



A possible explanation (on the basis of KeHerman 1979, 1983) 
is t h a t L2 French speakers, i n a s i m i l a r fashion t o L I French 
speakers, acquire p r e v e r b i a l c l i t i c use l a t e because they are 
marked forms. The s y n t a c t i c connection here i s t h a t such 
inconsistency can be explained (according t o Zobl, 1980a) i n 
terms of l i n g u i s t i c typology ( l e s , f o r example, i s a 
p r e v e r b i a l c l i t i c not incorporated i n normal SVO word order i n 
French, as f u l l nouns are). The f a c t remains, however, t h a t 
"one cannot 'know', i n the absence of comparative data, 
whether these are examples of language t r a n s f e r or not" (Gass 
1984:125). 

The research on developmental IL and t r a n s f e r has reached the 
stage where there i s a greater i n t e r e s t i n l o n g i t u d i n a l 
studies "compared t o cr o s s - s e c t i o n a l studies based on s h o r t -
span experiments); an empirically-based awareness i s important 
i f s t a t i s t i c a l l y groundless claims are t o be avoided. This 
approach i s gaining ground p r e c i s e l y because many of the 
t r a n s f e r phenomena we have analysed have tended t o complexify 
the IL issue t o the p o i n t where the p o t e n t i a l explanatory 
power of t r a n s f e r i t s e l f might be regarded as inadequate. 
Comrie o f f e r s the t h e o r i s t s ' view of the s i t u a t i o n : 

the c r u c i a l examples are those where d i f f i c u l t y i n 
ac q u i r i n g a c e r t a i n property cannot be a t t r i b u t e d 
s o l e l y t o the f a c t t h a t n a t i v e language and second 
language have d i f f e r e n t s t r u c t u r e s { a t t r i b u t i o n of 
er r o r s t o language c o n t r a s t s ) ( i n Rutherford, ed., 
1984: 14) 
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A concern w i t h language u n i v e r s a l s i s one way of moving i n t o 
the r e s u l t i n g vacuum of IL research. Two tendencies o u t l i n e d 
by Gass, again i n her 1984 paper, serve t o exemplify t h i s 
s h i f t : 

a) Transfer e f f e c t s are most l i k e l y w i t h those parts of 
l i n g u i s t i c h i e r a r c h i e s which are most accessible. 

b) Transfer i s more l i k e l y w i t h more basic meanings, i . e . w i t h 
those meanings clos e r t o the "core" than f a r t h e s t away from 
i t . 

These aspects - a c c e s s i b i l i t y and markedness - f a l l i n t o t he 
general area of language u n i v e r s a l s , t o which we can now t u r n 
i n more d e t a i l . 
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CHAPTER 2 

DEFINING LANGUAGE UNIVERSALS AND 
DEVELOPING LINKS WITH IL 

In the previous chapter i n t e r m i t t e n t mention i s made of 
language u n i v e r s a l s and Universal Grammar. Recent IL research 
arguably r e f l e c t s consensus i n the f i e l d t h a t language 
u n i v e r s a l s embody the ideas of two schools of l i n g u i s t i c 
thought which r e q u i r e some explanation. This w i l l h o p e f u l l y 
serve t o c l a r i f y an ongoing consideration of the involvement 
of u n i v e r s a l s i n IL. 

2.1 The th e o r y - d r i v e n perspective 

The e a r l i e r work of Chomsky and the " t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l i s t s " has 
now been superseded by Chomsky's Government-Binding Theory of 
syntax. The basis f o r t h i s remains t h e b e l i e f t h a t humans have 
an innate capacity t o learn language . I t cannot be the case 
t h a t the human b r a i n places no l i m i t s on possible language-
forming hypotheses, thereby 

having no p r e d i s p o s i t i o n t o analysing data i n 
terms of one formal system r a t h e r than any 
other one (Comrie 1981: 2-3) 

Instead, Chomsky proposes t h a t there i s a constrained 
c a p a b i 1 i t y : 
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The language f a c u l t y appears t o be, at i t s 
core, a computational system t h a t i s r i c h and 
narrowly constrained i n s t r u c t u r e and r i g i d i n 
e s s e n t i a l operations (1986a: 43) 

Such a system seems e s s e n t i a l l y t o be what Chomsky means by 
the term Universal Grammar. UG i s i n t r i n s i c a l l y i n t e r l i n k e d t o 
an innate, b i o l o g i c a l l y endowed Language A c q u i s i t i o n Device 
(LAD). The innateness of UG and the LAD, by d e f i n i t i o n , i s the 
same as species u n i v e r s a l i t y . 

Chomsky includes i n h i s theory an observation intended t o 
corroborate these a b s t r a c t p r i n c i p l e s : t h a t a human being 
cannot learn an e n t i r e language system from the language 
environment alone. This i s termed the poverty of the stimulus: 
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i t i s a near c e r t a i n t y t h a t fundamental 
p r o p e r t i e s of the a t t a i n e d grammars are 
r a d i c a l l y underdeterrnined by evidence a v a i l a b l e 
t o the language learner and must t h e r e f o r e be 
a t t r i b u t e d t o UG i t s e l f (1931: 3) 

As concrete examples of universally-determined constructions, 
the f o l l o w i n g are provided: 

a) I wonder who the men expected t o see them 

b) The men expected t o see them 

Radford's comment on these ( i d e a l i s e d ) examples involves L2 
c a p a b i l i t y , which provides us w i t h another p o i n t e r t o IL 
development: 

In the f i r s t example, the pronoun them can be 
i n t e r p r e t e d as r e f e r r i n g t o the men, but not i n 
the second example. Chomsky argues t h a t n e i t h e r 
c h i l d r e n a c q u i r i n g English as t h e i r f i r s t 
language nor those l e a r n i n g i t as a second 
language have t o learn the p r i n c i p l e s governing 
the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of pronouns i n such cases 
(1988:37) 

2.2 Core grammar and markedness 

UG capacity, Chomsky argues, determines a common u n i v e r s a l 
core of p r i n c i p l e s w i t h i n abstracted n a t u r a l language. Basic 
word order i s a core "option", i n the sense t h a t a n a t i v e 
speaker i n a homogeneous speech community receives no evidence 
t o the c o n t r a r y ( t h i s i s i n d i r e c t negative evidence; d i r e c t 
negative evidence, i . e . conscious c o r r e c t i o n , i s not a 
s i g n i f i c a n t f a c t o r i n L I a c q u i s i t i o n because of a low 
c o r r e c t i o n r a t e and c h i l d r e n ' s lack of response). In English 



there i s subject-verb-objeob. A p e r i p h e r a l "option", on the 
other hand, might be an i r r e g u l a r past tense form such as 
went. En route t o the c h i l d ' s mastery of such a c o n s t r u c t i o n , 
t h e r e f o r e , "good" or "wented" may be produced. This s i m p l i f i e d 
summary of core grammar and markedness can be followed by a 
more elaborate d e f i n i t i o n from Chomsky: 

In a h i g h l y i d e a l i s e d p i c t u r e of language 
a c q u i s i t i o n , UG i s taken t o be a 
c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n of the c h i l d ' s p r e - 1 i n g u i s t i c 
mental s t a t e . Experience - i n p a r t , a c o n s t r u c t 
based on i n t e r n a l s t a t e already a t t a i n e d -
serves t o f i x the parameters of UG, p r o v i d i n g a 
core grammar, guided perhaps by a s t r u c t u r e of 
preferences and i m p l i c a t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s among 
the parameters of the core theory. I f so, then 
considerations of markedness enter i n t o the 
theory of core grammar (1981: 7) 

The idea of t h i s core-markedness continuum, i n r e l a t i o n not 
only t o "preferences" but also t o " i m p l i c a t i o n a l r e l a t i o n s " i s 
of s p e c i a l i n t e r e s t , as I hope t o show, when considered from 
an IL perspective. 

2.3 The data-driven perspective 

The p r i n c i p a l a l t e r n a t i v e t o Chomskyan UG i s the f i e l d of 
data-driven proposals f o r language u n i v e r s a l s associated w i t h 
Greenberg and, more r e c e n t l y , Cornrie. The basis f o r such 
proposals i s t h a t the idea of Chomksyan innateness begs 
explanation; i t must be taken as given. I t i s considered more 
important, given research l i m i t a t i o n s , t o concentrate on 
breadth of language coverage as opposed t o Chornksyan depth 
(concentrating c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y on a s i n g l e language 
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English). This involves analysing data from a wide range of 
the world's 4,000 or so languages. The idea of innateness i s 
ge n e r a l l y not accepted by those l i n g u i s t s i n the Greenberg'ian 
school (except as "a possible eventual explanation" [Cowrie 
1981:27]). Chomksy's D-structure, which embodies the 
underlying c o n s t r a i n t s and mechanisms which shape the 
s y n t a c t i c S-structure of sentences ( i . e . possible produced 
sentences) as the product of language i s l a r g e l y abstract, 
Greenberg's analysis, by comparison, i s concerned p r e c i s e l y 
w i t h such surface ("S") s t r u c t u r e s , and i s t h e r e f o r e more 
concrete. 

2.4 I n t e r p r e t at-ions of universals 

I t i s appropriate at t h i s p o i n t t o d i f f e r e n t i a t e between two 
main types of u n i v e r s a l : absolutes and u n i v e r s a l tendencies 
(sometimes termed r e l a t i v e or s t a t i s t i c a l u n i v e r s a l s ) . A 
possible s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r d e f i n i n g both types i s t o regard 
them, as Cornrie does, as more or less extreme cases of "a 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t d e v i a t i o n from random p a t t e r n i n g " 
(1931: 19). This i s t o say t h a t we do not f i n d f a i r l y equal 
d i s t r i b u t i o n of types along p a r t i c u l a r parameters (as would 
be d i c t a t e d by l o g i c a l p o s s i b i l i t y ) . An absolute u n i v e r s a l , 
t h e r e f o r e , i s such a d e v i a t i o n at i t s e x t r e m i t y (such as a l l 
languages having vowels). 

Universal tendencies are of special s i g n i f i c a n c e i n the 
present analysis. Basic word order, while a core f e a t u r e i n 
the Chomksyan single-language framework, also incorporates, 
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from a data-based perspective, the u n i v e r s a l tendency of 
subject preceding object. Fewer than one per cent of languages 
are exceptions (e.g. OVS Hixkaryana i n Amazonia and VOS 
Malagasy). I t i s important t o note another type of u n i v e r s a l 
here: those which are i m p l i c a t i o n a l . These r e l a t e the presence 
of l i n g u i s t i c p r o p e r t i e s t o one another. 

Universal tendencies are a prime f e a t u r e of Greenberg's views 
on un i v e r s a l e of sentence s t r u c t u r e ( e quivalent t o GB S-
s t r u c t u r e ) . While Chomsky has p r e v i o u s l y r e j e c t e d tendencies 
of t h i s type, they are are now being t r e a t e d as a d d i t i o n s t o 
absolute universalis i n t h a t they t i e i n w i t h the core-
markedness continuum discussed e a r l i e r . Thus the Chomskyan 
absolute u n i v e r s a l , where e i t h e r determiners precede nouns and 
a u x i l i a r i e s f o l l o w verbs, or determiners f o l l o w nouns and 
a u x i l i a r i e s f o l l o w verbs (which can be conventionalised i n a 
Chornskyan re p r e s e n t a t i o n as X — > Spec X X ) , i s now regarded 
as c h a r a c t e r i s i n g the unmarked case. The theory-driven and 
data-driven approaches t h e r e f o r e converge on t h i s p o i n t . I n 
Chomsky's GB theory "a core grammar w i t h a periphery of 
marked elements and c o n s t r u c t i o n s " (1981: 8) i s c e n t r a l . 
Furthermore, marked s t r u c t u r e s are regarded as independent 
s t r u c t u r e s . These now include h i e r a r c h i e s of a c c e s s i b i l i t y . 
There i s thus a j u s t i f i a b l e l i n k here w i t h proposals such as 
the r e l a t i v e clause hierarchy which Keenan and Cornrie ( 1977) 
observed employing the data-based approach. This would seem t o 
suggest a r e l a t i o n s h i p between the two camps i n and around the 
area of markedness. 

Our main concern here (and p a r t i c u l a r l y i n Chapter Three) i s 
t o implement our awareness of these common ideas of markedness 

2 7 



i n r e l a t i o n t o IL, while also maintaining the v a l i d i t y of 
much of Chomsky's D-struoture and alpha-movement {such as WH-
movement: 

What do you t h i n k she would say [what] ) . 
/ 

"Deep" [ D - s t r u c t u r e ] e x t r a c t i o n 

In order t o proceed along these l i n e s , i t has been important 
t o agree wit h Comrie (1931) t h a t the two approaches discussed 
i n t h i s section are not without- areas of convergance and 
mutual r e c o g n i t i o n . 

2.5 An i n i t i a l expansion of the I L - u n i v e r s a l r e l a t i o n s h i p 

Any attempt t o prove, or even t o speculate, on the involvement 
of language universale i n second language l e a r n i n g needs t o 
include, as already i n d i c a t e d , a possible r e c o g n i t i o n of IL as 
a n a t u r a l language. I f t h i s i s the case, u n i v e r s a l c o n s t r a i n t s 
w i l l not be v i o l a t e d by systematic and dynamic IL's, j u s t as 
they are not v i o l a t e d by n a t u r a l , "steady-state" languages. 
Following Gass (1984), we can observe t h a t IL's do not e x h i b i t 
sentences such as 

She decided A l i c e wouldn't mind 

where she and Ai ice are c o r e f e r e n t i a l . This i s because A l i c e 
i s preceded and commanded by she. UG thus seems t o be imposing 
c o n s t r a i n t s . 
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I t i s worth n o t i n g t h a t some w r i t e r s on SLA exercise more 
caution i n t h e i r l a b e l l i n g of what I am here r e f e r r i n g t o as 
interlanguage. E l l i s (1935b) also uses the term "learner 
language", while K l e i n (1936) employs the n e u t r a l "learner 
v a r i e t y " . That "interlanguage" as a term lacks such 
n e u t r a l i t y , however, r e f l e c t s the kind of "top-down" 
perspective needed i f any proposals of u n i v e r s a l l i n k s are t o 
be t e s t e d . We may also disagree w i t h Spolsky's stance on the 
question of terminology: 

I see no a . p r i o r i j u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r g i v i n g such 
a/term t o a c l u s t e r of v a r i e t i e s defined only on 
the basis of t h e i r d i s s i m i l a r i t y from a 
s o c i a l l y recognised v a r i e t y . I t would be 
clearer , t h e r e f o r e , t o t r e a t the word 
"interlanguage" as an elegant v a r i a t i o n of 
second language (1939: 35) 

I t i s not necessarily the case t h a t such an implied 
intralanguage d e v i a t i o n would have t o be considered as a 
q u a l i f i e r f o r interlanguage "status". Such a view depends on 
how such watersheds are i d e n t i f i e d . Having said t h i s , however, 
the a n t i t h e s i s - t h a t n a t i v e languages are themselves 
interlanguages - may also be given some thought. 

To r e t u r n t o the p o s s i b i l i t y of an I L - u n i v e r s a l r e l a t i o n s h i p , 
i t must be regarded as one t h a t needs t o be t e s t e d 
e m p i r i c a l l y . Nevertheless, other types of l i n g u i s t i c 
judgements should not be excluded from the IL/L2 research: 

i f we take n a t u r a l human p r o p e r t i e s as forming 
the basis of at l e a s t some un i v e r s a l s , then a 
v i o l a t i o n of the u n i v e r s a l on the p a r t of an L2 
learner may cause us t o question the u n i v e r s a l 
i t s e l f (Gass 1984: 127) 



2.5.1 D i f f e r i n g influences of u n i v e r s a l s 

Gaas and Ard (1934) consider the p o t e n t i a l i nfluence o f 
d i f f e r i n g types o f of u n i v e r s a l . Table 1 d i f f e r e n t i a t e s 
between absolute universals and s t a t i s t i c a l u n i v e r s a l s 
( u n i v e r s a l tendencies). They are aligned w i t h other v a r i a b l e s , 
and t h e i r i n f l u e n c e i s estimated accordingly. Universals 
claimed t o have emerged from diachrony, f o r instance, are not 
regarded as being of any r e a l i n f luence, whereas those 
connected w i t h the co g n i t i v e / p e r c e p t u a l domain are. The 
A c c e s s i b i l i t y Hierarchy i s a good example of the l a t t e r type 
of u n i v e r s a l . 
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TABLE 1: Nature of Language Universals and t h e i r P o t e n t i a l 
Influence on Second Language A c q u i s i t i o n 

S t a t i s t i c a l Source of V a l i d i t y of P r o b a b i l i t y Remarks 
or Absolute Universal Cr Age Hyp of inf l u e n c e 

Stat Physical V a l i d Moderate 
Stat Physical I n v a l i d Moderate 
Abs Physical V a l i d High 
Abs Physical I n v a l i d High 
Stat Perc/Cog V a l i d Moderate 
Stat Perc/Cog Invalid. Moderate 
Abs Perc/Cog V a l i d High 
Abs Perc/Cog I n v a l i d High 
Stat LAD V a l i d Very low SC only 
Stat LAD I n v a l i d Moderate SC only 
Abs LAD V a l i d Very low SC only 
Abs LAD I n v a l i d Moderate SC only 
Stat NBLU V a l i d Low 
Stat NBLU I n v a l i d Moderate 
Abs NBLU V a l i d Low 
Abs NBLU I n v a l i d High 
Stat DBLU V a l i d Very low 
Stat DBLU I n v a l i d Very low 
Abs DBLU V a l i d Very low 
Abs DBLU I n v a l i d Very low 
Stat IBLU V a l i d Moderate 
Stat IBLU I n v a l i d Moderate 
Abs IBLU V a l i d High 
Abs IBLU I n v a l i d High 

Key: Cr.Age Hyp. C r i t i c a l age Hypothesis 
Perc/Cog Perceptual/Cognitive 
LAD Language A c q u i s i t i o n Device 
SC S t a t i c competence 
NBLU Neurological basis of language use 
DBLU Diachronic basis of language use 
IBLU I n t e r a c t i o n a l basis of language use 

(Adapted from Gass and Ard, 1984) 
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2.5.2 Universals and phonology - an example 

Eckman (1984) c a r r i e d out a f a i r l y complex study i n order t o 
prove t h a t v i o l a t i o n of u n i v e r s a l c o n s t r a i n t s i n IL's might be 
explainable through the contact t h a t an IL has w i t h both the 
TL and the n a t i v e language (NL). The claim i s based on 
Sanders' a s s e r t i o n (1979) t h a t there i s no r u l e where a voiced 
obstruent i n w o r d - f i n a l p o s i t i o n induces the t e r m i n a l 
i n s e r t i o n of a schwa [ 9 ] . Japanese and Mandarin speakers 
le a r n i n g English break t h i s r u l e , since they produce the 
"schwa paragoge", w i t h the respective ML's lacking" w o r d - f i n a l 
obstruents. Eckman explains t h i s by saying 

1) the problematic f i n a l consonant i s placed i n a less 
marked p o s i t i o n (medial) 

2) the a d d i t i o n means t h a t the TL word conforms 
phonologic-ally w i t h NL c o n s t r a i n t s , at the same time 
removing the r i s k of d e l e t i n g the f i n a l voiced obstruent i n 
the canonical form which has been c o r r e c t l y learned (/red/ 
is thus r e t a i n e d i n [r£d9]) 

We t h e r e f o r e f i n d underlying forms obeying the exclusion r u l e , 
and a c o n s t r a i n t against f i n a l obstruents i n the same IL 
system. I f Arabic were the NL involved, however, th e r e would 
be no v i o l a t i o n of the suggested schwa paragoge^universal 
c o n s t r a i n t , as Arabic has w o r d - f i n a l obstruents and any 
v i o l a t i o n of Schwa Paragoge exclusion would thus r e s u l t i n an 
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impossible IL; i n such a case, the v i o l a t i o n of the u n i v e r s a l 
would not be accounted f o r by e i t h e r ML or TL f a c t s . 

2.5.3 Universals i n discourse - a p r e l i m i n a r y look a t 
markedness 

A f u r t h e r non-syntactic example of I L - u n i v e r s a l i n t e r a c t i o n i 
i n the general psychological/pragmatic/discourse area. Comrie 
(1981) makes i t c l e a r t h a t t h i s f i e l d i s not t o be discluded 
from those seeking t o a s c e r t a i n the existence of u n i v e r s a l s 
from wide-ranging data. Rutherford (1982) provides a p o i n t e r 
i n r e l a t i o n t o t h i s : 

the learner may w e l l perceive L I discourse-
deterrnined arrangement (e.g. topic-prominence, 
pragmatic word-order...as being less marked 
than L I syntax-determined i n f o r m a t i v e 
arrangement ( i . e . S,V, and 0 permutations). At 
le a s t i t seems t h a t t r a n s f e r occurs w i t h the 
f i r s t k ind of arrangement and not w i t h the 
second... Serious j u s t i f i c a t i o n of a l l t h i s , 
however, w i l l depend upon a c l e a r e r n o t i o n of 
how rnarkedness applies t o higher l e v e l s of 
language or g a n i s a t i o n , and sp<ecifically 
discourse (1982: 104) 

Giv6n (1983) develops t h i s n o t i o n , proceeding t o c l a r i f y h i s 
f i n d i n g s f u r t h e r i n a cross-language study (1984, i n 
Rutherford, ed.). His premiss i s an i n t e r e s t i n g one: 

In the p r e - s y n t a c t i c universe of no grammatical 
morphology and no semantically based word 
order, what are the rock-bottom universals of 
coding the degree of t o p i c 
continuity?(1984:126) 

More "marking m a t e r i a l " , he claims, denotes less continuous 
t o p i c s i n discourse. By t h i s he means, f o r example, longer 
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phonological sequences used t o code the t o p i c . His "rock-
bottom universal of topic-marking" i s as fo l l o w s : 

COMMENT > COMMENT-TOPIC > TOPIC-COMMENT > REPEATED TOPIC 

I f we agree w i t h Givon t h a t a basic psychological p r i n c i p l e i n 
human language i s t h a t we attend t o our most urgent tasks 
f i r s t , then we might also agree t h a t i t i s at the extreme l e f t 
of the hierarchy where the t o p i c i s of the lowest urgency and 
thus t o t a l l y p r e d i c t a b l e (processing the comment or new 
infor m a t i o n remaining urgent). The t o p i c (or o l d information) 
at t he extreme right-hand p o s i t i o n , however, i s very 
unpredictable. This means t h a t the most urgent task i s the 
f i r m establishment of the t o p i c . This would appear t o be the 
case from Giv6rr s t r a n s c r i p t s of e a r l y SLA, e.g. from Hawaii-
Korean English: 

(The same t o p i c prominence i s common i n L I c h i l d r e n ) 

Although there i s an apparent markedness explanation t o such 
occurrences, Givon p r e f e r s t o view topic-comment and comment-
t o p i c word-order r e l a t i o n s h i p s as "a r e f l e c t i o n of a general 
psychological p r i n c i p l e of task performance" (1984:124). In 
the next chapter, I concentrate on the analysis of IL syntax, 
p r i m a r i l y i n recent studies, i n order t o b r i n g t o the f o r e the 
r o l e of markedness i n the present discussion. 

(ZERO 
TOPIC) 

(ZERO 
COMMENT) 

diploma, my son got a high school diploma. 
(1984: 117) 
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CHAPTER 3 

GENERALIZATION FROM MARKEDNESS 

This chapter p r i n c i p a l l y involves an examination of recent 
t h e o r i s i n g and research which examines the possible 
involvement of t y p o l o g i c a l markedness i n IL development. 
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3.1 Coreness and p r o t o t y p i c a l i t y 

In Chapter One mention was made of Kellerman's (1979) study o 
semantically marked forms and t h e i r more l i k e l y r e j e c t i o n i n 
t r a n s f e r processes. Chaudron (1983) summarises Kellerman's 
e a r l i e r studies (1973a), where subjects had t o group l e x i c a l 
items according t o s i m i l a r i t y of meaning and r a t e them i n 
terms of t h e i r " t r a n s l a t a b i 1 i t y " i n t o English from Dutch. In 
the r e s u l t s , t r a n s l a t i o n i n t o English "break" was from a set 
of words i n Dutch judged t o match p r e c i s e l y a word-to-word 
t r a n s l a t i o n . Words closer t o what the learners perceived as 
the "core" meaning were chosen. In another study (1978b), 
coreness ranking - regardless of L2 study periods and age -
was p r e d i c t a b l e on a f i v e - p o i n t d i s s i m i l a r i t y scale. While 
such t e s t s may seem inconclusive, i t i s important t o see the 
"coreness" idea as being connected t o notions of "best l e x i c a 
choice" (as developed by Rosch 1977, i n Cook 1985). Taking 
Rosen'" s view, we might regard t e r r i e r t o be a b e t t e r "dog 
word" than lurcher. This p r o t o t y p i c a l - c a t e g o r i s a t i o n theory 
may be regarded as having connections w i t h core and more 
marked l e x i c a l choice, although c r o s s - c u l t u r a l f u n c t i o n s need 
t o be considered. This i s at l e a s t one way of attempting t o 
explain the human t r a i t of r e l a t i n g more s t r o n g l y t o what one 
perceives as p r o t o t y p i c a l words. 
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3.2 P r o j e c t i o n as a basis f o r roarkedness g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

Researchers have addressed the question of markedness t o 
d i f f e r i n g degrees. I f IL i s taken as being a set of 
ge n e r a l i s a t i o n s and hypotheses about the TL system, then 
markedness can be viewed as a sub-set of the language 
learner's assumed knowledge (Odmark i n Rutherford, 1982). We 
can take "more complex" t o i n d i c a t e "more marked" i n IL, as i 
other languages, and a scale of markedness can lead t o 
p r e d i c t i o n p o s s i b i l i t i e s about order of a c q u i s i t i o n . Zobl 
(1983c) f i r s t r e l a t e s u n i v e r s a l r u l e a c q u i s i t i o n t o a data-
s i f t i n g model of markedness. This contrasts w i t h what he term 
the p r o j e c t i o n model which func t i o n s according t o 
p s y c h o l i n g u i s t i c p r e d i c t i o n s . In other words,the former model 
has c e r t a i n l i m i t a t i o n s based on the f a c t t h a t markedness 
cond i t i o n s are contained e x c l u s i v e l y w i t h i n primary data 
r e l a t i o n s grounded on the "assumed operating mode of the 
a c q u i s i t i o n f a c u l t y " (1983c:297). 

The repres e n t a t i o n of t h i s (Model 1 i n Figure 1) obviously 
d i f f e r s from the p r o j e c t i o n model (Model 2), i n t h a t new 
unmarked forms can be determined, from primary data by 
p r o j e c t i o n , but not by a d a t a - s i f t i n g s t r a t e g y (thus Z emerge 
i n connection t o X,Y... i n Model 2, whereas X,Y.. can only be 
r e f l e c t e d i n learner competence i n Model 1, not extended t o 
the emergence of other unmarked forms). The most important 
inference we can make from t h i s i n r e l a t i o n t o our present 
concerns, i s t h a t i m p l i c a t i o n a l u n i v e r s a l s connect w i t h 
rnarkedness i n the pr o j e c t e d a c q u i s i t i o n of unmarked (or, by 
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i m p l i c a t i o n , less marked) forms once t h a t marked (or, by 
i m p l i c a t i o n , more marked ) forms have been acquired and f i x e d 
through data input. 

FIGURE 1. MARKEDNESS MODELS IN SLA 

Data-Si f t i n g 
Model 

Primary data Faculty Competence 

W 
+ operating 

mode 
( l i n g u i s t i c and 
assumptive) 

->X. . . Y. . 

Pr o j e c t i o n 
Model 

W 
Y 

+ p r o j e c t i v e 
capacity 

( p s y c h o l i n g u i s t i c 
and non-assumptive) 

(Adapted from Zobl 1933c) 

Zobl's model helps e x p l a i n what has been termed the 
" p r o j e c t i o n problem", i . e . t h a t 

the u l t i m a t e s t a t e of l i n g u i s t i c knowledge 
a t t a i n e d by the learner about the t a r g e t 
language f a r exceeds the data t o which he or 
she has been exposed i n the course of lea r n i n g 
(1933c: 296) 

We can now review some experimental studies d e a l i n g w i t h 
t h i s tendency. 
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3.3 St r a t e g i e s of r e l a t i v e clause formation i n English 

There would seem t o be a perceptual basis t o the formation of 
r e l a t i v e clauses (RC's) which involves language u n i v e r s a l s . 
Keenan and Comrie ( 1977) discovered an i r n p l i c a t i o n a l h ierarchy 
of RC c o n s t r u c t i o n . The claim i s t h a t the A c c e s s i b i l i t y 
Hierarchy has u n i v e r s a l a p p l i c a t i o n , being evident i n RC data 
from approximately 50 languages. The most accessible p o s i t i o n 
i s at the beginning of the f o l l o w i n g l i n e a r representation: 

Subject (SU) > D i r e c t Object (DO) > I n d i r e c t Object (IQ) > 
Object of P r e p o s i t i o n (0 PREP) > Possessor (POSS) > Object of 
Comparison (0 COMP) 

Examples of RC's i n English are: 
The woman who l i v e s t here (SU) 
The woman who I l i k e (DO) 
The woman who I spoke t o (10) 
The club t o which I belong (OPREP) 
The member whose number I gave you (POSS) 
The student who I'm bigger than (0C0MP) 

A language t h a t r e l a t i v i s e s on any given h i e r a r c h i c a l p o s i t i o n 
also r e l a t i v i s e s on a l l p o s i t i o n s t o the l e f t of i t (higher 
on the AH). A l l languages r e l a t i v i s e a t SU p o s i t i o n but we are 
not able t o determine where r e l a t i v i a a t i o n ceases f u r t h e r down 
the h i e r a r c h y ( i . e . f u r t h e r t o the r i g h t ) . The i m p l i c a t i o n a l 
nature of the AH has stimulated an increasing i n t e r e s t i n RC 
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format-ion w i t h a view t o e s t a b l i s h i n g the extent t o which 
language un iversa 1 s are in vo ] veel. 

3.3.1 An overview of Gass's c o n t r i b u t i o n 

The SLA process, according t o Gass, i s influenced by 
uni v e r s a l s i n d i f f e r e n t areas of language use. L2 a c q u i s i t i o n 
of EC's, she claims (1979, 1980, 1983), i s " p r i m a r i l y governed 
by u n i v e r s a l phenomena" (Gass and Ard, i n Rutherford, ed. 
1984: 43). Her study as a whole consisted of three t e s t s given 
s i x times over a four-month period t o seventeen a d u l t learners 
of English from ten d i f f e r e n t language backgrounds. The 
d i v e r s i t y of t h e i r RC types i s shown i n Table 2: 

TABLE 2. CROSS-LINGUISTIC RELATIVIZATION 

Languages 
SU 

R e l a t i v i z a b l e P o s i t i o n s 
DO 10 OPREP 0C0MP 

English 
French 
Portuguese 
I t a l i a n 
Arabic-
Persian 
Thai 
Chinese 
Korean 
Japanese 

X 
X 

A 

A 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

A 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

(Adapted from Gass and Ard, 1984) 
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The a u t h o r s r e v i e w two of t h e t h r e e t a s k s s e t : 

1) S e n t e n c e - c o m b i n i n g : t h e c o m b i n a t i o n of two s e n t e n c e s w i t h 

one noun p h r a s e (MP) i n common, t o form one s e n t e n c e i n 

E n g l i s h w i t h a RC. The f i r s t s e n t e n c e was a m a t r i x s e n t e n c e 

w i t h t h e head NP as e i t h e r a s u b j e c t or o b j e c t of i t s own 

s e n t e n c e . The common NP i n t h e second s e n t e n c e was i n one of 

t h e s i x AH p o s i t i o n s . There was a t o t a l of 12 s e n t e n c e s ( a l l 

c o m b i n a t i o n s ) . F i g u r e 2 shows t h a t t r e n d s p r e d i c t e d by t h e AH 

were f o l l o w e d , w i t h t h e e x c e p t i o n of POSS r e l a t i v i a a t i o n . The 

uniq u e n a t u r e of t h e POSS codin g i n E n g l i s h ( e . g . ...whose 

c a r . . . ) can h e l p e x p l a i n t h i s , as c a n i t s p o s s i b l e p e r c e p t i o n 

by l e a r n e r s as a u n i t a r y f e a t u r e ( e . g . i n ...whose c a r I 

borrowed,.., whose c a r may be r e g a r d e d as t h e s i n g l e DO o f 

borrowed. We can a l s o n o t e a t t h i s p o i n t t h a t G a s s ' s s t u d y had 

p o s s i b l e s h o r t f a l l s b e c a u s e i t was n o t t r u l y l o n g i t u d i n a l . 

FIGURE RELATIVIZATION RESULTS 

30 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 
10 POSS SU DO 0C0MP 

0PREP 
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S c h a c h t e r and Kleinrnann' s r e s e a r c h on a v o i d a n c e was r e f e r r e d 

t o i n C h a p t e r One. I n checking' a v o i d a n c e , Gass, i n t e r e s t i n g l y , 

was a b l e to draw up a v i r t u a l m i r r o r image of t h e r e s u l t s f o r 

AH o r d e r i n g ( s e e F i g u r e 3 ) . T h i s s u g g e s t s g r e a t e r d i f f i c u l t y 

a t t h e lower p o s i t i o n s on the AH. U n i v e r s a l p r i n c i p l e s can 

a g a i n be s i n g l e d out as t h e am i n i n f l u e n c e . The POSS e x c e p t i o n 

i n t h e c a s e of both AH c o r r e l a t i o n and a v o i d a n c e , however, 

i n d i c a t e s NL and TL i n f l u e n c e a l o n g s i d e t h a t of t h e u n i v e r s a l . 

FIGURE 3. AVOIDANCE OF RELATIVIZATION 

80 
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50 
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0 
SU DO 10 POSS OCOMP 

OPREP 

F i g u r e 4 shows t h e r e s u l t s from s u b j e c t s ' f r e e w r i t i n g . 

Although some p o s i t i o n s were not r e l a t i v i s e d , AH o r d e r i n g s 

were c l e a r l y f o l l o w e d . 

4-2 



FIGURE 4. RELATIVIZATION IN FREE WRITING 
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{ F i g u r e s adapted from Gass and Ard, 1934) 

These r e s u l t s a g a i n a c t as s u p p o r t f o r G a s s ' s c l a i m t h a t t h e r e 

i s a r e l a t i v i s a t i o n u n i v e r s a l i n v o l v e d i n L2 s e l e c t i o n o f RC 

use. T h i s i s d e v e l o p e d more f u l l y i n t h e n e x t s e c t i o n . 

3.3.2 A contemporary s t u d y o f markedness i n I L 

The AH can a l s o be viewed i n terms of markedness: RC f o r m a t i o n 

a t t h e SU p o s i t i o n i s t h e l e a s t marked p o i n t on t h e h i e r a r c h y , 

w i t h r e l a t i v i s a t i o n a t t h e OCOMP p o s i t i o n o nly. To gauge t h e 

de g r e e t o which t h e y g e n e r a l i s e d t h e i r i n s t r u c t i o n , t h e i r 

r e s u l t s were compared w i t h t h o s e of a c o n t r o l group which had 

been t a u g h t RC's from a s t a n d a r d t e x t (where SU, DO and OPREP 

r e l a t i v i s a t i o n was p r e s e n t e d i n s e q u e n c e ) . More g e n e r a l i s a t i o n 

o c c u r r e d w i t h s u b j e c t s who had r e l a t i v i z e d a t t h e s i n g l e 

p o s i t i o n t h a n w i t h t h o s e working from t h e t e x t . 
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B e f o r e c o n s i d e r i n g t h e methodology of Eckman e t a l ( 1938) we 

need t o c o n s i d e r t h e i r m o t i v a t i o n f o r t a k i n g t h e r e s e a r c h 

f u r t h e r . They t a k e t h r e e q u e s t i o n s as t h e i r s t a r t i n g p o i n t : 

1) Which TL a s p e c t s w i l l be most e a s i l y a c q u i r e d ? 

2) Which TL a s p e c t s w i l l be l e a s t e a s i l y a c q u i r e d ? 

3) Which l e a r n e d TL a s p e c t s w i l l l e a d t o t h e g r e a t e s t 
g e n e r a l i s a t i o n from t h o s e s t r u c t u r e s l e a r n t t o o t h e r 
s t r u c t u r e s ? 

The a u t h o r s equate " l e a r n t " f e a t u r e s w i t h " t a u g h t " f e a t u r e s , 

and t a k e " l e a r n i n g " t o be i n an i n s t r u c t i o n a l s e t t i n g . S i n c e 

t h e y f i n d t h i s c o m p a t i b l e w i t h t h e a c q u i s i t i o n of t h e i r t i t l e , 

we can b e s t r e g a r d t h e i r s t a n c e as b e i n g one of i n t e r f a c e 

between l e a r n i n g and a c q u i s i t i o n , i . e . n o t o s t e n s i b l y 

s u p p o r t i v e of K r a s h e n ' s n o w - c o n t r o v e r s i a l "dual knowledge" 

paradigm, s e p a r a t i n g "monitored" l e a r n i n g from a c q u i s i t i o n 

{some of t h e l e a r n i n g / p e d a g o g i c a l i m p l i c a t i o n s of t h i s paper-

a r e t a k e n up i n C h a p t e r F o u r ) . 

Eckrnan (1977) l i n k s l e v e l s of d i f f i c u l t y i n SLA t o l e v e l s of 

t y p o l o g i c a l markedness. The l a t t e r , as we have s e e n w i t h t h e 

AH, i n v o l v e s t h e c r o s s - 1 i n g u i s t i c p r e s e n c e of a r e l a t i v e l y 

more marked f e a t u r e i m p l y i n g t h e p r e s e n c e of a n o t h e r f e a t u r e ; 

i n t r a - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y , however, t h e p r e s e n c e of t h i s r e l a t i v e l y 

l e s s marked f e a t u r e does not, i n i t s t u r n , n e c e s s a r i l y imply 

t h e p r e s e n c e of t h a t marked f e a t u r e which i s o t h e r w i s e p r e s e n t 

a c r o s s a range of languages. The former p o i n t - c o n c e r n i n g 

44 



l e v e l s of d i f f i c u l t y - i s c o v e r e d by Eckrnatv's Markedness 

D i f f e r e n t i a l H y p o t h e s i s (MDH): 

The a r e a s o f d i f f i c u l t y t h a t a l e a r n e r w i l l 
have w i t h a g i v e n TL can be p r e d i c t e d on t h e 
b a s i s of a s y s t e m a t i c comparison o f t h e NL and 
TL, s u c h t h a t : 

a) t h o s e a r e a s of t h e TL which a r e d i f f e r e n t 
form t h e NL and r e l a t i v e l y more marked tha n i n 
t h e NL w i l l be d i f f i c u l t ; 

b) t h e d e g r e e of d i f f i c u l t y of any a s p e c t of 
t h e TL whic h i s d i f f e r e n t from t h e NL and 
r e l a t i v e l y more marked tha n i n t h e NL w i l l 
c o r r e s p o n d t o t h e r e l a t i v e d e g r e e of markedness 
t h a t a s p e c t ; 

c ) t h o s e a s p e c t s of t h e TL which a r e d i f f e r e n t 
from t h e NL, but which a r e n o t more marked t h a n i n 
t h e NL w i l l not be d i f f i c u l t . 

(Eckman e t a l 1988: 4) 

The r a t i o n a l e f o r t h e s e c l a i m s i s t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s , having' 

l e a r n t a more advanced or d i f f i c u l t a s p e c t of any f i e l d , 

l e a r n , by v i r t u e o f i n c l u s i o n , l e s s d i f f i c u l t b u t r e l a t e d 

a s p e c t s . With r e g a r d t o l e a r n i n g , b e i n g a b l e t o h a n d l e t h e 

most marked TL a s p e c t s s h o u l d f a c i l i t a t e t h e l e a r n i n g of t h e 

l e s s marked s t r u c t u r e s . 

SUBJECTS AND METHOD 

Four groups were i n v o l v e d : 

1) R e l a t i v i s a t i o n a t SU o n l y 

2) R e l a t i v i s a t i o n a t DO o n l y 

3) C o n t r o l group (non-RC i n s t r u c t i o n ) 

The u s e of t h r e e e x p e r i m e n t a l groups was i n t e n d e d t o d e t e r m i n e 

i n which d i r e c t i o n g e n e r a l i s a t i o n was, and i f i t was i n one 

d i r e c t i o n o nly. 
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P r e - t e s t . Twenty-one p a i r s of s e n t e n c e s were t o be combined 

i n a w r i t t e n p r e - t e s t ; of t h e twenty-one newly-formed 

s e n t e n c e s , s e v e n were combined w i t h each of t h e t h r e e 

r e l a t i v i s a t i o n s t r a t e g i e s b e i n g t e s t e d ( a t SU, DO and OPREP 

p o s i t i o n s ) . The s e n t e n c e s were of t h e f o l l o w i n g t y p e : 

a) A A l b e r t h e a r d t h e dog 

B The dog c h a s e d t h e c h i l d r e n i n t o t h e f i e l d 

--> A l b e r t saw t h e dog t h a t c h a s e d t h e c h i l d r e n i n t o t h e 
f i e l d 

(SU r e l a t i v i s a t i o n ) 

c ) A We saw t h e c a r 

B Bob recommended t h e c a r t o A l e x 

--> We saw t h e c a r t h a t Bob recommended t o A l e x 

(DO r e l a t i v i s a t i o n ) 

b) A Jenny knew t h e f a m i l y 

B They gave t h e c a r t o t h e f a m i l y 

— > Jenny knew t h e f a m i l y who t h e y gave t h e c a r t o 
(OPREP r e l a t i v i s a t i o n ) 

The i n d e x e d NP i n each A s e n t e n c e i s i d e n t i c a l t o one of t h e 

s e n t e n c e B NP's. T h i s i s shown i n t h e f o l l o w i n g 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n : 

A NP V NP 

B NP V NP Prep. NP 

Gass and Ard (1930, i n Eckrnan e t a l ) o f f e r e d some e v i d e n c e i n 

s u p p o r t o f head NP p o s i t i o n b e i n g l i n k e d t o l e v e l s o f 

d i f f i c u l t y i n second language RC f o r m a t i o n . 
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Type of i n s t r u c t i o n . The i n s t r u c t i o n a l groups were formed 

a f t e r an accompanying warm-up e x e r c i s e which was not r e l a t e d 

t o t h e r e l a t i v i s a t i o n t a s k . The f o u r groups each had n i n e 

s u b j e c t s ( f o u r A r a b i c s p e a k e r s , t h r e e S p a n i s h s p e a k e r s , one 

J a p a n e s e s p e a k e r and one Korean s p e a k e r ) . 

The t h r e e e x p e r i m e n t a l groups were i n s t r u c t e d o n l y on t h e 

r e l a t i v i s a t i o n p o s i t i o n a s s i g n e d t o them (SU, DO or OPREP). 

The c o n t r o l group was i n s t r u c t e d on non-RC s e n t e n c e - c o m b i n i n g 

a r e a s . M o d i f i e r s were e x p l a i n e d t o t h e e x p e r i m e n t a l groups i n 

advance of t h r e e r e l a t i v i s a t i o n a c t i v i t i e s where s e n t e n c e s o r 

i d e a s were t o be combined, m o d i f y i n g t h e f i r s t i d e a or 

s e n t e n c e w i t h t h e second. The markers which ( f o r t h i n g s ) , 

who/whom ( f o r p e o p l e ) and t h a t ( f o r both) were i n t r o d u c e d f o r 

use. 

The a c t i v i t i e s c o m p r i s e d : 

1) I n t e r r e l a t e d s h o r t s e n t e n c e s w i t h s k e t c h e s accompanied by a 

s h o r t s t o r y ( a p p r o p r i a t e f o r SUB, DO o r OPREP r e l a t i v i s a t i o n 

d epending on which e x p e r i m e n t a l group was r e c e i v i n g 

i n s t r u c t i o n ) . S t u d e n t s i d e n t i f i e d t h e common p h r a s e i n each 

p a i r , the n s u b s t i t u t e d t h e second c o - r e f e r e n t i a l e l e m e n t w i t h 

t h a t , which o r who, and c o u p l e d t h e s e n t e n c e s . 

2) L i s t e n i n g t o a new s t o r y c o m p r i s i n g s e v e r a l p a i r s o f 

s e n t e n c e s , a g a i n t a r g e t e d t o groups a c c o r d i n g t o 

r e l a t i v i s a t i o n p o s i t i o n . These needed t o be combined and 

produced o r a l l y . 
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3) A t h i r d s t o r y i n s e n t e n c e p a i r s t o be r e a d and r e - w r i t t e n 

w i t h RC's. W e a r - i d e n t i c a l l e x i s was used, and t e a c h e r 

m o n i t o r i n g e n s u r e d r e - i n s t r u c t i o n where n e c e s s a r y . 

The p o s t - t e s t was g i v e n two days a f t e r i n s t r u c t i o n ; t w e n t y -

one s e n t e n c e s t o be combined i n t h e same manner as t h e p r e ­

t e s t t a s k . 

T e s t s c o r i n g . Only t h e c o r r e c t t a r g e t s e n t e n c e p r o d u c t i o n 

was t a k e n i n t o c o n s i d e r a t i o n and o n l y e r r o r s r e l a t e d t o 

a p p r o p r i a t e RC f o r m a t i o n were counted. While t h i s g u i d e l i n e 

d i d not i n c l u d e , f o r i n s t a n c e , u s i n g what f o r t h a t , i t d i d 

s c o r e as e r r o r s c o m b i n a t i o n s i n t h e wrong order, o f t h e t y p e 

They r e n t e d t h e house 

E m i l y p u t some f u r n i t u r e i n t h e house 

They r e n t e d t h e house t h a t E m i l y put some 
f u r n i t u r e i n 

X E m i l y p u t some f u r n i t u r e i n t h e house t h a t 
t h e y r e n t e d 

Eckman e t a l c l a i m t h a t t h e s u b j e c t s u n d e r s t o o d t h e s e n t e n c e 

combining i n s t r u c t i o n , and t h a t a v o i d a n c e was t h e b e s t 

e x p l a n a t i o n f o r i n c o r r e c t c o m b i n a t i o n s . The main .reasons for­

t h i s a r e : 

1) 25% maximum on i n c o r r e c t c o m b i n a t i o n s 

2) These i n v o l v e d DO and OPREP r e l a t i v i s a t i o n 

3) I n c o r r e c t c o m b i n a t i o n a l w a y s l e d t o r e l a t i v i s a t i o n a t a 
a h i g h e r AH p o s i t i o n . 
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4) Pronoun and r e l a t i v i s e d NP r e t e n t i o n s counted as e r r o r s . 

These were of t h e t y p e : 

X Mary used t h e c a r t h a t J i m s o l d i t t o Susan 

X The s t u d e n t k e p t t h e pen t h a t t h e t e a c h e r 
l e f t t h e pen on h i s t a b l e 

T hese e r r o r s d i d n o t i n v o l v e a c t u a l RC s t r u c t u r e but were 

noted. M u l t i p l e e r r o r s i n combined s e n t e n c e s were counted as 

s i n g l e e r r o r s . 

R e s u l t s and t h e i r s i g n i f i c a n c e 

U s i n g a v a r i a n c e a n a l y s i s , t h e p r e - t e s t d i d not p r o v i d e 

e v i d e n c e f o r any i n i t i a l d i f f e r e n c e between groups, a l t h o u g h 

t h e r e was a c l e a r d i f f e r e n c e i n p e r f o r m a n c e on 

RC c o n s t r u c t i o n . One r e s u l t , however, c o n t r a d i c t e d t h e 

p r e d i c t i o n s of t h e MDH: which OPREP RC-type performance 

d i f f e r e d from SU and DO-type performance, t h e r e was no 

s t a t i s t i c a l d i f f e r e n c e between SU and DO r e l a t i v e s . R e g a r d i n g 

s e p a r a t e group performance, no s i n g l e RC s t r u c t u r e was 

p r e f e r r e d by any o f t h e groups. C o n c e r n i n g t h e p r e - t e s t , t h e 

f o u r groups d i f f e r e d s i g n i f i c a n t l y . T a b l e 2 summarizes t o t a l 

e r r o r s , a c c o r d i n g t o RC s t r u c t u r e , f o r both t e s t s : 



TABLE 3. RELAXIVIZATION ERRORS 

P r e - t e s t P o s t - t e s t 

SU 
; t r . 

DO OPREP 
s t r . s t r . 

SU 
itr 

DO OPREP 
s t r . s t r . 

SU group 

DO group 

OPREP group 

C o n t r o l group 

34 

32 

36 

32 

39 

30 

42 

42 

42 

42 

4 

10 

0 

23 

12 

4 

30 

33 

38 

1 

42 

Xhe p r e - t e s t r e s u l t s were i n l i n e w i t h MDH p r e d i c t i o n s , i . e . 

t h e w o r s t performance was w i t h r e l a t i v i s a t i o n a t t h e OPREP 

p o s i t i o n . Xhe p o s t - t e s t r e s u l t s show t h a t t h e OPREP group 

a c h i e v e d t h e b e s t s c o r e , f o l l o w e d by DO, SU and C o n t r o l . Group 

perf o r m a n c e i n r e l a t i o n t o r e l a t i v i s e d p o s i t i o n ( s e e F i g u r e 5) 

i n d i c a t e d t h a t p e r f o r m a n c e r e f l e c t e d i n s t r u c t i o n , t h e r e was no 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n towards OPREP p o s i t i o n , and a l m o s t a l l 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n was d i r e c t e d towards l e s s marked c o n s t r u c t i o n s . 

T h i s a p p e a r s t o s u p p o r t t o a s i g n i f i c a n t e x t e n t t h e c l a i m t h a t 

maximal g e n e r a l i s a t i o n of l e a r n i n g w i l l r e s u l t 
from t h e a c q u i s i t i o n of r e l a t i v e l y more, marked 
s t r u c t u r e s . Such g e n e r a l i s a t i o n w i l l be 
u n i d i r e c t i o n a l , and w i l l be i n t h e d i r e c t i o n of 
t h o s e s t r u c t u r e s which a r e r e l a t i v e l y l e s s 
marked. Thus, i f o n l y a s i n g l e s t r u c t u r e o f a 
s e t of i m p l i c a t i o n a l l y r e l a t e d s t r u c t u r e s i s t o 
be t a u g h t , maximal g e n e r a l i s a t i o n w i l l r e s u l t 
from t e a c h i n g t h a t which i s most marked (1988: 
12) 
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FIGURE 5 PERFORMANCE ON RELATIVIZATION TESTS 

7 

Mean d i f f e r e n c e 4 
c o r e i n 

between p r e - t e s t 
and p o s t - t e s t 

i. 

o SU DO OPREP 

R e l a t i v i s e d p o s i t i o n 

Key 

SU group 

^ — DO group 

— - — - OPREP group 

- C o n t r o l group 

The a u t h o r s s t r e s s t h a t t h e y do n o t r e g a r d g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s 

due t o markedness as a good r e a s o n t o e x c l u d e t h e t e a c h i n g of 

l e s s marked s t r u c t u r e s . I n t e r e s t i n g l y , t h e y s u g g e s t a f u r t h e r -

s t u d y where markedness l e v e l s c o r r e s p o n d t o l e n g t h -

o f - i n s t r u c t i o n p e r i o d . Thus, i n a one-hour l e s s o n , SU might 

r e c e i v e t e n minutes' t e a c h i n g , DO twe n t y and OPREP t h i r t y 

m i n u t es. T h i s would appear to r e f l e c t one of t h e a u t h o r s ' 
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i m p l i c i t p r i n c i p l e s - t h a t w h i l e much i n s i g h t can be g a i n e d 

from n o t i n g t h e e f f e c t s of r n a r k e d n e s s / u n i v e r s a l e i n I L 

p r o d u c t i o n of v a r i o u s k i n d s , t h e r e i s no s i n g l e e t i o l o g y 

b e h i n d I L c a p a b i l i t y . 

CHAPTER FOUR 

UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR ACCESS AND 
GRAMMATICALITY JUDGEMENTS IN PERSPECTIVE 

W h i l e t h i s c h a p t e r c l o s e s w i t h a d i s c u s s i o n of t h e p l a c e of 

"gr a m m a t i c a l i n t u i t i o n s " i n I L , i t i s i m p o r t a n t f i r s t of a l l 

t o complement t h e p r e c e d i n g e x a m i n a t i o n of rnarkedness s t u d i e s 

w i t h a r e v i e w of some o t h e r i m p o r t a n t IL-UG r e s e a r c h . Two UG 

c o n s t r a i n t s a r e now c o n s i d e r e d i n t h e c o n t e x t of s p e c i f i c I L 

d e v e l o p m e n t a l s t u d i e s . 

4.1 The rightward-movement c o n s t r a i n t 

Ross (1967, i n R i t c h i e , e d . 1978) p r o p o s e s a c o n s t r a i n t on 

r u l e s i n v o l v i n g r i g h t w a r d movement - t h e R i g h t Roof 

C o n s t r a i n t (RRC): 

S u r f a c e s t r i n g s i n which an element has been 
moved t o t h e r i g h t of t h e s e n t e n c e i n which t h e 
element o r i g i n a t e d a r e i l l - f o r m e d ( R i t c h i e 
1978:36) 
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To g i v e an example, 

The b u i l d i n g which used t o be t h e r e had gone 

i s an o r i g i n a l s e n t e n c e from which t h e f o l l o w i n g examples of 
r e - s e q u e n c i n g a r e r•• oas i b l e : 

a) That t h e b u i l d i n g had gone which used t o be t h e r e 
came as q u i t e a shock 

b) T h a t t h e b u i l d i n g which u s e d t o bwe t h e r e had gone 
came as q u i t e a s hock 

t h e f o l l o w i n g , however, i s u n g r a m m a t i c a l : 

c ) * T h a t t h e b u i l d i n g had gone came as q u i t e a shock 
which used t o be t h e r e 

R i t c h i e sought t o examine whether a d u l t s r e t a i n t h e RRC as a 

UG c o n s t r a i n t , and gave q u e s t i o n n a i r e s t o an e x p e r i m e n t a l 

group of n a t i v e J a p a n e s e s p e a k e r s and a c o n t r o l group of 

n a t i v e E n g l i s h s p e a k e r s . Degrees of g r a m m a t i c a l i t y were 

t e s t e d i n o r d e r t o d i s c o v e r whether t h e l e a r n e r s were a b l e t o 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e between R R C - c o n s t r a i n e d c o r r e c t s e n t e n c e s and 

t h o s e v i o l a t i n g t h e RRC c o n s t r a i n t . As J a p a n e s e has no 

r i g h t w a r d movement, e v i d e n c e of s u c h d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n would 

i n d i c a t e t h a t t h e l e a r n e r s had a c c e s s t o t h e RRC. P e rformance 

was c l e a r l y much b e t t e r t h a n chance, p r o v i n g t o a r e a s o n a b l e 

e x t e n t t h a t t h e l e a r n e r s (who have no such c o n t r o l s i n t h e i r 

own l a nguage) had a c c e s s t o t h e RRC u n i v e r s a l . R i t c h i e ' s 

c l a i m i s t h a t l i n g u i s t i c u n i v e r s a l e a r e i n t a c t i n t h e a d u l t . 

H i s l i n k i n g of L I u n i v e r s a l s w i t h I L p r o d u c t i o n i s n e c e s s a r y 

i f UG e f f e c t s a r e t o be found. H i s comment t h a t i L l - L 2 

u n i v e r s a l e r e q u i r e an " e x h a u s t i v e i n v e s t i g a t i o n " has been 

p a r t l y r e a l i s e d by t h e i n c r e a s i n g i n t e r e s t i n IL-UG. We can 

5"3 



now move on to examine a f i n a l study, as a r e c e n t example of 

t h i s . 

4.2 Bley-Vroman e t a l - l e a r n e r i n t u i t i o n s and Mi-movement 

The s t u d i e s of c o n c e r n t o us h e r e have p r i m a r i l y been 

c o n c e r n e d w i t h a c o n s i d e r a t i o n of s t r u c t u r a l f e a t u r e s . B l e y -

Vroman e t a l ( 1 9 8 8 ) , i n t h e i r own a n a l y s i s of WH-rnovement i n 

I L , make an i m p o r t a n t comment as t o t h e v a l i d i t y and purpose 

of t h i s approach: 

I t i s , of c o u r s e , f a i r l y c l e a r t h a t n e i t h e r 
f i r s t nor second language r e s e a r c h e r s a r e 
i n t e r e s t e d i n t h e s t r u c t u r a l p r o p e r t i e s of 
l e a r n e r s ' u t t e r a n c e s as suc h ; r a t h e r , t h e 
i n t r i n s i c and u l t i m a t e g o a l of any s e r i o u s 
a q u i s i t i o n r e s e a r c h i s t o f i n d out something 
about t h e mental s t r u c t u r e s and p r o c e s s e s t h a t 
make l e a r n i n g p o s s i b l e , and about t h e i r 
i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h t h e l e a r n e r ' s i n p u t and 
envir o n m e n t (1988: 2) 

C r e d i b l e d e v e l o p m e n t a l I L s t u d i e s - r a t h e r t h a n o n l y s t u d i e s 

o f c o m p a r i s o n between L I and L2 u t t e r a n c e s , t h e y argue, need 

t o f u r t h e r t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p between mind and language. I t i s 

h e r e where Chomskyan t h e o r y i s c e n t r a l : 

I f U n i v e r s a l Grammar i s a c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n of a 
s p e c i f i c i n n a t e s y s t e m of c o g n i t i v e s t r u c t u r e s 
t h a t e n a b l e s t h e c h i l d s u c c e s s f u l l y t o m a s t e r 
t h e c h i l d ' s n a t i v e language, we may a s k whether 
t h i s s y s t e m o f c o g n i t i v e s t r u c t u r e s i s a l s o 
o p e r a t i n g i n t h e second language l e a r n e r (1988: 
4) 

T h i s i s a q u e s t i o n w h i c h h a s a l s o been i n t e g r a l i t o t h e p r e s e n t 

a n a l y s i s of I L and language u n i v e r s a l s , and which we can now 

r e l a t e t o Bley-Vroman e t a l ' s t h o r oughgoing a t t e m p t t o 
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a s c e r t a i n t h e e x t e n t t o which UG i s i n f a c t of any 

s i g n i f i c a n c e i n d e s c r i b i n g t h e n a t u r e of I L . 

The a u t h o r s ' c r i t e r i a f o r i d e n t i f y i n g a UG p r e s e n c e i n L2 

l e a r n e r s of E n g l i s h i s Chomsky's " p o v e r t y of t h e s t i m u l u s " 

c o n c e p t ( i n C h a p t e r 2 ) , g u i d i n g much L I a c q u i s i t i o n r e s e a r c h . 

As an example, t h e y c o n s i d e r i n t e r r o g a t i o n i n t e r c h a n g e s of t h e 

t y p e : 

a) D a v i d saw something s t r a n g e l a s t n i g h t 

b) What d i d D a v i d s e e 0 l a s t n i g h t ? 

I n b) above, t h e WH-phrase has become s e n t e n c e - i n i t i a l , h a v i n g 

moved from t h e gap p o s i t i o n . C h i l d r e n , i t seems, l e a r n t h i s 

w i t h o u t any problem. However, something e l s e t h e y l e a r n i s n o t 

t o produce s e n t e n c e s s u c h as d) 

c ) J a n e t n o t i c e d t h a t Bob l e f t e a r l y y e s t e r d a y 

d) * Who d i d J a n e t n o t i c e t h a t Bob l e f t 0 
y e s t e r d a y ? 

The u n g r a m m a t i c a l i t y o f (d) i s a r e s u l t o f v i o l a t i n g t h e 

s u b j a c e n c y p r i n c i p l e (Chomsky 1973, i n Bley-Vroman e t a l ) . 

T h i s b a s i c a l l y s t i p u l a t e s t h a t 

no element may be moved o v e r more t h a n one 
c a t e g o r i a l node of a s p e c i f i c t y p e (1988: 4) 

S ( " s u r f a c e s e n t e n c e " ) and NP a r e c a t e g o r i a l and bounding 

nodes i n GB-theory. With r e g a r d t o ( d ) , Who d i d j a n e t n o t i c e 0 

would be g r a m m a t i c a l , as o n l y one node ( S ) i s b r i d g e d by t h e 

WH-elenient. As i t i s , (d) c o m p r i s e s t h e ( u n g r a r n m a t i c a l ) 
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b r i d g i n g of one S node ( [ J a n e t n o t i c e d ] ) and one S node ( [ t h a t 

Bob l e f t ] ) . 

The RRC examined i n t h e p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n c o n c e r n e d a s p e c i f i c -

t y p e of s u b j a c e n c y . With r e g a r d t o WH-rnovernent, c h i l d r e n u s e 

i n p u t d a t a i n moving WH- p h r a s e s t o s e n t e n c e - i n i t i a l p o s i t i o n , 

b ut a r e s u b j e c t t o t h e c o n s t r a i n t of s u b j a c e n c y which 

d i s a l l o w s t h i s p r o c e s s i n c e r t a i n c o n s t r u c t i o n s . 

By c o n d u c t i n g g r a m m a t i c a l i t y t e s t s i n E n g l i s h w i t h s p e a k e r s 

whose language has no s y n t a c t i c WH-movement, i t i s p o s s i b l e t o 

d i s c o v e r whether UG i s a c c e s s i b l e i n t h e I L o f s u c h l e a r n e r s . 

Bley-Vroman e t a l u s e d Korean - an a p p r o p r i a t e language, where 

t h e Korean e q u i v a l e n t s of s e n t e n c e - t y p e s l i k e t h e p r e c e d i n g 

example of (d) a r e g r a m m a t i c a l forms. An example from t h e 

paper i s t h e foll o w i n g " . 

Mary-ka nu-ga m u l - s i l i s e h e n - n i n j i r i l s h i m s j r w i - h a m n i k a ? 

Mary who what y e s t e r d a y d i d wonder Q 

"What does Mary wonder who d i d y e s t e r d a y ? " (1988: 5) 

I f , on t h e o t h e r hand, n a t i v e Korean s p e a k e r s a r e . a b l e t o 

d i s t i n g u i s h between s e n t e n c e s i n E n g l i s h l i k e ( b ) and (d) 

above, t h e n i t would seem t h a t t h e y have a c c e s s t o UG, and 

t h a t t h i s i s t h e e x p l a n a t i o n f o r t h e i r p e r c e p t i o n o f su c h a 

c o n t r a s t . 



S u b j e c t s and method 

The a u t h o r s , as w i t h R i t c h i e ' s s tudy, d i s t r i b u t e d a 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e . A t o t a l o f 92 Korean n a t i v e speakers were 

i n v o l v e d , a l l o f them r e l a t i v e l y advanced i n E n g l i s h ; t h e r e 

was a l o t o f v a r i a t i o n i n t h e group as a whole. I n a d d i t i o n , 

34 n a t i v e E n g l i s h speakers a c t e d as c o n t r o l s . The 32 randomly 

p l a c e d sentences were t o be judged a c c o r d i n g t o " i n t u i t i o n a l 

responses o f g r a m m a t i c a l i t y " (1933: 7-8). Of t h e t h i r t y - t w o , 

f i f t e e n were gr a m m a t i c a l and seventeen ungrammatical. Each 

i n v o l v e d WH-moveraent t o s e n t e n c e - i n i t i a l p o s i t i o n , and each 

e i t h e r obeyed o r v i o l a t e d c o n s t r a i n t s on WH-movement. The 

sentences were i n t h r e e c a t e g o r i e s : Subjacency, t h e Empty 

Category P r i n c i p l e and gr a m m a t i c a l c o n t r o l sentences. 

R e s u l t s and t h e i r s i g n i f i c a n c e 

These were compiled a c c o r d i n g t o 1) o v e r a l l performance o f 

s u b j e c t s , 2) performance on i n d i v i d u a l sentences ,and 3) 

judgement c o n t r a s t s o f i n d i v i d u a l s . Table 2 shows i n d i v i d u a l 

sentence r e s u l t s . Pre-roovement WH-positions have been added 

i n parantheses, s i g n i f i e d by 0. 

57 



TABLE 4. TYPES AND RESULTS OF WH-MOVEMENT TESTS 

% C o r r e c t responses 

NNS NS 

Subjacency 

1. WH- i s l a n d s 

* What does B i l l want t o know whether 
John has a l r e a d y s o l d 0 ? 87 74 

* What does Tim wonder where Nancy p u t 0 ? 85 97 
* Where d i d B i l l want t o know who p u t t h e 

book 0 ? 88 100 

2. Complex NP's 

a) F a c t i v e s 

What d i d B i l l t h i n k t h a t t h e t e a c h e r had 
s a i d 0 ? 54 94 
What d i d John r e a l i s e he c o u l d n o t s e l l 0 ? 55 97 
* What d i d Sam b e l i e v e t h e c l a i m t h a t C a r o l 
had bought yS ? 79 100 
* What d i d John hear t h e news t h a t t h e mayor 
would do p ? 72 1 97 

b) R e l a t i v e Clauses 

* Who d i d John buy t h e house t h a t • js had 
recommended t o him ? 90 100 
* Where d i d B i l l v i s i t a f r i e n d who had j u s t 
a r r i v e d from 9s ? 71 100 
* What d i d t h e p o l i c e a r r e s t t h e men who 
were c a r r y i n g 0 ? 92 100 

c) C o o r d i n a t i o n 

* What d i d John f i n d t h e b a l l and 0 ? 88 100 
* What does John l i k e t o e a t tomatoes and 0 ? 72 97 
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ECP 

1. Subject/Object. Asymmetries 

a) S u p e r i o r i t y 

I c a n ' t remember who 0 d i d what. 83 100 
* She f o r g o t what who s a i d 0. 75 94 
b) T h a t - t r a c e E f f e c t 

What d i d Frank say t h a t Judy would l i k e t o 
read 0 ? 59 100 
Who d i d E l l e n say Max t h o u g h t 0 would pass 
t h e t e s t 0 ? 30 8? 
* What d i d John say t h a t 0 would f a l l on 
t h e f l o o r , i f we're n o t c a r e f u l ? 71 48 

c) S e n t e n t i a l S u b j e c t I s l a n d s 

What k i n d o f book i s i t necessary t o read ? 72 90 

* What s o r t o f f o o d i s t o d i g e s t 0 easy ? 70 97 

2. Prep P h r a s e / A d v e r b i a l I s l a n d s 

Which bed does John l i k e t o s l e e p i n 0 ? 89 97 
* What t i m e w i l l Mary a r r i v e b e f o r e 0 ? 85 55 
* What d i d A l b e r t p u t money i n t h e box d u r i n g 0 ? 93 84 
* What does John e a t hamburgers because he 
l i k e s 0 ? 95 97 
3. S p e c i f i e d S u b j e c t C o n s t r a i n t 
What d i d Mike see p i c t u r e s o f 0 ? 47 100 
* What d i d Mary hear B i l l ' s s t o r i e s about 0 ? 70 94 
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Sentences used as c o n t r o l s 

1. Who/Whom 

Who does John want t o see 0 *? 79 100 
Who s h o u l d I g i v e t h e b r a c e l e t t o u ? 80 90 

2. Long movements 

What d i d John t h i n k C a r o l wanted her mother t o 
g i v e t o t h e postman & ? 65 97 
Which apple d i d Mary say i t would be easy f o r 
us t o c u t 0 ? 72 90 
Which i n f o r m a t i o n would i t be p o s s i b l e f o r Mary 
t o persuade Susan t o t e l l t h e r e p o r t e r s 0 ? 67 68 

3. P r e p o s i t i o n - s t r a n d i n g 

Where i s t h e person t h a t I want you t o t a l k 
t o 0 ? 84 100 
What d i d S a l l y ask her younger b r o t h e r t o l o o k 
a t 0 ? 88 100 

Key: NNS - n o n - n a t i v e speaker 
NS - n a t i v e speaker 

(Adapted from Bley-Vrornan e t a l 1988) 
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The sentence r e s u l t s are, t o a s i g n i f i c a n t e x t e n t , 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f t h e r e s u l t s as a whole. Non-native speakers'' 

performance was f a i r l y c o n s i s t e n t l y b e t t e r t h a n chance -

s u b j e c t s d i d n o t guess a t random. Bley-Vroman e t a l do n o t 

accept t h a t p r e v i o u s t r a i n i n g c o u l d have r e s u l t e d i n t h e 

performance o f t h e i r a d u l t s u b j e c t s . They t h e r e f o r e propose 

t h a t t h e i r f i n d i n g s t e n d t o d i s p r o v e t h e s t r o n g f o r m o f t h e 

Fundamental D i f f e r e n c e [L1-L2 d i s t i n c t i o n ] H y p o t h e s i s : 

Our c o n c l u s i o n i s t h e r e f o r e t h a t a d u l t s appear 
t o have some s o r t o f access t o knowledge o f UG, 
and t h i s knowledge i s used i n t h e development 
o f f o r e i g n language a c q u i s i t i o n (1988: 26-27) 

The a u t h o r s recommend t h e r e p l i c a t i o n o f t h e i r s t u d y and, more 

i m p o r t a n t l y , t h e development o f " e x p l i c i t t h e o r e t i c a l models 

which have a t l e a s t some chance o f e x p l a i n i n g t h e g e n e r a l 

p i c t u r e which seems t o be emerging" (1988:27). I t i s a l s o 

i m p o r t a n t , however, t o g i v e f u r t h e r c o n s i d e r a t i o n t o t h e 

approach and t e c h n i q u e s o f such t e s t - b a s e d s t u d i e s , and i t i s 

t o t h i s p o i n t t h a t we can now t u r n our a t t e n t i o n . 

4.3 The v i a b i l i t y of m e t a l i n g u i s t i c judgements 

I t needs t o be s t r e s s e d t h a t I L i s d e t e r m i n e d by a number o f 

competences, as opposed t o a s i n g l e competence. I have t h u s 

f a r t a k e n a view o f u n i v e r s a l e i n t h i s l i g h t - t h a t we s h o u l d 

r e g a r d t h e i r i n v o l v e m e n t as one o f many p o s s i b l e f a c t o r s i n 

any d e s c r i p t i o n ( o r p u t a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n ) o f I L . I f t h i s i s t h e 

GJ 



case, i t i s i m p o r t a n t t o c o n s i d e r t o what e x t e n t t h e i d e a o f 

" i n t u i t i o n s o f g r a m m a t i c a l i t y " i s a d i s t i n c t and r e l i a b l e 

y a r d s t i c k f o r e s t a b l i s h i n g t h e degree o f i n v o l v e m e n t i n I L o f 

language u n i v e r s a l s ( o r any o t h e r d e t e r m i n a n t ) . 

4.3.1 J u s t i f i c a t i o n f o r g r a m m a t i c a l i t y t e s t s 

Checking l e v e l s o f g r a m m a t i c a l i t y i n t h e u t t e r a n c e s o r w r i t t e n 

p r o d u c t i o n o f L2 speakers i s , i n t h e main, a consequence o f 

Chomskyan i n f l u e n c e on t h e t e s t i n g procedures o f l i n g u i s t s ; 

n a t i v e speaker competence i s c h a r a c t e r i s e d by a l i n g u i s t i c 

t h e o r y , and t h e r e f o r e needs t o be r e f e r r e d t o when t e s t i n g t h e 

t h e o r y . Chaudron r e c o g n i s e s t h a t i n t u i t i o n s are used 

i d i o s y n c r a t i c - a l l y , b u t t h a t t h i s l i m i t a t i o n , t o g e t h e r w i t h 

o t h e r v a r i a b l e s i n n a t i v e speaker e v a l u a t i o n s , does n o t 

i n v a l i d a t e t h e u s e f u l n e s s o f g r a m m a t i c a l i t y judgements, even 

though t h e y 

must be employed c a u t i o u s l y , w i t h f u l l r e g a r d 
f o r t h e f a c t t h a t t h e y are complex b e h a v i o r a l 
phenomena, s u b j e c t t o v a r i a t i o n o f t h e i r own 
from as y e t unknown sources (1983: 344) 

Many r e s e a r c h e r s r e g a r d m e t a l i n g u i s t i c judgements as an 

e x p l i c i t way t o c o n f i r m d a t a i n s u p p o r t o f 

a c q u i s i t i o n / p e r f o r m a n c e t h e o r i e s . Chaudron c l a i m s t h a t b e s t 

viewed as workable i n t h r e e main areas: 

1) The i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f d i f f e r e n c e s between language 

s t i m u l i t h r o u g h t h e i n d i r e c t r o u t e o f responses. 
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2) The a b s t r a c t i o n from language u s e / m e t a l i n g u i s t i c 

awareness ( t h e judgement a b i l i t i e s t h e m s e l v e s ) . 

3) The a n a l y s i s i f NL-TL i n t e r a c t i o n c o m p l e x i t i e s i n I L . 

The Eckman e t a l , R i t c h i e and Bley-Vroman s t u d i e s , p l u s Gass'' 

work w i t h u n i v e r s i t y s t u d e n t s , a l l i n v o l v e d s u b j e c t s o f 

s e v e r a l years'" f o r m a l E n g l i s h l e a r n i n g . I t seems f a i r t o 

assume t h a t such s u b j e c t s had developed f a r enough t o w a r d TL 

p r o f i c i e n c y t o s u f f i c i e n t l y match "the e x p e r i m e n t e r ' s 

' o b j e c t i v e ' ' norms" (Chaudron 1933:370). 

4.3.2 Judgements, i n t u i t i o n s and u n i v e r s a l s 

Grundy e t a l (1989) d i f f e r e n t i a t e between g r a m m a t i c a l i t y 

judgements and i n t u i t i o n s . They c l a i m t h a t w h i l e t h e for m e r 

i n v o l v e m e t a l i n g ' u i t s i c knowledge o f what i s s t r u c t u r a l l y w e l l 

formed, t h e l a t t e r a re e s s e n t i a l l y l e a r n e r p e r c e p t i o n s o f 

n a t i v e speaker c a p a b i l i t y . Chaudron, i n i m p l y i n g t h e 

s h o r t f a l l s o f m e t a l i n g u i s t i c judgements, seems t o t o u c h on a 

s i m i l a r area: 

g r a m m a t i c a l i t y , a c c e p t a b i l i t y , and 
meaningfulness, f o r i n s t a n c e , are n o t s o c i a l l y 
u n i f o r m concepts (1983:370) 

S t u d i e s which i n c l u d e n a t i v e speaker s u b j e c t s as c o n t r o l s can 

r e v e a l t h e shortcomings o f g r a m m a t i c a l i t y judgements. Attempt 

t o e x p l o r e UG i n I L by such means have c l e a r l i m i t a t i o n s , as 

i n t h e case o f t h e experiment by Bley-Vroman e t a l : 
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I f access t o UG e x p l a i n s why t h e n o r m a t i v e 
speakers d i d b e t t e r t h a n chance, what e x p l a i n s 
why t h e y d i d n o t do as w e l l as t h e n a t i v e 
speakers? (1983: 27) 

L2 s p e a k e r s ' a t t i t u d e s towards t h e TL are undoubtedly a c r u c i a l 

element i n any e v a l u a t i o n o f l i n g u i s t i c a b i l i t y . Chaudron and 

Grundy e t a l r e f e r t o t h e major c o n t r i b u t i o n s o f Gardner and 

Lambert (e.g. 1972) i n t h i s c o n n e c t i o n . I t i s a d i f f i c u l t 

t a s k , however, t o " c o r r e l a t e a t t i t u d e and l i n g u i s t i c 

i n t u i t i o n " (Grundy e t a l , 1989:4). The former would seem t o 

r e s t i n t h e area o f s o f t d a t a , t h e l a t t e r l e n d i n g i t s e l f more 

e a s i l y t o hard d a t a - t y p e a n a l y s i s . Indeed, Grundy e t a l 

conclude form t h e i r s t a t i s t i c a l f i n d i n g s t h a t t h e i r own s t u d y 

f a i l s t o show i n any d e c i s i v e way t h a t t h e 
l i n g u i s t i c r e a l i t y we c a l l i n t u i t i o n a f f e c t s o r 
i s a f f e c t e d by t h e s o c i a l o r c u l t u r a l r e a l i t y 
we c a l l a t t i t u d e (1989:38) 

The same s t u d y seeks t o f i n d a UG a c c e s s i b i l i t y / a t t i t u d e l i n k 

t h r o u g h i n c o r p o r a t i n g t h e " i n d e t e r m i n a t e " h a l f o f SLA a b i l i t y 

( S c h a c h t e r e t a l , 1976) i n t h e i r approach. The a u t h o r s i n c l u d e 

here 

marked b u t gr a m m a t i c a l s t r u c t u r e s low down on 
a c c e s s i b i l i t y h i e r a r c h i e s which we expect t o be 
o u t s i d e our s u b j e c t s ' ' i n t e r n a l i s e d grammars' 

(1989:10) 

T h i s a l l o c a t i o n i s a v e r y i n t e r e s t i n g one, and d e f i n e s a 

l e a r n e r ' s r e a d i n e s s t o "reach o u t t o a marked p e r i p h e r y " 

(1939:4) as a r e f l e c t i o n o f a t t i t u d e / a c c u l t u r a t i o n l e v e l . 

Eckman e t a l ' s fundamental e x p l a n a t i o n o f competence based on 
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rnarkedness c o n d i t i o n s ( o r , i n t h e b r o a d e s t sense, UG) i s a 

q u e s t i o n a t t h e core o f t h e I L / u n i v e r s a l s debate. 

We can now f o l l o w t h e a n a l y s i s o f s e v e r a l s t u d i e s by a 

c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f such f i n d i n g s f o r language l e a r n e r s . Any 

a t t e m p t t o do t h i s , however, o b v i o u s l y needs t o acknowledge i n 

advance i n d i v i d u a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h t h e TL as a c e n t r a l 

f e a t u r e o f I L , even i f t h i s - as has been noted - i s e x t r e m e l y 

d i f f i c u l t t o q u a n t i f y . 

CHAPTER FIVE 

LANGUAGE UNIVERSALS IN SECOND LANGUAGE LEARNING 

The f i n d i n g s o f r e s e a r c h e r s i n t h e area o f RC's and UG 

c o n s t r a i n t s / p a r a m e t e r s , as we have seen, have p r o v i d e d a t 

l e a s t a modicum o f evidence t o suggest t h a t L2 l e a r n e r s ( o r I L 

speakers) have some mental p r o p e r t y which s u b j e c t s t h e i r 

l i n g u i s t i c c a p a b i l i t y t o u n i v e r s a l c o n s t r a i n t s (such as t h a t 

o f WH-movernent) and g i v e s them access t o s t r u c t u r a l elements 

i n t h e marked p e r i p h e r y (such as RC r e l a t i v i s a t i o n low down on 

t h e AH). This f i n a l c h a p t e r goes on t o develop l i n k s between 

v a r i o u s u n i v e r s a l phenomena and language l e a r n i n g . 
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5.1 PRO-drop as evidence o f UG i n I L 

The e x i s t e n c e o f a phenomenon such as PRO-drop/retention 

r a i s e s t h e q u e s t i o n o f UG parameters i n I L . Parameters s e t by 

UG would seem t o o p e r a t e i n I L - n o t o n l y L I - a c q u i s i t i o n . A 

f a i r l y common example o f t h i s i n t h e l i t e r a t u r e i s t h e PRO-

drop parameter. This i s an open parameter r e l a t i n g s u b j e c t s 

and v e r b s i n Chomksyan s y n t a c t i c government. I n F i n n i s h , t h e r e 

i s v a r i a t i o n b etween,for example, f i r s t and t h i r d person 

pronoun s t r u c t u r e s : 

a) (mina) a j a n t o i h i n 

( I ) d r i v e w o r k - t o 

" I d r i v e t o work' 

b) se a j a a t t i i h i n 

i t d r i v e s work t o 

"he/she d r i v e s t o work" ( v e r n a c u l a r ) 

I n ( a ) , t h e PRO-drop i s a r g u a b l y t h e unmarked form, as pronoun 

r e t e n t i o n i s o p t i o n a l . I n ( b ) , however, a pronoun i s used. 

Languages l i k e Spanish and I t a l i a n a r e e n t i r e l y PRO-drop, 

w h i l e o t h e r s , l i k e E n g l i s h , are n o t . 

I t would appear t o be t h e case t h a t t h e r e i s d i r e c t access t o 

UG i f one c o n s i d e r s t h a t t h e n a t i v e E n g l i s h speaker has o n l y 

t o n o t i c e t h e presence i n h i s / h e r I L o f sentences which can be 

t r a n s l a t e d as " W i l l come [ i t ] " and so on, i n o r d e r t o sense 

t h a t t h e r e i s PRO-drop a c t i v a t i o n i n Spanish. L I Spanish 

speakers, however, need t o n o t i c e t h e absence o f such 
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sentences i n E n g l i s h i n o r d e r t o sense t h a t t h e r e i s no PRO-

drop a c t i v a t i o n i n E n g l i s h . The l o g i c o f t h i s may seem a t 

f i r s t c o n t r i v e d , y e t i t seems t o make sense t h a t i t i s e a s i e r 

t o n o t i c e t h e presence o f something t h a n i t s absence. 

U n i v e r s a l l e a r n i n g p r i n c i p l e s merge w i t h t h e e f f e c t o f 

language u n i v e r s a l e i n t h i s case: an open UG parameter i s 

s u c c e s s f u l l y " s e t " i n one d i r e c t i o n b u t l e s s s u c c e s s f u l l y so 

i n t h e o t h e r because o f u n i v e r s a l f a c t o r s o f p e r c e p t i o n . We 

can connect such evidence w i t h Cook's suggested o b s e r v a t i o n 

d e l i m i t i n g t h e d i f f e r e n c e s between L I and L2 l e a r n i n g : 

t h e a pparent d i s c r e p a n c i e s are caused e i t h e r by 
a c c i d e n t a l o r necessary d i f f e r e n c e s i n t h e 
s i t u a t i o n s , o r by n o n - l i n g u i s t i c d i f f e r e n c e s i n 
t h e l e a r n e r s ' minds, r a t h e r t h a n by a n y t h i n g i n 
t h e language process i t s e l f (1985: 9) 

I n o t h e r words, j u s t as t h e r e i s no t a b u l a r a s a f o r c h i l d r e n 

l e a r n i n g t h e i r L I , n e i t h e r i s t h e r e one f o r L2 l e a r n e r s . 

U n i v e r s a l s o p e r a t e i n b o t h t y p e s o f language l e a r n e r ; 

c o g n i t i v e and s i t u a t i o n a l f a c t o r s , a c c o r d i n g t o Cook, are what 

make t h e d i f f e r e n c e . 

5.2 R e - s e t t i n g the PRO~drop parameter 

Having n o t e d t h a t t h e r e i s an open UG parameter o f PRO-drop, 

and h a v i n g c o n s i d e r e d a l o g i c a l e x p l a n a t i o n f o r i t s e a s i e r 

t r a n s f e r i n one d i r e c t i o n t h a n i n t h e o t h e r , we > can now c l o s e 

t h e c i r c l e o f UG e f f e c t s by p o s t u l a t i n g t h a t t h e r e i s t h e 

p o t e n t i a l f o r a u n i v e r s a l , by d e f i n i t i o n , t o be "tapped" 
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u n i v e r s a l l y . I n t h e p r e s e n t c o n t e x t { c o n t i n u i n g our E n g l i s h -

Spanish comparison) t h a t means a two-way, n o t a one-way, 

a p p l i c a t i o n . Cook comments on t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y : 

I f U n i v e r s a l Grammar i s d i r e c t l y a c c e s s i b l e t o 
t h e L2 l e a r n e r , i t should n o t a f f e c t a Spanish 
l e a r n e r o f E n g l i s h t h a t t h e two languages have 
f i x e d t h e PRO-drop parameter d i f f e r e n t l y ; he 
s i m p l y needs the p r o p e r t r i g g e r s t o f i x i t 
anew. However, i f i t i s n o t d i r e c t l y 
a c c e s s i b l e , he can approach E n g l i s h o n l y 
t h r o u g h t h e v a l u e o f t h e parameter f o r Spanish. 
The q u e s t i o n o f whether L2 l e a r n i n g 
r e c a p i t u l a t e s L I l e a r n i n g can be narrowed down 
t o c o n s i d e r i n g whether L2 l e a r n e r s ' grammars 
r e f l e c t s t h e p r i n c i p l e s o f U n i v e r s a l Grammar, 
and whether parameters a r e s t i l l f r e e t o be 
f i x e d i n a second language from t r i g g e r i n g 
evidence (1985: 9) 

The c o i n c i d e n c e o f parameter s e t t i n g s and t h e " t r i g g e r i n g " 

n a t u r e o f L2 d a t a a l r e a d y a v a i l a b l e e x p l a i n s why i t i s e a s i e r 

f o r a L I speaker o f a SVO language t o l e a r n another SVO 

language or, t o g i v e an example f o r t h e l a t t e r a l i g n m e n t , f o r 

a L I speaker o f a non-PRO-drop language t o l e a r n a PRO-drop 

language. I n answering Cook's q u e s t i o n c o n c e r n i n g t h e f i x i n g 

o f f r e e parameters "not accounted f o r " , as i t were, R u t h e r f o n 

c o n s i d e r s t h e t y p e o f evidence necessary t o a c t i v a t e p o s s i b l e 

t r i g g e r i n g p o t e n t i a l . I f t h e Spanish l e a r n e r o f E n g l i s h 

produces a q u e s t i o n o f t h e t y p e " I s t o o warm t h i s p l a c e " 

r a t h e r t h a n "This p l a c e i s t o o warm?" we might l i k e t o 

c o n s i d e r what c o u l d h e l p such sentences t o be phased o u t o f 

I L . The a u t h o r r e f e r s t o H i l i e s ( 1986) and Hyams (1983) i n 

o b s e r v i n g t h a t t h e PRO-drop ( o r n u l l - s u b j e c t ) parameter i s 

perhaps a c l u s t e r o f p r o p e r t i e s i n c l u d i n g n o t o n l y t h e PRO-

d r o p phenomenon per se b u t a l s o t h e s t a t u s o f w i l l , may, can 

and o t h e r modals, i n a d d i t i o n t o t h e "dummy" elements i t and 

t h e r e . The l a t t e r items a r e " s y n t a c t i c p l a c e - h o l d e r s " and i f 
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t h e i r f u n c t i o n s are l e a r n t along w i t h b a s i c m o d a l i t y , t h e n t h e 

p r o d u c t i o n o f t h e o b l i g a t o r y s u b j e c t i n E n g l i s h might become 

more f r e q u e n t . The p r i n c i p l e behind t h i s c l a i m can now be 

di s c u s s e d i n t h e l a n g u a g e - l e a r n i n g c o n t e x t 

5.3 C o n s c i o u s n e s s - r a i s i n g 

The p r e c e d i n g s e c t i o n , i n i t s concern w i t h t r i g g e r i n g t h e 

o p e r a t i o n o f language u n i v e r s a l s , t h e r e b y a c t i v a t i n g pathways 

t o l e a r n i n g , i s connected t o t h e area o f c o n s c i o u s n e s s - r a i s i n g 

(C-R). That i s , t h e s y n t a c t i c p r i n c i p l e s and p a t t e r n s which we 

have termed language u n i v e r s a l s need t o be r e l a t e d t o 

u n i v e r s a l processes o f l e a r n i n g ( R u t h e r f o r d 1987:14). The i d e a 

o f r e - s e t t i n g t h e PRO-drop parameter i s p o s s i b l y an example o f 

a c t i v a t i n g a l a t e n t p r i n c i p l e . To e x e m p l i f y a u n i v e r s a l 

process o f language l e a r n i n g , we need o n l y l o o k a t t h e 

n e c e s s i t y f o r a L2 speaker t o produce an i n t e l l i g i b l e I L . By 

v i o l a t i n g l a n g u a g e - s p e c i f i c r u l e s , t h e I L speaker i s a c t u a l l y 

a p p l y i n g language-general p r i n c i p l e s ( o r language u n i v e r s a l s ) . 

This i s shown i n t h e f o l l o w i n g f o r m u l a t i o n adapted f r o m 

R u t h e r f o r d : 

UG BASE IN I L + EXPOSURE TO NEW LANGUAGE = LANGUAGE LEARNING 

This i s n o t t o say t h a t t h e r e are n o t many o t h e r f a c t o r s 

i n v o l v e d , o r t h a t such a c o m b i n a t i o n leads t o a l l L2 language 

l e a r n i n g i n an i n d i v i d u a l . 
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C o n s c i o u s n e s s - r a i s i n g i s used here t o mean 

t h e d e l i b e r a t e a t t e m p t t o draw t h e l e a r n e r ' s 
a t t e n t i o n s p e c i f i c a l l y t o t h e f o r m a l p r o p e r t i e s 
o f t h e t a r g e t language 
( R u t h e r f o r d and Sharwood Smith 1985:274) 

The main argument i n s u p p o r t o f C-R i s t h a t t h e L2 l e a r n e r 

r e q u i r e s t h a t l e a r n i n g element which w i l l i n c r e a s e t h e range 

of d a t a t h a t i s a v a i l a b l e t o her/him. We may wish t o view C-

R as t h a t element. I t makes a v a i l a b l e 

d a t a t h a t are c r u c i a l f o r t h e l e a r n e r ' s t e s t i n g 
o f hypotheses, and f o r h i s [ s i c ] f o r m i n g 
g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s . . . i n a somewhat c o n t r o l l e d and 
p r i n c i p l e d f a s h i o n ( R u t h e r f o r d 1987: 18) 

C-R - defence or j u s t i f i c a t i o n ? 

By c o n t e m p l a t i n g a r o l e f o r C-R i n t h e language classroom I 

am p r o p o s i n g a response t o c e r t a i n l e a r n i n g - t e a c h i n g 

r e a l i t i e s : 

1) Pedagogical recommendations o f t h e 80's have a t t i m e s 

amounted t o an o v e r - r e a c t i o n t o t h e p e r c e p t i o n t h a t f o c u s 

on form i s a g i v e n aspect o f a l l language t e a c h i n g . 

(Such a stance, indeed, would negate t h e v a l i d i t y o f t h e 

p r e s e n t d i s s e r t a t i o n inasmuch as l i n g u i s t i c t h e o r y and i t s 

concern w i t h language form i s i n t e g r a l t o I L s t u d i e s ) . 

2) While m e t h o d o l o g i c a l nomenclature has changed, g r a m m a t i c a l 

C-R has been p r e s e n t t h r o u g h o u t t h e h i s t o r y o f language 

t e a c h i n g ( R u t h e r f o r d 1987). The r e a p p r a i s a l o f C-R 
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d e r i v e s i n l a r g e p a r t from t h e s o l i d g r o u n d i n g 
of c o n t r a s t i v e r e s e a r c h i n c u r r e n t v e r s i o n s o f 
l i n g u i s t i c t h e o r y t h a t f o r t h e f i r s t t i m e make 
i t p o s s i b l e t o compare languages n o t i n terms 
of t h e o p e r a t i o n o f s p e c i f i c (and o f t e n p o o r l y 
m o t i v a t e d ) t r a n s f o r m a t i o n a l r u l e s , b u t r a t h e r 
i n terms o f t h e new d i f f e r e n t i a l a p p l i c a t i o n 
across a l l languages o f a r e l a t i v e l y s m a l l s e t 
of u n i v e r s a l p r i n c i p l e s ( R u t h e r f o r d and 
Sharwood Smith 1985: 280) 

3) Perhaps most i m p o r t a n t , and r e l a t e d t o p o i n t ( 2 ) , i s t h e 

s e l f - p e r c e p t i o n o f many l e a r n e r s t h a t some form o f 

gra m m a t i c a l c o n s c i o u s n e s s - r a i s i n g i s a d e f i n i n g f a c t o r o f any 

language t e a c h i n g . T h i s i s n o t t o say t h a t many l e a r n e r s do 

n o t r e c o i l a t t h e p r o s p e c t o f "grammar t e a c h i n g " per se 

(even though o t h e r s may en j o y t h e v e r y same component). 

I n s t e a d , l e a r n e r e x p e c t a t i o n s o f " o r d e r " i n a course or lesso n 

may w e l l i n c l u d e i n d i v i d u a l p e r c e p t i o n s o f what I have termed 

c o n s c i o u s n e s s - r a i s i n g . The e x t e n t t o which t h i s i s t i e d up 

w i t h m o t i v a t i o n and even s e l f - f u l f i l l i n g prophecy i s 

d e b a t a b l e ; what i s q u i t e c l e a r , however, i s t h a t many capable 

and e x p e r i e n c e d p r a c t i t i o n e r s - no m a t t e r how committed or 

open t o t h e b e n e f i t s o f , say, communicative and problem-

s o l v i n g methodologies - f r e q u e n t l y encounter a t t i t u d e s , 

r e q u e s t s o r demands r e f l e c t i n g i n one way or an o t h e r a concern 

w i t h t h e form o f t h e second or f o r e i g n language t h e y are 

l e a r n i n g . Much o f t h e r e s e a r c h reviewed i n t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n , 

moreover, can be i m p o r t a n t i n p r o v i d i n g 

p r i n c i p l e d guidance i n d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g w i t h 
r e g a r d t o p o s s i b l e g r a m m a t i c a l c a n d i d a t e s f o r 
C-R ( R u t h e r f o r d and Sharwood Smith 1985: 280) 

B e a r i n g i n mind t h e g e n e r a l d e f i n i t i o n o f C-R above, we can 

now b r i e f l y e x p l o r e t h e r o l e o f s p e c i f i c language u n i v e r s a l s 

i n c o n s c i o u s n e s s - r a i s i n g f o r t h e I L s p e a k e r - l e a r n e r . 
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5.4 Language u n i v e r s a l s as f a c i l i t a t o r s - t r a c e s i n RC's 

The " g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s " mentioned above by R u t h e r f o r d can be 

r e l a t e d t o t hose g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s which emerged f r o m t h e 

s t u d i e s by Eckrnan e t a l . They a l s o bear some r e l a t i o n t o t h e 

evidence o f UG a c c e s s i b i l i t y i n t h e paper by Bley-Vroman e t 

a l . 

To t u r n t o t h e f i r s t , o f t h e s e c o n t r i b u t i o n s , i n v o l v i n g t h e RC 

A c c e s s i b i l i t y H i e r a r c h y , i t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t e t h a t t h e I L 

speaker may q u i t e f r e q u e n t l y leave p r o n o m i n a l t r a c e s i n RC's. 

Th i s appears t o match r e l a t i v i s a t i o n p o s i t i o n s h i e r a r c h i c a l l y , 

so t h a t a t r a c e or r e t e n t i o n i m p l i e s t r a c e s a t a l l p o s i t i o n s 

lower i n t h e AH, b u t n o t n e c e s s a r i l y i n h i g h e r p o s i t i o n s . Gass 

and Ard (1984), i n a d d i t i o n t o c a t e g o r i s i n g RC c o n s t r u c t i o n 

b o t h h i e r a r c h i c a l l y and c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y , a l s o denote t h e 

f a c t t h a t p r o n o m i n a l r e t e n t i o n i n , f o r i n s t a n c e , A r a b i c and 

P e r s i a n a p p l i e s "downward" from t h e 10 p o s i t i o n ( t h e DO 

p o s i t i o n has o p t i o n a l r e t e n t i o n ) . 

I t i s n o t a f a u l t o f t h e l e a r n e r t h a t t r a c e s are r e t a i n e d - i t 

i s i n f a c t an e x t r e m e l y u s e f u l p rocedure which i s v i t a l i n 

r e l a t i v i s i n g a t lower AH p o s i t i o n s . I n more complex RC's i t i s 

even more common i n t h e I L o f L2 E n g l i s h speakers ( E n g l i s h 

o r d i n a r i l y leaves no p ronominal t r a c e s ) . When t h e element t o 

be r e l a t i v i z e d i s d e e p l y embedded i t i s more d i f f i c u l t f o r 

many I L speakers t o d i s c a r d t r a c e s . The f o l l o w i n g m i g h t 
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t h o r o f o r e bo a l e a r n e r u t t e r a n c e ( d e t e r m i n i n g f o r m a t i o n 

P r ov i cl ed f i r s t ) : 

a) a man [ I t h i n k [ t h a t a man can h e l p y o u ] ] 

b) a man who(rn) I t h i n k gr can h e l p you 

When t h e s u p p o r t o f redundant elements i s no l o n g e r needed t o 

t h e same e x t e n t , I L can be s a i d t o be p r o g r e s s i n g , p h a s i n g o u t 

d i f f i c u l t i e s t h r o u g h g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s w i t h i n a framework o f 

markedness r e l a t i o n s . 

5.5 UG c o n s t r a i n t s 

Researchers have begun (e.g. Belasco 1985, i n R u t h e r f o r d 1987) 

t o c o n s i d e r t h e v a l u e o f UG c o n s t r a i n t s i n pedagogy and L2 

a c q u i s i t i o n , a l t h o u g h t h e q u e s t i o n o f p r e c i s e l y how t o d e v e l o p 

such i n i t i a l i n t e r e s t i s c l e a r l y a demanding one. As more 

a t t e n t i o n i s p a i d t o f e a t u r e s such as t h e p o s s i b l e u n i v e r s a l 

a c c e s s i b i l i t y t o WH-movement d e s c r i b e d i n Chapter Four, more 

i n d i c a t i o n s may emerge as t o how v a r i o u s f i n d i n g s can be 

r e f l e c t e d i n , say, t e a c h i n g Koreans, Japanese and o t h e r 

l e a r n e r s who l a c k s y n t a c t i c WH-movement. This i s n o t t h e p l a c e 

t o expand on p o s t u l a t i o n s , as t h e ar e a remains r e l a t i v e l y 

u n e x p l o r e d . N e v e r t h e l e s s , we can c l o s e w i t h a few g e n e r a l 

p o i n t e r s as t o where l e a r n i n g and p e d a g o g i c a l advances may be 

made t h r o u g h an awareness o f UG-IL. 
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5.6 A f u t u r e r o l e i n ELT 

Much o f t h e t h e o r y and many o f t h e f i n d i n g s we have reviewed 

have c e r t a i n i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r language l e a r n i n g and pedagogy. 

A c r o s s - s e c t i o n a l survey o f p u b l i s h e d ELT m a t e r i a l s t o d a y 

would n o t r e f l e c t much o f t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p which can be seen 

t o e x i s t between I L and language u n i v e r s a l s . I L i t s e l f a l s o 

r e q u i r e s more r e c o g n i t i o n as a h i g h l y autonomous n a t u r a l 

language o r , f a i l i n g t h i s , an u n d e r s t a n d i n g t h a t I L has as 

much i n t e g r i t y as any o t h e r language. This i s n o t t o say t h a t 

p r a c t i t i o n e r s are n o t a l r e a d y aware o f t h i s . Indeed, t h e 

c u m u l a t i v e t e a c h e r s ' knowledge o f classroom I L no doubt f a r 

exceeds t h a t o f t h e I L r e s e a r c h e r s . SLA r e s e a r c h has become 

i n c r e a s i n g l y a c c e s s i b l e t o t e a c h e r s and m a t e r i a l s d e v e l o p e r s 

over t h e l a s t decade or so. F u t u r e t r e n d s may a l s o r e f l e c t an 

awareness o f t h e p o s s i b l e e f f e c t s o f language u n i v e r s a l s on 

t h e p r o d u c t i o n and s t r a t e g i e s o f l e a r n e r s . 

5.6.1 T e s t i n g and I L 

I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g t o n o t e t h a t , i n c o n n e c t i o n w i t h t h e i r 

f i n d i n g s on WH-rnovernent, Bley-Vrornan e t a l noted t h a t t h e r e 

was "no s i g n i f i c a n t c o r r e l a t i o n " w i t h t h e TOEFL t e s t , which 

suggests t h a t i t does n o t t e s t f e a t u r e s or items on t h e 

conscious b a s i s o f l i n k s w i t h language u n i v e r s a l s . I t i s , 

a d m i t t e d l y , a l e n g t h y process t o b e g i n a b s o r b i n g r e s e a r c h 
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f i n d i n g ' s and r e f l e c t i n g them i n t e s t d e s i g n . N e v e r t h e l e s s , 

t h i s does happen, as i s o b s e r v a b l e w i t h changes i n t h e 

Cambridge C e r t i f i c a t e s . As t e s t i n g i n c o r p o r a t e s more o f a 

response t o communicative needs, i t a l s o needs t o respond t o 

t h e i n c r e a s i n g awareness o f t h e n a t u r e o f I L . 

5.6.2 IL-UG and E n g l i s h f o r S p e c i f i c Purposes 

ESP i s an a p p r o p r i a t e area t o e x p l o r e t h e e f f e c t s o f language 

u n i v e r s a l s i n l e a r n e r language f o r a t l e a s t two p r a c t i c a l 

reasons: 

1) Small group p o s s i b i l i t i e s -

Much ESP i s i n s m a l l groups or on a p a i r o r i n d i v i d u a l b a s i s . 

I n r e l a t i o n t o our p r e v i o u s c o n s i d e r a t i o n o f language 

u n i v e r s a l s and c o n s c i o u s n e s s - r a i s i n g , t h e r e are many 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s t o c o n c e n t r a t e more on t h e p r o g r e s s o f 

i n d i v i d u a l s , c h e c k i n g t h e i r own p e r c e p t i o n o f t h e i r language 

needs, t e m p e r i n g t h e s e a t t i m e s t o i n c r e a s e c o n f i d e n c e , t h e n 

c o n s i d e r i n g how, f o r i n s t a n c e , p r i n c i p l e s o f markedness may be 

i n t r o d u c e d i n t o t h e t e a c h i n g methodology. 

2) M a t e r i a l s and s y l l a b u s e s 

The h i g h m o t i v a t i o n o f many ESP l e a r n e r s means t h a t t h e r e i s 

p o s s i b l y g r e a t e r scope t o c o n s i d e r ways o f i n c o r p o r a t i n g i n t o 

m a t e r i a l s development i n s i g h t s i n t o IL-UG/language u n i v e r s a l e . 

A l o t o f good m a t e r i a l i s p r e s e n t l y b e i n g p u b l i s h e d i n t h e 

f i e l d , i n c l u d i n g course books and supplementary m a t e r i a l s 

which t a k e i n t o account c u r r e n t developments i n SLA and 
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c o g n i t i v e / p r o b l e m - s o l v i n g approaches;. A concern w i t h 

u n i v e r s a l i s cannot- c l a i m t o p r o v i d e a " c o r r e c t " s t r u c t u r a l 

o rder. Indeed, t h e r e would n o t appear t o be one, as White 

(1985b) p o i n t s o u t i n a c r i t i q u e o f t h e morpheme s t u d i e s : 

The f i n d i n g o f u n i v e r s a l morpheme a c q u i s i t i o n 
orders.,.does n o t h e l p us t o d e t e r m i n e aspects 
o f t h e a c q u i s i t i o n o f syntax, nor do t h e y seem 
t o f a l l o u t from any t h e o r y as t o what t h e 
u n i v e r s a l s m i g h t be ( i n R u t h e r f o r d 1987: 31-32) 

Even so, an awareness o f , f o r i n s t a n c e , markedness and 

h i e r a r c h i e s o f a c c e s s i b i l i t y c o u l d i n f l u e n c e t h e p r e s e n t a t i o n 

o f v a r i o u s s t r u c t u r a l p o i n t s and word s e t s i n t h e c o n t e x t o f 

t h e l e a r n e r ' s environment. This may e v e n t u a l l y be r e f l e c t e d i n 

bo t h m a t e r i a l s and s y l l a b u s d e s i g n . The l e a r n i n g c o n d i t i o n s i n 

ESP may be v e r y conducive t o i n t r o d u c i n g methodology 

i n f l u e n c e d by f i n d i n g s i n t h e IL-UG area. 
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CONCLUSION 

The v a s t m a j o r i t y o f second language l e a r n e r s do n o t a t t a i n TL 

competence which can t r u l y be equated t o n a t i v e speaker-

l e v e l s . This seems t o i n d i c a t e t h a t L I and L2 a c q u i s i t i o n 

processes are q u i t e d i f f e r e n t . N e v e r t h e l e s s , l e a r n e r s would 

appear t o a c t i v a t e a p r e - e x i s t i n g mental s t r u c t u r e o f some 

k i n d . The s t u d i e s r e viewed i n t h e p r e c e d i n g c h a p t e r s o f f e r 

some evidence t o s u p p o r t t h e c l a i m t h a t a d u l t s , i n d e v e l o p i n g 

L2 competence, have a t y p e o f access t o UG knowledge. The 

in v o l v e m e n t o f t h e o r y - d r i v e n and d a t a - d r i v e n e x p l a n a t i o n s o f 

language u n i v e r s a l s i n t h e markedness p r i n c i p l e combine w i t h 

f i n d i n g s i n R C - a c c e s s i b i l i t y s t u d i e s t o p i n p o i n t markedness i n 

language as a p r o m i s i n g area f o r f u r t h e r r e s e a r c h . The 

p o s s i b i l i t y o f UG c o n s t r a i n t s o p e r a t i n g c r o s s - l i n g u i s t i c a l l y 

and t h e p r i n c i p l e t h a t t h e r e - s e t t i n g o f UG parameters c o u l d 

be achieved by t h e p r o v i s i o n o f t r i g g e r i n g evidence a l s o m e r i t 

f u r t h e r e x a m i n a t i o n and development. I n moving from t h e 

a p p l i e d t o t h e a c t u a l , b a s i c s u g g e s t i o n s were made f o r an 

in v o l v e m e n t o f t h e UG-IL f i e l d i n ELT. I f p r a c t i t i o n e r s i n 

a d u l t f o r e i g n language i n s t r u c t i o n a re moving towards b e t t e r -

d e f i n e d r o l e s as f a c i l i t a t o r s , i t would seern c o n s i s t e n t t h a t 

any f a c i l i t a t i n g c a p a c i t y o f language u n i v e r s a l s i n t h e I L o f 

l e a r n e r s be h e l d i n s i g h t . 
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