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Abstract

This longitudinal study investigates the morphosyntactic development of the noun phrase
in two young Bosnian/English bilingual children (both girls. aged 1:8 to 2:4). as well as
their pragmatic development, in light of the ‘single system’ and the “separate system’
hypotheses. Although both of the children are acquiring the two languages
simultaneously, the contexts of acquisition are different. Rina’s parents speak difterent
native languages — the mother speaks English and the father Bosnian — and claim that
they employ the ‘one person, one language’ strategy when interacting with their daughter.
The second child, Anya, is exposed to Bosnian at home, as both of her parents are native
Bosnian speakers, and English only at the nursery.

The relationship between the children’s degree of mixing in the two languages and the
discourse strategies employed by the parents/caretakers 1s also examined. The parental
strategies are categorised as either being monolingual or bilingual (Lanza, 1992;1997a).
Both the Minimal Grasp and the Expressed Guess Strategies are requests for clarification
and are classified as monolingual strategies. The Minimal Grasp Strategy enables the
parent or carer to negotiate a monolingual context with his or her child, thus teigning the
role of a monolingual. With the Expressed Guess Strategy, it 1s the parent who attempts
to reformulate the child’s mixed utterance; he/she does not request that from the child, as
1s the case when a Minimal Grasp Strategy 1s employed. The last three strategies
identified by Lanza (1992; 1997a) — Repetition Strategy, Move on Strategy and Code-
Switching Strategy — are defined as being bilingual strategies, as they reveal the parent’s
bilingual identity by clearly indicating the parent’s comprehension of the child’s mixed
utterance.

The results show that both bilingual children are able to difterentiate their two languages
according to context (pragmatic differentiation), as well as structurally, from the earliest
stages. There is appropriate inflectional marking within the noun phrase in Bosnian from
the beginning, whereas marking 1s appropnately absent in English. The fact that the
children are not recorded using either Bosnian inflections within an English noun phrase

in the English context, or English inflections within a Bosnian noun phrase in the

Bosnian context, thus serves as evidence for the ‘separate system’ hvpothesis. Further



evidence 1s provided by the low percentage of mixed utterances in the data for both
children. The presence of a slightly higher number of English, as well as mixed.
utterances in Anya’s data in the Bosnian context can be explained by the fact that the
parents are found to be negotiating a bilingual context of interaction in the home, by
using certain discourse strategies which signal to Anya that the use of English items in
the Bosnian context 1s acceptable. On the other hand, a much lower number of mixed
utterances 1s recorded 1in Rina’s data. Rina’s parents generally adhere to the ‘one person,
one language’ strategy, although the mother employs more bilingual than monolingual
strategies 1n response to the child’s context-inappropriate language use than the father,
resulting 1in a higher percentage of Bosnian utterances being recorded in the English

context. These findings suggest that the parents’ pragmatic choices may also have an

influence on the language development of bilingual children.
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Chapter 1. Introduction

1.1 The Aim and Purpose of the Study

This study examines the language development of two young Bosnian English
bilingual children, aged 1;8 to 2;4 (year; month), by assessing whether the children
are able to use their two languages in a context-appropriate way from an earlyv age. as
well as investigating their morphosyntactic development 1n the two languages within
the noun phrase. One of the bilingual children, Rina, 1s acquiring her two languages
through the ‘one person, one language’ strategy of interaction, as her mother 1s a
native English speaker and her father i1s a native Bosnian speaker. The other child,
Anya, 1s exposed to only Bosnian in the home, as her parents are both native speakers
of Bosnian. The majority of her English input comes from outside the home,. such as

the nursery that she attends.

It is important to point out that this study does not address the potential relevance ot
gender in language acquisition, as this issue 1s beyond the immediate scope of the

thesis: nevertheless, this issue should not be overlooked and could be investigated as

part of further research.

Most of the studies (De Houwer, 1990; Lanza, 1997a; Sinka, 1999: Meisel, 1936:
Deuchar and Quay. 2000; Goodz. 1989; Juan-Garau and Perez-Vidal, 2001

Dépke, 1998) have investigated bilingual children’s language development in terms
of the degree of language separation within the “one person/one language ™ linguistic

context. which implies that the bilingual child 1s exposed to both languages in the



home, with the mother only using one language with the child and the father only
using the other language. In addition, one of the parent’s languages is the majority
language of the community (also see Ronjat, 1913). However, there has been hardly
any research (see Vihman, 1995) investigating bilingual first language acquisition.
where the separation of the two languages in the input is affected and determined by
‘domains’, 1.e. where a child is exposed to one language at home and the other outside

the home.

“Although the separation of the two languages by person has received the most
attention so far, the separation of the two languages in the input may also be effected
by situation-bound factors (for instance, Finnish spoken by all family members inside
the home, but Swedish once they are outside). To my knowledge there has again been

no research investigating the effect of this type of input situation v. others on young

bilingual children’s language development.”

(De Houwer, 1995, p.226)

This study ofters the possibility of investigating whether bilingual children acquire

their two languages differently in the two types of contexts mentioned above, as one
of the children 1n the study is exposed to the two languages through different

domains, while the other child receives input in the two languages within the home.

The study 1s unique, as 1t focuses on a combination of languages previously
unresearched and this bilingual language acquisition context will provide data that
will enable one to research whether the children are able to differentiate their two

linguistic systems (Meisel, 1989, 2000), both structurally and pragmatically.



The investigation is focused on the “single system™ and "the separate svstem’
hypotheses, and aims to test the latter, which claims that bilingual children are able to
develop separate morpho-syntactic systems from the beginning of their language
development. The children will be said to have achieved pragmatic differentiation of
the two languages if the data show context-appropriate language use. i.e. more
Bosnian utterances produced in the Bosnian context and more English utterances
recorded in the English context. This would serve as evidence for the *separate

system’ hypothesis.

The children 1n the study are acquiring two morphosyntactically very different
languages (Sinka and Schelletter, 1998): Bosnian. a highly inflected language and
English, a language not as morphologically complex. It will, therefore, also be
possible to examine whether the rules of each language develop separately or as a

single system. The research questions investigated in this study are expressed in full

in section 4.1 (p.87).

This particular study focuses on the noun phrase, whose structure 1s very different in
the two languages. Bosnian has three genders, seven cases and 1n a Bosnian noun
phrase both determiners and adjectives have to agree in case, gender and number with
the noun. English, on the other hand, has no gender system beyond the personal
pronoun system and a restricted use of case. Within an English noun phrase the noun
1s marked only for the genitive and plural on common nouns. and agreement 1n

number 1s only required between quantifiers and nouns (1.e. the quantifiers have to be

marked for the plural 1f they occur with plural nouns).



T'he data collected will provide evidence for either the “single system’ hypothesis or
the “separate system’ hypothesis. In line with other research (Sinka and Schelletter.
1998), the children’s use of Bosnian inflections within an English noun phrase in an
English context or English inflections or lack of inflection within a Bosnian noun
phrase in a Bosnian context will be interpreted as support for the ‘single svstem’

hypothesis, while the children’s language specific and language appropriate use of

inflections will be interpreted as evidence for the ‘separate system” hypothesis.

In addition, this study seeks to demonstrate that parental/caretaker discourse strategies
directly impact the levels of mixing (see section 4.1.2) present in the bilingual
children’s utterances in the two contexts. It is important to point out at this stage that a
detailed discussion of sociolinguistic factors (e.g. the influence of the host language
and community on the maintenance of a minority language) is beyond of the scope ot

this thesis (for a briet outline of such factors see section 3.1.3).

1.2 Overview of the Thesis

The thesis presents the context and results of a longitudinal study of the simultaneous

acquisition of Bosnian and English by two first-born children aged from 1:8 to 2;4

living in England.

A review of the relevant hiterature 1s provided in Chapter 2. The first part of this
chapter addresses the two hypotheses, while the second part 1s dedicated to factors
influencing bilingual language development, such as parental discourse strategies and

sociolinguistic tactors. In the third part of Chapter 2. the main concepts of



Universal Grammar are discussed, as they represent the theory of language that torms

the basis of this study.

In Chapter 3, the structural features of the languages investigated in the study are
described. A background of the Bosnian community is also given.
Chapter 4 presents the children’s language environment, together with the case study

methodology. This includes details of the data collection, as well as the transcription

and coding methods.

In Chapter 5, the results of the children’s general language development, which
include MLU scores and language use according to context, are discussed. In
addition, parental and carer discourse strategies, employed in response to the bilingual

children’s language mixing in both contexts, are analysed.

Chapters 6 and 7 consist of the findings referring to Rina’s development ot the noun
phrase in English and Bosnian respectively. Similarly, Chapters 8 and 9 deal with the

results from the analyses which focus on Anya’s acquisition of the noun phrase in

English, as well as Bosnian.

Finally, the summary and the discussion of the findings in reterence to other studies
of bilingual first language acquisition are given in Chapter 10. The implications and

directions for further research are also presented in the concluding chapter.

(/)



Chapter 2. Literature Review

One of the most debated 1ssues 1n bilingual first language acquisition has been
whether bilingual children acquire their two languages as a single svstem or as two
separate systems. In the tollowing section, the two hypotheses will be discussed. as
well as the different aspects of bilingual children’s language mixing. The last section
focuses on factors influencing bilingual children’s language development, 1n
particular the influence of parental discourse strategies on their bilingual children's

language development and sociolinguistic factors.

2.1 The Two Hypotheses

2.1.1 The ‘Single System’ Hypothesis

It was Volterra and Taeschner (1978), who, through their research, started the debate

on how bilingual children acquire their languages. In their paper, Volterra and
Taeschner argue that three stages can be distinguished in the language development of

a bilingual child (p.311). According to them, during the first stage the child has one
lexical system, which consists of words from both languages. This changes in the
second stage, which is characterised by the child having two different lexicons but
now applying the same syntactic rules to both languages. In the final stage, the child,
according to Volterra and Taeschner, has two different codes, with separate lexicons

and syntax, but he or she associates each language exclusively with the person using

that language.



“Only at the end of this stage. when the tendency to categorise people in terms of their

language decreases, can one say that a child is truly bilingual.”

(Volterra and Taeschner, 1978, p.311)

[t 1s important to stress that the above definition of a true bilingual is not adopted in
this study, as 1t 1s now widely accepted that ‘bilingual’ describes someone who has
competence 1n two languages and uses these languages for different purposes. In

addition, a bilingual speaker does not necessarily need to possess the same level of

proficiency in each language (L1 We1, 2000b).

Volterra and Taeschner’s study involves two Italian/German bilingual children, who
are acquiring the two languages simultaneously from birth. The children’s language
development 1s recorded from the age of 1;5 to 3;6, and 1:2 to 2;6 respectively.

The results show that, in what Volterra and Taeschner define as Stage 1, a word the
children produce 1n one language almost always does not have a corresponding word
in the other language. The authors also stress that words from both languages
frequently occur together in two- to three-word constructions. They interpret the
bilingual children’s language mixing to show that the children have one lexical
system, which includes words from both languages. However, Volterra and Taeschner
seem not to have taken into consideration the fact that the children might not have yet

learnt some words in a particular language, or that the concepts lack a lexical label 1n

that language, and are borrowing from the other.

A criticism of Volterrra and Taeschner’s interpretation of their results 1s given by

Genesce (2000). In his paper, Genesee discusses some reasons for bilingual mixing.



He mentions the work of Imedadze (1978). who tound that bilingual children identity
a referent with a term in the language that was first or most frequently used and might
Insist on using that word all the time regardless of the linguistic context. Another
reason that Genesee proposes 1s that bilingual children might mix certain function
words from one language into the other because they are simpler in form and more
relevant than the equivalent in the other language. He believes that the examples of
mixing due to lexical borrowing could be interpreted as overextensions of the type
observed in monolingual children. The difference, Genesee (2000) stresses, is that
bilingual children overextend inter-lingually as well as intra-lingually, while

monolingual children overextend intra-lingually only (p. 333).

“...monolingual children make use of whatever vocabulary they have acquired; as
their vocabulary grows, they use increasingly appropriate, less overextended words.
This also seems a reasonable interpretation of bilingual overextensions...and, in fact,

accords with the tendency for bilingual children to mix less as their proficiency

increases...” (Genesee, 2000, p.333)

At this point in the discussion of Volterra and Taeschner’s study, it 1s important to
stress that, in their analysis of the children’s utterances, they neither considered input

nor context. This additional information might have shed more light on the children's

language development and strengthened the vahdity of the results.

Another important study that contributes to the discussion of bilingual children’s
differentiation of their two languages 1s Vihman's study (1985), whose results support

Volterra and Taeschner’s findings. In her paper, Vihman (1985) discusses the



language development of an Estonian/English bilingual child (1:1 to 2:10). whose
parents use exclusively Estonian at home. while English 1s the language ot the
community. Vihman points out that the child 1s aware that both parents are tluent in
both languages and that English 1s his mother’s native language. This situation could
have produced a possible bilingual context, where both languages are present in the
child’s input within the home, which 1s an important fact to bear in mind when
analysing the results of the study, as it might have influenced the child's language use.
Although Vihman’s data support Volterra and Taeschner’s assumption that in Stage |
the child has only one lexical system, she does not concur with the claim that when
the child differentiates the two lexicons she/he still operates with one syntax (Volterra

and Taeschner’s Stage 2). Vihman states the tollowing:

““...by the time he separates his lexical systems and no longer mixes languages to a

great extent in single utterances, he has begun to separate his syntactic system as

well.” (Vihman, 1985, p.312)

Vihman (1985) concludes that, when the child 1s adding words from both languages to
his lexicon, he is not concerned with the difference between language sources.

contexts or interlocutors (p. 316). As evidence she cites the fact that he uses words
from both languages in both Estonian and English contexts. Vihman points out that
between the ages of 1;8 to 2:0 his linguistic abilities increase in both languages, and 1t
is then that he becomes aware of his language choices, the different contexts and
interlocutors. which leads to a differentiation of the two language systems. It 1s during
this period that his rates of language mixing drop. After that his mixing 1s interpreted

bv Vihman as code-switching. Genesee (2000) argues that dechining rates of overall



mixing, which are cited by Vihman as the beginning of language differentiation,
should not be interpreted as evidence that the child initially has onlv one language

system:

“Mixing may decline with development, not because separation of the languages 1s
taking place but rather because the children are acquiring more complete linguistic
repertoires and, therefore, do not need to borrow from or overextend between

languages.” (Genesee, 2000, p.332)

After reviewing Vihman’s data, Pye (1986) offers another interpretation of the results.
He concludes that the child does, 1n fact, distinguish between the English and
Estonian lexicon from the beginning. He attempts to recalculate the data on
English/Estonian synonyms, this time excluding the English words with no known
Estonian equivalent, which Vihman (1985) originally included 1n her analysis.
According to Pye, his finding that the child’s English multi-word utterances account
for less than 10% of all multi-word utterances in Estonian contexts shows that the
child is well aware of his interlocutors and the context (p. 593). He believes that it 1s

premature to conclude that R had only a single lexicon in the early stages of language

acquisition.” (Pye, 1986, p.593)

Lanza (1992) also discusses Vihman’s work, pointing out that Vihman's results show
that the majority of her son’s mixed utterances involve the use ot Enghsh function
words with Estonian nouns, although Vihman’s subject 1s claimed to be dominant in
Estonian. If Vihman's son were truly dominant in Estonian. the data should have

shown the presence of mixed utterances consisting of a combination of Estonian
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function words and English nouns in the Estonian context, rather than English
function words with Estonian nouns. Lanza points out. however. that no criteria for
this assessment of dominance are provided other than that Estonian is the home
language. As mentioned earlier in the discussion, there is a possibility that the home
context 1s not strictly monolingual Estonian, as the child is aware that the mother is a
native speaker of English, who learnt Estonian as an additional language. Another
reason why it 1s not easy to establish a clearer picture of the child’s bilingual language
development is the absence of recordings and data from an English context. A more
detailed investigation of the home context, as well as an inclusion of data from an

English context would have provided the researcher with more conclusive and

comprehensive results.

Another study that 1s said to support the ‘single system’™ hypothesis 1s research
conducted by Redlinger and Park (1980), involving four two-year-old children living
in Germany. The fathers ot the children are native speakers of German and the

mothers are all non-German. The authors state that two of the children (Danny and

Marc) are addressed according to the ‘one person-one language’ strategy. However,

according to Table 1. (p.339), it seems that both of Danny’s parents address him only
in the mother’s native tongue, English. On the other hand, Henrik’s parents use either
language with him, and Marc is addressed 1n either language by his mother. Redlinger
and Park emphasise that ‘the children were reportedly not exposed to language mixing
within sentence boundaries’ (p.338). The authors proceed to make a systematic
analysis of mixing with respect to language development in terms of age or MLU. In

their study. they also analyse the parts of speech that have been mixed.

b



“An analysis of their language mixing revealed an initially higher rate of mixing

differentiation thus providing support for the one-system theory of bilingual

acquisition.” (Redlinger and Park, 1980, p.337)

Although they claim that their findings support the ‘single svstem" hypothesis.
Redlinger and Park point out that the language development of a bilingual child is
aftected by both linguistic and sociolinguistic factors. The data show that two of the
four bilingual children are addressed by their parents in both languages. although the
parents report using the ‘one parent-one language’ strategy with their children.
Redlinger and Park believe that this has an impact on the bilingual children’s
language development and they stress that the degree ot separation ot language by
person in the child’s environment might affect the speed and ease wiih which the

child learns to differentiate the languages (p.351). Redlinger and Park believe that

“Future studies of developmental bilingualism should address these questions 1n an

attempt to gain increased insight into the sociolinguistic parameters ot bilingual

acquisition.”

(Redlinger and Park, 1980, p.351)

Although the above study does not address how the parents address each other. as

well as third parties. in the presence of the children, such factors might be cqually

significant when discussing bilingual children’s language development.



[t 15 precisely the insight into the bilingual child’s linguistic environment that can
atfect the interpretation of the data, which up to then would have been considered as
evidence for the ‘single system’ hypothesis and indicated the inability of bilingual
children up to a given stage of development to differentiate their two languages. This

aspect of bilingual language development will be discussed later in the chapter.

2.1.2 The ‘Separate System’ Hypothesis

The shortcomings of the data, that were identified in the studies which claimed to
provide evidence to support the ‘single system’ argument, have led researchers to
develop the ‘separate system’ hypothesis, which has in recent years been viewed as a

more acceptable explanation ot how bilingual children acquire their two languages.

Goodz (1994) criticises the proponents of the single system hypothesis by pointing
out that they do not take into account the possibility that the bilingual child might be
aware that he/she 1s being presented with two languages from the beginning. This

premise 1s the main argument of the ‘separate system’ hypothesis, as well as the fact

that the two languages need to be presented 1n a separate manner.

“The Separate Development Hypothesis claims that “the morphosyntactic
development of a pre-school child regularly exposed to two languages from birth

which are presented in a separate manner proceeds 1n a separate fashion tor both

languages.’” (De Houwer, 1990, p.339)



More current research provides evidence for a ‘separate system’ approach

(Meisel, 1989: De Houwer, 1990; Genesee, 2000; Genesee et al, 1995; Koppe, 1996:
Paradis and Genesee, 1996; Deuchar and Quay, 1998: Nicoladis. 1998: Bauer et al.
2002). One of the early studies by Lindholm and Padilla (1978) investigated the
bilingual language development of five Spanish/English bilingual children aged
between 2;0 and 6;2. The main emphasis of the research was language mixes in the
language samples. They found that only 2% of the total number of utterances that
were analysed contained mixes. The majority of the mixes involved the insertion of
English nouns trom the majority language into Spanish utterances. Lindholm and

Padilla (1978) concluded that the analyses of the results

“reveal that bilingual children employ language mixes either when they lack the
lexical entry in the approprate language or when the mixed entry 1s more salient to
the child ...Further, when these mixes occur the structural consistency ot the
utterances i1s maintained. These findings strengthen our earlier conclustion ...that

bilingual children are able, from an early age, to difterentiate their two linguistic

systems.” (p.334)

De Houwer (1994) believes that in order to test the ‘separate system’ hypothesis one
needs to look at cross-linguistically comparable areas that are clearly difterent in the
bilingual child’s two languages (see also Meisel, 1989). She states that in order for the
child data to be considered as evidence for the separate development hypothesis it
needs to show a difference in those areas in the two languages and that there should
not be an influence from one language on the other. In her book. De Houwer (1990)

presents the results of a case study of a Dutch-English bilingual child in the hght of
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the ‘separate system’ hypothesis. The subject of De Houwer’s study. Kate, was
recorded between the ages of 2;7 and 3;4, while interacting with her mother, who is a
native English speaker and spoke only English to the child, and the investigator. who
addressed the child in Dutch. De Houwer (1994) points out that Kate was equally

exposed to both languages, which were separated in the child’s input.

“Kate’s two languages were clearly separated in the input, i.e., the people around Kate
usually addressed her 1n one of two languages only. Thus, Kate grew up in a one

person/one language environment.” (De Houwer, 1994, p. 39)

De Houwer’s main findings indicate that Kate’s language production for each
language 1s very similar to that of her monolingual peers. In addition, De Houwer
describes Kate as a competent code-switcher. This refers to the fact that when Kate
uses lexical mixes they are well-formed according to the rules of either Dutch or
English. De Houwer also points out that the analysis of Kate's morphosyntactic
aspects of language production shows that each ot Kate’s two languages develops
separately from the other, as there 1s no evidence ot structures, patterns or rules of the
one language being applied to the other. De Houwer (1994) also notes that Kate’s
language choice 1s mostly determined by the interlocutor, and most ot the time she
addresses the interlocutor in the language in which he\she addressed her. However,
when she does not address the particular interlocutor in the appropriate language, 1t 1s
with persons that she knows are fluent bilinguals, such as the investigator and her

father. On the other hand, if she knows that the interlocutor 1s monolingual, she will

try not to use the inappropnate language.



“In both her willingness to lean on two linguistic systems alternatingly 1n interactions
with known bilinguals and her reluctance to do so in conversations with

monolinguals, Kate strongly resembles older bilinguals.” (De Houwer. 1994, p.42)

In their paper, Sinka and Schelletter (1998) also offer evidence to support the view
that the bilingual child separates the two languages from the beginning. The study
records the morphosyntactic development of two bilingual children, Germans English
(2,0 to 2;6) and Latvian/English (1,3 to 1;11) respectively. The research focuses on
the development of word order and the emergence of inflections in the children’s
respective languages. The fact that the word order and morphological marking tollow
very different patterns in Latvian and English, as well as in German and English,
makes the data from this study highly suitable for testing the Separate Development
Hypothesis. The authors state that the analysis of the German/English data show early
language-specific word order patterns and in the Latvian/English data nouns and
verbs are correctly inflected in Latvian, while such marking 1s appropnately lacking

in English. These findings provide firm support for the Separate Development

Hypothesis.

In search of further evidence of the children’s separate development of their two
languages, Sinka and Schelletter (1998) also investigate the emergence of functional

categories in the children’s two languages. Their research 1s set within the framework
of generative grammar, which makes a distinction between lexical and tfunctional
categories (p.302). Functional categories include - besides the traditional "closed
class items. such as conjunctions, prepositions and pronouns - tense and agreement

marking on the verb. as well as case marking within the noun phrase.

16



Radford (1990, 1995) conducted extensive research on the acquisition of functional
categories by monolingual English children, claiming that functional categories are
absent from children’s early language and emerge later in their language development

(Maturational Hypothesis).

“...whereas adult sentences are projections of both lexical and functional heads alike,
child sentence structures are projections of the four primary lexical heads (noun, verb,
adjective and preposition), and lack functional heads (auxiliaries, complementizers,

determiners, case particles) and their projections altogether.” (Radford. 1995, p.483)

According to the Maturational Hypothesis, children enter the lexical stage earlier and
progress later to the functional stage (Radford, 1990, p.275). Radford also claims that
this model of grammatical language development 1s applicable not just to English, but
to other languages as well (p.290). Sinka and Schelletter (1998) state that the study of
bilingual children enables a test of Radtord’s claim that functional categories need to
‘mature’ (Maturational Hypothesis), as 1t allows a necessary control ot the children’s
stage of development (p.303). Their findings show that functional categories emerge
first in the more inflected language (German and Latvian) and later in English, thus

indicating a developmental lead-lag pattern (see also Garman, Schelletter and Sinka,

2000).
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“We conclude that the bilingual children in the study are capable of discriminating

between the two linguistic codes from an early age and that the lead-lag pattern which

emerges In the morphosyntactic development of each pair of languages, together with

the lack of mixed morphology across the languages, supports the Separate

Development Hypothesis and provides evidence against Radford’s Maturational

hypothesis.” (Sinka and Schelletter, 1998, p.303)

In their study, Deuchar and Quay (1998) investigate whether there is a single initial
system 1n the syntax of developing bilinguals (p.231). They challenge the claim

that the existence of mixed utterances, which appear in young bilinguals’ speech, are
evidence of a single (undifferentiated) syntax. Drawing on their data, Deuchar and
Quay (1998) argue against the above claim, as they conclude that the mixed
utterances are often produced because the children lack lexical resources in both
languages. They believe that one can only establish 1f bilingual children develop a
differentiated or undifferentiated syntax when the bilingual child starts producing
language-specific utterances in the two languages and shows evidence of
morphological marking. Deuchar and Quay’s study investigates the speech of an

English/Spanish bilingual child living with her Spanish-speaking father and English-

speaking mother in southern England. Spanish 1s the language exclusively used in the

home, among the parents, as well as with the child. English, on the other hand. 1s used

when English-speaking visitors are present and is the language to which the child 1s

exposed outside the home (e.g. créche). It seems that the child’s language use 1s

differentiated according to location. The authors estimate that halt ot the child’s total

input is in English and the other halt in Spanish.

IS



Deuchar and Quay (1998) first present the results from their analvsis ot the bilingual
child’s mixed utterances recorded between the ages of 1:7 and 1:9. Thev conclude that
the child seems to be choosing the contextually appropriate word where she can, but
when she lacks a term 1n a particular language. she uses the lexical resources that she

has available 1n the other language. Because of this. according to Deuchar and Quay.

this data cannot be claimed to show evidence for a single initial svntactic svstem.

The second part of the analysis focuses of the emergence of language-specific
morphological marking on nouns, verb and adjectives in multi-word utterances from
ages 1;8 to 2;3. Deuchar and Quay (1998) conclude that the children’s utterances can
be classitied as either English or Spanish by the age of about age 1:11. as by that age
language-specitic morphology has emerged. The findings show that the children are
operating with language-specific syntax and indicate that they are differentiating

between their two language systems.

Apart from the evidence found to support the ‘separate system’ hypothesis, which
shows that young bilingual children develop language-specific syntax, some studies
have found that bilingual children are also able to differentiate their two languages

according to context from a very early age, 1.e. they show pragmatic difterentiation of

their languages.

One such study, conducted by Nicoladis (1998). examines bilingual children’s
pragmatic (context-appropriate language use) and lexical (use of translation
equivalents) differentiation in order to shed more light on how bilingual children

come to understand that there are two languages in their input (p.105). Nicoladis
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points out that the aim of pragmatic differentiation is not monolingual behaviour in
the two languages, but it is the ability of the bilingual child to use his her languages as

required by the pragmatic context.

The main aim of Nicoladis’s study is to determine whether lexical differentiation does
indeed precede pragmatic differentiation in bilingual children’s language
development, as was tound in Vihman’s study (1985). The subject of the study
includes a Portugese/English bilingual child, aged 1;0 to 1:6. Interestingly. the results
reveal that the bilingual child shows evidence of pragmatic differentiation before

lexical ditterentiation. Nicoladis stresses that the results suggest

“that the child first understands that there are two pragmatic contexts and then learns

equivalent words to be used differentially in the two contexts.”™

(Nicoladis, 1998, p.105)

Another study that found evidence for pragmatic differentiation in bilingual children’s
language development was that conducted by Bauer et al (2002), who investigated the
ways 1n which an English/German bilingual child, aged 2;0 to 3;0, used her two

languages when interacting with her adult caregivers during play. They found that the
child tended to use mostly the language of the interlocutor tor the duration ot the play
activity. Bauer et al (2002) point out that their findings support earhier research, which

showed that young bilingual children differentiate their language according to the

language of the interlocutor.



“Here, even a child as young as two displaved interactional sensitivity to the code

used by her play partner.” (Bauer et al, 2002. p.68)

The authors state that there is one exception to this behaviour. The data shows that,
when the bilingual child is leading German play events, while interacting with her
German interlocutor, she very often switches to English. However, Bauer et al stress

that this does not constitute evidence of the child’s lack of competence in German, but

that

““...she is developing the ability to use her two languages as a powerful tool for
controlling the dynamics of her own and her participant’s involvement in those play

activities in which she has an agenda for how the adult partner should act.”

(Bauer et al, 2002, p.69)

These results not only support the separate development hypothesis, but also show
that bilingual children as young as two are able to code-switch between their two
languages for pragmatic reasons, which is similar to the usage employed by bilingual

adults (for an overview of research into adult bilingual behaviour see Romaine, 1995;

Wei, 2000a).

2.1.3 Conclusion

In conclusion to her discussion of the ‘single system’ and the “separate system

hypotheses and in support of the latter, Goodz (1994) points out that



“monolingual and bilingual children approach the task of language acquisition in the
same way and that their early utterances can be understood as the expression of
cognitive, affective, and social notions that are important to them. using the linguistic

resources available to them at any particular point in their development.™ (p.62)

As seen from the studies discussed in the previous section, current research provides

firm evidence for the ‘separate system’ hypothesis.

“...Although currently the hypothesis that young bilingual children develop their two

languages independently from one another as far as morphosyntax goes remains

unchallenged, many more investigations are needed to further substantiate it.”

(De Houwer, 19935, p. 249)

2.2 Language Mixing

[t 1s widely accepted that bilingual children at some point during their language

development mix their two languages. The instances of mixing have been found to be
generally very low (Lindholm and Padilla, 1978; De Houwer, 1990; Sinka, 1999),

although some studies have reported a higher percentage of mixed utterances in

bilingual children’s language (Vihman, 1985; Gawlitzek-Maiwald and Tracy, 1996;
Lanza, 1997a). However, language mixing by bilingual children 1s not considered to
be an indication of confusion or unditferentiated language development any more, as
difterent factors have been found to influence the emergence and rate of bilingual
children’s language mixing, such as borrowing, dominance and parental input (see

Lanza. 1997a; Gawhitzek-Maiwald and Tracy. 1996). Furthermore, studies have



shown that bilingual children’s language mixing is not indiscriminate and is governed

by ‘rules’.

In their discussion, Koppe and Meisel (1995) also point out that young bilingual
children’s mixing has often been interpreted as inability of the children to separate
their two languages (for a definition of language mixing adopted in this study see
section 4.1.2). They explain that bilingual code-switching can be characterised as

being governed by grammatical as well as pragmatic constraints and they define the

violation of these constraints as ‘code-mixing’. In their discussion, they assume that

the early code-mixing is a result of the lack of knowledge of these constraints.

Similarly, Sinka (2000) argues that a detailed investigation into language mixing
patterns has established that mixing in bilingual children’s language i1s governed by
pragmatic and grammatical constraints. In her paper, Sinka (2000) discusses the
language mixing in the language of two Latvian/English bilingual children (Mara -1;6
to 2;5 and Mana - 1;3 to 2;2) living in England. In the study, both of the children are
addressed by their parents according to the ‘one person-one language’ principle and
the input for both languages 1s tairly equal for both children. In her discussion, Sinka
concentrates on the mixed utterances that the children produce and defines a mixed
utterance as an utterance containing elements from both languages (p.151). Her

findings show that the children produce a very low percentage ot mixed utterances.
Sinka goes on to analyse these mixed utterances and divides the mixing into three

types: lexical, morphological and syntactic mixing.



“...the term /exical is used for categories such as nouns, verbs, adjectives. adverbs
and prepositions, whose members are content words and have descriptive content
(Radtord 1997) and morphological 1s used for categories whose members have a
grammatical function and carry information about grammatical properties such as
tense, agreement and case. The third division, that of synractic mixing. 1s introduced

to highhght influences 1n syntactic structure from one language to another.”

(Sinka, 2000, p.158)

Sinka’s findings show that the two children primarily mix lexical categories, mostly
nouns. Contrary to these findings, both Vihman (1985) and Deuchar (1999) have
tound that their bilingual subjects mix mostly function words and not nouns. As an
explanation of this finding, Deuchar suggests that early bilinguals may not be treating

function words as language-specific, whereas they do so with content words (p.23).

In her paper, Sinka (2000) further states that, although the percentage ot mixed
utterances in Mara and Maija’s data 1s 1n general very small, there 1s evidence ot some
lexical mixing throughout. In the following example (taken trom Sinka, 2000, p.159),
Mara (1;7) inserts a Lavian noun in an otherwise English utterance in the English
context, which can be interpreted as an instance ot borrowing due to a gap 1n the

bilingual child’s English vocabulary:

Ex. ]

M (mother): what's that?
C (child): 1it's a suns

‘it’s a dog’
M (mother): 1t's a dog.




Sinka points out that morphological and syntactic mixing is very rare. with four

examples in Mara’s data out of 5,342 utterances and 15 such utterances out of a total

of 5,650 for Maija. Sinka (2000) concludes that the bilingual children are found to be

able to separate their two linguistic systems on the grammatical level using
appropriate markings for tense, person, gender, case and number from the first
recordings. She also stresses that there is little evidence of bound morphemes
(morphemes which are unable to function as free standing words) of one language

being attached to elements from the other language.

Even though the most frequent type of mixing in bilingual children’s language is

found to be lexical in nature (see Lindholm and Padilla, 1978; Redlinger and Park,

1980; Goodz, 1989), some studies have recorded a considerable amount of syntactic,

as well as morphological mixing (as defined by Sinka, 2000).

One ot the studies that found evidence of syntactic, as well as lexical mixing in the
bilingual child’s language, was conducted by Gawlitzek-Maiwald and Tracy (1996),
who investigated the language development of Hannah, a German/English bilingual
child living in Germany from the age ot 2;1 (see also Swain and Wesche, 1975, for
instances of syntactic mixing). Hannah’s syntactic mixing at 2;7 involved applying

English word order to an otherwise German utterance, as exemplified below (taken

from Gawlitzek-Maiwald and Tracey, 1996, p. 911):

Ex.2

ich habe gegeben meine loffel u dir
‘[ have given my spoon(s) to you’
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[t the German word order had been followed, the utterance would have been: “ich
habe meine 16ffel zu dir gegeben’ (‘I have my spoon (s) to you given').
Gawlitzek-Maiwald and Tracy believe such mixed utterances reflect the bilingual

child’s competence in both languages, and not linguistic confusion.

“Hannah pools her resources, taking and combining what 1s available to her in both

languages, in a lexical as well as structural sense.”

(Gawhtzek-Maiwald and Tracy, 1996, p.920)

As far as morphological mixing is concerned, 1t features significantly in the data ot
Lanza’s study (1992; 1997a) which deals with the language development ot a
Norwegian/English bilingual child, Sir1, aged 2,0 to 2;7, living in Norway. Lanza
(1992) points out that the data indicate that Sir1 applies Norwegian grammatical
bound morphemes to English lexical morphemes in the English context, as, for
example, in the use of the verb ‘looker’ (‘looks’), which can be defined as
morphological mixing. Siri is found to mix Norwegian grammatical items in her
speech to her English-speaking mother while no such mixing of English items occurs
in her speech to her Norwegian-speaking father. Lanza argues that Sin’s grammatical
mixing can be interpreted as a sign of her dominance in Norwegian and not as being

indiscriminate (c.f. section 2.3.3 for further discussion of Sir1’s language dominance).

Language dominance seems to be a plausible cause of language mixing in bilingual
children, as they are often less competent in one of their languages mostly due to

differences in input and the ‘power’ of one language over the other. This 1s usually the



case when one of the children’s languages 1s the language of the host community. The

concept of dominance is discussed 1n more detail in Section 2.3.3 of this chapter.

In her study of French-English bilingual children, Goodz (1994) also researched
language mixing of bilingual children and found that there was. generallv. a very
small degree of mixing in the children’s language and that, contrary to the findings of
most studies (see Vihman, 1985; Redlinger and Park, 1980), the frequency of mixing
Increased with the children’s age. Goodz’s results indicate that language mixing is
almost nonexistent at the very youngest ages, but increases in the 19 to 24 month old
age group, continues in the 25 to 30 month group and peaks at ages 31 to 36 months

(p.66). She gives a convincing explanation for this unusual finding and argues that

“Unless the child makes equal progress in each language, duplicates every experience
with both parents, and unless each parent ensures that conversations about similar

events, objects and experiences take place, the child 1s unlikely to acquire
corresponding or equivalent lexical items 1n each language. Thus, as the child seeks to

express more and more ideas, he or she may need to borrow more and more lexical
items from the parent’s non-native language or even switch entirely to the parent’s

non-native language if the child has not had equivalent experiences 1n both

languages.” (Goodz, 1994, p.67)

Goodz (1994) also provides evidence that shows that bilingual children are aware of
the existence of two different language systems, even when using items trom both
languages in an utterance. One of the examples includes the children’s difterential use

of a lexical item depending on the particular language context. She gives an example
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ot a child in her study, who, while interacting with his anglophone mother about the
observer said, ‘Mommy, he has such a long cheveuxs,” with strong emphasis on the
English plural morpheme (p.68). Importantly, this shows English morphological
marking being applied to a French noun in an English context appropriately. Goodz
points out that, later in the same session, when the child addresses his francophone
father and uses /es cheveux (‘hair’) in a French sentence, he does not mark the plural
by adding an English morpheme. Goodz argues that this evidence suggests that the

bilingual children’s mixing should not be interpreted as a result of a lack of language

differentiation or confusion between the two linguistic systems.

“Rather, 1t appears that children are borrowing either an equivalent item because a
term 1n the host language i1s unknown or even because it is the term that is most

commonly used by both parents.” (Goodz, 1994, p.68)

In therr study, Koppe and Meisel (1995) discuss two types of switching (the authors
use the term ‘switching’ instead of ‘mixing’) in bilingual first language acquisition:
language choice (selection of language according to interlocutor, topic or context) and
‘conversational switching’. They emphasise that the language spoken by the
interlocutor seems to be the most important factor for language choice of bilingual

children and young bilingual children are found to successfully switch languages

according to interlocutor.

As far as ‘conversational switching’ 1s concerned, Koppe and Meisel (1995) stress
that bilingual children have been tound to repeat their own utterances in both

languages in order to ensure that they are understood. This behaviour, they point out,



can be explained by the fact that, the parents understand utterances of both languages
and respond to their children’s utterances in a variety of wavs even when addressed 1n
the ‘wrong’ language (see also section 2.3.1 for Lanza’s (1992) typology of parental
responses). [he authors emphasise that switching according to interlocutor that occurs
as early as 2;0 does not necessarily involve intra-sentential switching. This type of
switching usually appears later on, because, they claim., it requires syntactic
knowledge that might not be available that early on 1in language development.

Koppe and Meisel investigated the bilingual language development ot two
French/German bilingual children living in Germany (ages at the beginning ot the
study were 1;3- Ivar and 1;4 — Annika). The mothers of both children were native
French speakers and the fathers were German speakers. The authors tound that the
children selected the appropriate language according to interlocutor from the age of
1;4 to 15 onwards. They point out that their data support Vihman’s (1985) tindings,
which show that early mixing consists mostly of ‘function words’ and 1s later replaced

by lexical categories, most often nouns.

“We believe we have shown that changes in the formal properties of the mixed speech
of bilingual children are closely related to grammatical development. Specitically, the
appearance of the functional category Inflection (INFL) seems to account for major
qualitative changes like the transition from mixing of ‘function words’ to mixing of
lexical categories (especially nouns). It also appears to be a prerequisite for the ability

to respect grammatical constraints on intra-sentential code-switching.”

(Koppe and Meisel, 1995, p.293).



Lanvers (2001) also contributes to the research into bilingual children’s language
mixing by conducting a study in which she analyses language mixing ot two
English/German bilingual children, aged 1;6 to 2;11, in terms of pragmatic choices
and constraints. Her findings indicate that the children’s early switches are due to

emphasis and appeal, as well as gaps 1n their vocabulary. Lanvers points out that
examples of the simultaneous use of translation equivalents for emphatic purposes are
observed at an early age 1n both children. She gives an example of such usage by
child Ls, who, during one recording at the age of 1:6, finds a picture of acarin a
book, which he excitedly shows to his father, shouting “GROSS.big” (p.445). In the
discussion of the results of her study, Lanvers also states that the children’s data show
an awareness of the interlocutor’s language preferences from the start of the
observation period, which also includes self-corrections. In the following example
(taken from Lanvers, 2001, p.450), Ls (1;11) shows his ability to switch appropriately
in the form of a simultaneous translation within a bilingual setting. It 1s important to

stress that M (mother) is a native German speaker and F (father) 1s a native English

speaker.

Ex.3

Ls to M: EINE KUH. ‘a cow.’
(turning to F)

Ls: see.

Ls: a cow.
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Lanvers concludes that the data in her study show

*“...that infants are sensitive from an early age to the precise nature and degree of

language separation demanded from them, and make appropriate switches within their

limited repertoire.” (Lanvers, 2001, p.462)

In her paper, Lanza (1992) reiterates that language mixing by bilingual two-vear-olds
has generally been interpreted as a sign of the child’s lack of language difterentiation
and provides evidence and explanations to the contrary. She analyses the data from
her study of a two-year-old Norwegian-English bilingual child, Siri. 1n order to
investigate the child’s language mixing from a sociolinguistic perspective. Similarly
to Lanvers (2001), Lanza points out that her findings reveal that the bilingual child
does indeed differentiate her language use in contextually sensitive ways, which

indicates that she can code-switch consciously and purposetully.

“My claim, however, is not that the very young bilingual child can code-switch with
the same pragmatic sophistication as an older bilingual...As the child matures, he or

she will be able to resort to more sophisticated code-switching strategies in a display

of bilingual identity.”” (Lanza, 1992, p.655)
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2.3 Factors Influencing Bilingual Language Development:

The Language Environment

2.3.1 Parental Input

Earlier in this chapter it was suggested that the linguistic contexts in which the
bilingual children acquire their languages could influence the children’s language
production and the 1nstances of language mixing. In her discussion, Lanvers (2001 )
stresses the importance of investigating bilingual children’s language mixing in view

of the soci0- and psycholinguistic factors that influence their language development.

““...a formal analysis alone of instances of language contact in infants would disregard
important socio- and psycholinguistic factors known to influence language choices at
this age. An analysis has to take account of the child’s competence in either language

as well as the kind of language setting (mono- or bilingual interlocutors etc.) and the

circumstances of the bilingual upbringing.”

(Lanvers, 2001, p.442)

Goodz (1994) also emphasises that researchers in bilingual language acquisition very

rarely provide detailed information about the manner in which young children are
exposed to ‘bilingualism as a first language’. She points out that researchers interpret

the data without taking into account the bilingual children’s language learning

environment, which in turn results 1n the observations containing contradictions and
inconsistencies. Because of this, one of the goals of Goodz's longitudinal study on

French-English bilingual tamilies (children were from 13 to 15 months old at the
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beginning of the study) focuses in part on the way the parents of the bilingual children
use their languages and looks at how this affects the young children’s bilingual
acquisition. All parents in the study stated that they were strictly committed to using

only their native language when addressing the children. The thirteen children were

audio taped with either the mother or the father during play.

Goodz (1994) discusses some discrepancies in the children’s rate of language
development 1n the two languages and believes that they can be explained by the
ditferences in the characteristics of the child-directed speech of each parent. Among
the characteristics that encourage language acquisition she lists a slower rate of
speech, which enhances the child’s ability to process parental utterances and the
emphasis and repetition of important words. Other variables that Goodz describes as
important are the parent’s ability to understand the child’s level of semantic and
syntactic development and their ability to elicit and maintain communicative

interactions with their child.

“Such vaniations may change parental input 1n ways that lead to difterences in the
child’s ability to extract words and meaning from the speech directed to them.
differences in the amount of attention elicited trom the child, and other vanables...
Further research is needed to pinpoint the reasons for the difterent rates of acquisition

in each language. It is evident, however, that there 1s no simple relationship between a
child’s proficiency in each language and the language of daycare, maternal language,

or the language of the neighbourhood.” (Goodz, 1994, p.69)
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Goodz’s (1994) findings also show that. even though the parents say that they are
strictly adhering to the one parent-one language strategy, all of the parents involved 1n
the study use, at times, both French and English with their children. She points out
that as the children begin to say their first words and use multiword utterances. their
parents start to use more non-native language in the speech directed to the child.

Goodz believes that there are several reasons for this change in parental behaviour.

“...1n order to encourage conversation, bilingual family parents may tend to choose
words and linguistic structures that they are fairly sure the child will understand. even

1f these words are drawn trom the vocabulary of the other parent’s language.”

(Goodz, 1994, p.71)

Goodz (1994) explains that the reason why parents may repeat a word from their non-
native language that the child has just used and then continue 1n his/her own language
Is that parents are anxious to encourage their children’s language behaviour
irrespective of its form. Another reason for this kind of parental language use 1s to

indicate to the child that he or she has been understood and that their attempt at

communication has been successful.

“Since...children tend to pay special attention to parental repetitions and expansions,
and even to demand them when they are not immediately forthcoming, such parental
mixing, together with parents’ tendencies to switch languages for emphasis or to gain
children’s attention, combine to produce a situation in which parents model language

mixine at a time when their children are particularly attentive to what they are

saving.” (Goodz, 1994, p. 72)



To sum up, Goodz argues that the results suggest that, since parents may provide a
model for language mixing in speech addressed to their children, it is unconvincing to

Interpret instances of language mixing in the bilingual child’s language as a retlection

of linguistic confusion.

“The evidence on parental language mixing provides another line of argument against
interpreting children’s mixing as an indication of linguistic confusion. If parents
actually model mixed utterances, the children have no way of knowing that a strict
separation of languages should be a goal. Thus, at the very least, the interpretation of

early mixing as a result of linguistic confusion is perhaps unwarranted and definitely

premature at this point.” (Goodz, 1989, p.43)

Genesee (2000) agrees with Goodz (1989) in emphasising the importance of input in
bilingual first language acquisition. He concludes that the published evidence shows
that more mixing 1s found 1n the speech ot children who are exposed to both

languages freely and interchangeably by the same 1nterlocutors than in children who

hear the languages strictly separated by interlocutor and/or context.

“Evidence that mixing by bilingual children can be traced 1n part to mixed input
would weaken arguments that mixing during early bilingual development
NECESSARILY reflects an underlying undifferentiated language system. Bilingual

children with differentiated language systems may still mix because the input

conditions permit it or the verbal interaction calls for it.” (Genesee. 2000, p.337)
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In her study, Dopke (1988) investigates the language development of six English-
German children living in Australia, whose parents speak their native languages to the
children. Similarily to Goodz (1994 ), the purpose of her study 1s to find a link
between the extent of the parents’ teaching techniques and the children’s active
acquisition ot the minority language. Dopke states that the data indicate that bilingual
families who employ the ‘one person-one language’ strategy and do not have much
linguistic support from outside the family are more likely to succeed in maintaining
the minority language (German) “first if the educational quality of the linguistic input
in German 1s at a certain yet-to-be-determined level, and, second, if the balance

between the two languages 1s somewhat tipped toward German in terms of quality ot

input” (Dopke, 1988, p.110).

De Houwer (1995) agrees and stresses that, even though the relationship between the
type of input and language acquisition patterns is still unclear. studies of the language
development of bilingual children should include a discussion of the degree ot
language separation in input (p. 226). She stresses that the nature of input is retlected
in the Separate Development Hypothesis (SDH) and claims that a bilingual child

exposed to two languages from birth in a separate manner goes on to differentiate the

two languages from the beginning.

[t appears to me that for a better understanding of morphosyntactic development in

both monolingual and bilingual children we would do well to find out more about the

specitic characteristics of that input.” (De Houwer, 1994, p.48)



Lanza (1992) also emphasises that the bilingual children’s differentiation of the two
languages must be studied in relation to the patterns of language use in the community
as part of the child’s process of socialisation (p. 635). She points out that it is very
ditficult to analyse a bilingual 2-year-old’s mixing in his/her language output without
the investigation of the child’s input, which. she feels, has been neglected. Lanza
(1992) believes that “there is a need to focus on parental strategies toward child
language mixing in order to address the issue of language socialisation and code-
switching (p. 635).” Her Parental Discourse Hypothesis (PDH) states that bilingual

children’s rates of code-mixing are influenced by the particular discourse strategies

the parents use in conversation with their children.

“In the Sin data, five basic discourse strategies were isolated as contributing to a
negotiation of either a monolingual or bilingual context.
These parental strategies towards mixing can be placed on a continuum as in Fig.2.”

(Lanza, 1992, p.649, including the figure below)

Monolingual Bilingual

Context Context

Minimal Expressed Adult Move on Code-
grasp guess repetition strategy  switching

Parents are said to facilitate a bilingual context by employing the Expressed Guess
Strategy (the parent requests clarification from the child by attempting to reformulate
the child’s mixed utterance in a yes-no question form, thus indicating comprehension

of the child’s use of the other language), Adult Repetition (the parent repeats the



child’s utterance, using the other language), the Move on Strategv (the parent merelv
continues the conversation after the child has used a mixed utterance), as well as

Code-switching (the parent code switches) in response to their child's language

mixing.

On the other hand, parents are able to negotiate a monolingual context in
conversations with their bilingual child by using the Minimal Grasp Strategy, during
which the parent requests clarification of the mixed utterance from the child by
relying on the child to reformulate the repairable utterance, by using, for example, 1
don’t understand’, ‘Say that again’ and Wh-interrogatives (Lanza. 1992, p.650). The
PDH hypothesis predicts that the children would codemix more in response to

bilingual strategies and less to the monolingual strategies.

Lanza (1992) points out that both ot Sir1’s parents claim to use the ‘one person-one
language’ strategy. However, the data show that this i1s not the case. The mother
actively negotiates a monolingual context with her daughter by requesting
clarification of Siri’s lexical mixing, as well as refraining from language mixing,
while Sir1’s father employs strategies that create a more of a bilingual context, such as

the Repetition Strategy. Lanza emphasises that the father also employs the Move-on

Strategy and even Code-switching in the later periods.

“It is through their responses to language mixing in conversation that the parents
provided metalinguistic input as to the appropriacy of such mixing.”

(Lanza, 1992, p.652)



In addition to Lanza’s Parental Discourse Hypothesis, it may also be that parental

discourse strategies with others in the bilingual child’s environment are an important

consideration.

Lanza’s (1992, 1997a) study-of parental strategies forms the basis of Juan-Garau and
Perez-Vidal’s (2001) paper, which focuses on the relationship between a child’s
degree of bilingualism and the role of parental input. The paper claims that parental
discourse strategies are directly related to the levels of the child’s mixing in his/her

weaker language. The parents’ reaction to their child’s mixing is investigated.

The research 1s based on a longitudinal study of a Catalan/English bilingual child,
Andreu (1;3 to 4;2) living 1in Barcelona, Catalonia with his English-speaking tather
and his Catalan-speaking mother. The parents communicate with each other 1n
Catalan, the majority language and Andreu also attends a Catalan nursery. They state
that Andreu is exposed to Catalan for approximately two thirds of the time, and
English the remaining third. The data was collected via audio-recordings 1n

naturalistic situations, which involved activities with parents, mostly tree play and

storytelling.

The findings show that Andreu’s active command of English lags behind his
command of Catalan. The authors point out that Andreu’s mother employs strategies,
which encourage a bilingual context and create opportunities tor the use ot both
languages. This, thev say, might account for Andreu’s lexical mixing patterns with his
mother. Similarly, Andreu’s father also encourages a bilingual context when

interacting with his son, but only until the age of three. After that the father tries to
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engage him in a monolingual discourse by using different strategies. The data show
that the child responded to this with an increased use of English and a decrease in his

rates of mixing (p. 81). Juan-Garau and Perez-Vidal (2001) conclude that

"...the parent who speaks the minority language is the one who strives harder to
negotiate a monolingual context with his or her child through the use of requests for
clarification, whereas the parent who speaks the majority language is satisfied with

more of a bilingual context and even code-switches on occasion.” (p. 82)

They also point out that a bilingual child might be discouraged from using the
minority language when he or she is aware that the parent understands and speaks the
majority language, especially if the one person — one language policy is not strictly

tollowed through.

“...1t appears from our study that parents have a significant contribution to make to
their children’s degree of bilingualism. It needs to be acknowledged. however, that
the establishment of productive bilingualism in the home demands great conviction
and eftort especially from the parents who are the conveyors of the minority

language.” (Juan-Garau and Perez-Vidal, 2001, p.84)

In their paper, Nicoladis and Genesee (1998) also investigate whether young bilingual
children’s code-mixing is intluenced by discourse strategies used by parents in
conversations with their children. Their study includes five French-English bilingual
families in Montreal (children aged 2.0 - 2.6), who tollow the one parent —one

language rulc. However, the results ot the study show no correlation between the rates
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of the children’s code-mixing and the parents’ discourse strategies. with the children

continuing to code-mix regardless of the parents’ strategy.

However, the majority of studies on the effect of parental input and teaching strateuies
on their bilingual children’s language development conclude that the nature of
parental language use considerably affects their children’s language, and more
specifically, the nature of their language mixing. It is, thus, essential to take into

consideration these factors when investigating bilingual first language acquisition.

2.3.2 Other Carer Input

In the above discussion 1t has been firmly established that parental input has a very
important role to play in bilingual children’s language development. However, the
eftect of other types of input, such as that of other carers, cannot be ignored. Bilingual
children who attend nursery are exposed to a different type of input and if the children

spend the majority of their day at the nursery, the relevance of such input to their

language development should not be disregarded.

The same applies to the role of childminders, as well as other relatives that might take
care of the bilingual child, in the child’s development ot his/her two languages (c.1.

Goodz, 1994). It 1s important to investigate how the language used by other carers

might affect bilingual children’s level of language mixing, as well as possible

dominance 1n one of the languages.
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2.3.3 Language dominance

In order to explain the occurrence of mixing in the speech of bilingual children
researchers have not only emphasised the role of input (Meisel, 1989). but also of
language dominance (Lanza, 1997a). Lanza (1997b) argues that the mixing of
function words 1n young bilinguals’ speech, which some researchers have interpreted

as evidence for the ‘single system’ hypothesis, is not due to the children’s lack of

bilingual awareness, but

“can be an indicator of a language contact phenomenon that is also evident in more

mature bilingualism, namely language dominance (p.136).”

In her study, Lanza (1997b) discusses the language development of Sin, a bilingual
Norwegian-English two-year-old living in Norway. Lanza focuses on the child’s
language choice with each parent, her lexical and grammatical mixing and personal
pronouns in language mixing. In order to explain Sir1’s mixing of function words,
even when it is obvious that she 1s operating with a language specific syntax, Lanza
introduces the issue of language dominance. According to Lanza, a dominant

language is the one to which the child is exposed most and the language which the

child needs in order to communicate with more people (p. 641).

Lanza’s (1992) findings show that Siri mixed more functors (e.g. adverbs,
determiners, pronouns, prepositions, conjunctions, modal auxihiaries) than content
words (e.¢. nouns, verbs, adjectives) in her multi-word mixed utterances. The results

also show that the Norwegian grammatical morphemes (bound morphemes. as well as



functors) in Sini’s speech appear with both Norwegian and English lexical
morphemes, while English grammatical morphemes only occur with English lexical
morphemes (p.640). Lanza (1992) interprets “this ‘directionality of mixing" as an

indication of Sir1’s dominance in Norwegian, the majority language of her

environment.” (p.640)

Goodz (1994) also points out that the data from her study of thirteen French-English
bilingual children show that most mixing occurs when the language of the
conversation 1s the language in which the child is least proficient. Lanza (1992, p.641)
goes on to state that “in many cases, Sin1 had acquired the equivalent English
grammatical morphemes; however, she tended to use the Norwegian ones.” The

author mentions the work ot Berman (1979:169), who suggested that

“dominance 1s atfected by three inter-related aspects: ‘quantity of situational exposure
and variety of contexts of use; linguistic knowledge and proficiency; and cognitive

processing and the nature of bilingual strategies.” (Lanza, 1992, p.641)

[Lanza points out that Sir1 displays dominance in Norwegian 1n all ot the above
aspects. She interprets the fact that Sir1 always relies on Norwegian grammatical
structure when interacting in English but never on English grammatical structure
when communicating in Norwegian, as evidence tor Sir’s dominance in Norwegian
(p.641). The data in Lanza’s study show that Sir1 mixes Norwegian function words
into her English while she interacts with her English-speaking mother. which Lanza
describes in terms grammatical morphemes from her dominant language entering into

her non-dominant language 1n language production. However. while interacting with
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her father in the dominant language (Norwegian). Siri’s mixes are all lexical and
predominantly nouns, which, Lanza stresses, is found in the code-switching of

bilingual adults. In a previous discussion of language dominance (Lanza, 1992) she

stresses that

*...dominance is not static and may change if there are any changes in the l[inguistic
environment...Hence, mixing as a result of dominance cannot be invoked as evidence

for the child’s lack of language separation, that is, as a developmental stage to be

overcome (p. 641).”

In their study, Genesee et al (1995) examine language differentiation in five bilingual
children aged from 1;10 to 2;2, which, they state, is prior to the emergence of
functional categories. Although they show that the bilingual children code mix, the
findings indicate that the children are able to differentiate their two languages by

using the appropriate language with a particular parent, even when both parents are

present.

The authors also investigate the causes of mixing in the children’s language. Genesee
et al focus on the children’s language dominance, as well as the parents’ rate of
mixing as possible reasons for the children’s mixing. They point out that there is a
general tendency for bilingual children to use items from their dominant language
when they are using the non-dominant one, because many linguistic structures are
missing in the non-dominant language. This explanation assumes that mixing is
unidirectional (dominant into non-dominant language). However, this prediction

cannot account for the mixing of elements from the non-dominant language into the



dominant one. The data from the study show no evidence that the mixing in the
children’s language is due to parental input, but they emphasise that there is some
evidence that language dominance plays a role. Genesee et al’s findings reveal that

the children mix more when using their non-dominant language than when using their

dominant language.

“...the dominance effects we noted suggest that, like monolingual children, bilingual
children make do with whatever linguistic resources they have available to express
themselves...the only difference being that, unlike monolingual children who are

limited to the resources of one language, bilingual children can draw on two.”

(Genesee et al, 19935, p.629)

When discussing language dominance it is important to stress that there 1s no measure
of dominance that 1s employed by all researchers. In Lanza’s study (1992), the
directionality of language mixing was determined by i1dentifying the ‘base’ language
of the bilingual child’s mixed utterance. On the other hand, De Houwer (1990)
measured the bilingual child’s proficiency and dominance by counting the number of
pauses 1n each of the languages, while Dopke (1992) determined the dominant
language of her bilingual subjects by using MLU scores and the amount ot each
language used with each parent. Similarly, Genesee et al (1995) included MLU as one
of the measures of dominance 1n their study. Establishing a bilingual child’s dominant

language is still idiosyncratic to each study and that in turn makes the results of

studies on language dominance ditficult to compare.



2.3.4 Sociolinguistic Factors Influencing Bilingual Language Acquisition

In the following section. sociolinguistic factors such as language use according to
domains, the influence of the host community on the minonity language. attitudes of
minority language speakers towards their language, the effect of social networks and
demographic factors will be discussed. These are viewed as having a considerable

impact on the success of family bilingualism 1n terms of the maintenance of a

minority language.

Changes 1n language use patterns within a bilingual community are usually 1dentitied
in the usage of the two languages 1n different domains. Appel and Muysken (1987)
point out that in many minority communities the mother tongue has a strong place 1n
informal domains, particularly in that of the family. They stress that the majority
language can, however, start replacing the mother tongue 1n these domains, which

results in variable language use and later language shift.

“When the minority language is spoken in fewer domains, its value decreases. This in
turn will lessen the motivation of younger people to learn and use 1t.”

(Appel and Muysken, 1987, p.41)

The effect of the host community and language on the maintenance of minonty
languages has been widely investigated. Romaine (1995) focuses on the "power
relationship between a minority and a dominant language. She points out that the
more powerful groups in a society usually impose their language on the mInority

group. Romaine stresses that 25 out ot 36 of the European countries are officially
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monolingual. However, in most of those countries there are linguistic minorities,

whose languages are not regarded as having the same rights as the dominant language.

“T'he marginalization of the languages and cultures of minority peoples in the

European states can be seen as a form of ‘internal colonialism’...”

(Romaine, 1995, p.23)

Appel and Muysken (1987) stress the importance of institutional support. which refers

to the extent to which a minority group and its language are represented in various
Institutions of a state, region or community. Maintenance of the minority language is
encouraged when the language 1s used in government institutions, cultural
organtsations, mass media, education etc.. The fact that the minority language is not
represented in the wider society aftfects the bilingual children’s language development
In that they are limited in the amount of input they are able to receive in the minority
language, which, in turn, makes the maintenance of bilingualism within the family
harder. The limited number of domains in which the minornty language 1s used, due to

the absence of organised institutional support tor the minority language, such as

associations and mother tongue schools, also negatively intluences the bilingual

children’s exposure to the minority language.

Another socio-linguistic factor that is claimed to intluence the maintenance ot a
minority language in an immigrant context is the attitudes of its speakers towards the
minority language and culture (c.f. Karanovi¢, 1997). It has been found that if
bilingual speakers have a positive attitude towards the minority language and culture,
they are able to more successfully acquire and maintain the minonty language (c.f.

Hardine and Rilev, 1999). However, 1f thev display negative attitudes towards the
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minority language, they are more likely to shift to the majority language and lose their
competence in the minority language. This factor also becomes important when
discussing family bilingualism and bilingual first language acquisition, as the parents’
attitudes towards the two languages in their language environment influence the
maintenance of bilingualism and their bilingual children’s eventual competence in the

two languages.

As far as the eftect of social networks on the maintenance of bilingualism is
concerned, a link between a close-knit network and the use of a minority language has
been established. Li et al (1992) distinguish between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ networks, as
well as “exchange’ and ‘interactive’ networks. The exchange networks include
persons such as kin and close friends with whom an individual “not only interacts

routinely, but also exchanges direct aid, advice, criticism, and support.” (L1 et al.

1992, p.65)

Interactive networks include persons with whom an individual “interacts frequently
and perhaps over prolonged periods of time, but on whom ego does not rely for
personal favours and other material or symbolic resources™, for example a shop owner
and a customer (p.65). Li et al (1992) also discuss a ‘passive’ network tie, which
refers to persons with whom an individual does not have regular contact, but he or she
relies on them for moral support or advice. Examples of such networks are relatives
and friends who live far away and Li et al emphasise that these ties are especially
important for migrant families. In their study, Li et al investigated the link between

network structure and pattcrns of language use 1in the Chinese community 1n

Newcastle. Their findings indicate that
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“...while network interacts with a number of other variables, it is capable of

accounting more generally for patterns of language choice than the variables such as

generation, sex of speaker, duration of stay and occupation with which it interacts.™

(Lietal, 1992, p.83)

Similarly, in her discussion of social networks in a bilingual community, Gal (1979)

points out that

“social networks do not influence language use directly, but rather by shaping
people’s goals and their means of action. ...Social networks influence people’s

communicative strategies when such identification is expressed through speech.”

(Gal, 1979, p.15)

She emphasises that by investigating people’s networks one can analyse the way in
which the interlocutors control their language choices. In her study, Gal (1979)
Investigated the language shift from Hungaran to German in the town of Oberwart in
eastern Austria. She found that the language use of the speakers was determined by
the kind of social networks they had. Those people who had mostly peasant networks

used more Hungarian, while those who did not used more German and showed a

greater tendency of language shift.

Another important group of sociolinguistic tactors are demographic tactors (see Giles
et al. 1977), which refer to the number of members i1n a linguistic minority group and
their demographic distribution. When the number of minority group members starts to

decrease the usefulness ot the minority language lessens and this causes language
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shift towards the majority language. Appel and Muysken emphasise that geographical
distribution considerably affects the maintenance of a minority language. They stress
that as long as the minornty group members live concentrated in a certain area thev

will have better chances of maintaining their mother tongue (p.36).

In order to illustrate some ot the tactors responsible for language maintenance and
shift, Janik (1996) discusses the ettorts of the Polish community in Australia in
maintaining their language. According to him, migration, industralisation.
urbantsation, lack of prestige and absence of the language at school are the most
common causes of language shift. However, Janik also mentions other tactors, such as
the education level of the immigrants, numerical strength, linguistic and cultural
similarity to the dominant group and the attitude to the majority that, he believes,
could influence both language maintenance and shift (p.4), although he acknowledges

that it is not possible for one single factor to cause language maintenance and shuft.

As far as the Polish community in Australia is concerned, he emphasises that the
Polish language is very important for the maintenance of Polish culture and tradition.
After the Polish immigrants arrived in Australia (in the 80s), they established many
Polish organisations and churches in order to maintain their culture. Janik stresses that
the media (radio and television-programmes broadcast from Warsaw) and the Polish

press play an important part in the maintenance of Polish in Australia. He believes

that the successful maintenance of the Polish language and culture in Austraha 1s due

to that fact that

t
-



“they still value Polish close-knit familv structure. Polish cuisine. national dances etc..
and they observe Polish religious feasts...The newly regained independence of Poland.
and the country’s openness to the world have already increased the number of trips
people are taking there, and the establishment of some Australian-Polish joint
ventures. All this, and the Australian Government’s multicultural policy. have

resulted 1n boosting Polish culture and traditions in Australia.” (Janik. 1996, p.7)

Verma (1996), on the other hand, gives the example of the Hindi speech community

in order to illustrate language shift. The migration of the Hindi community from India

was ‘Individual’ rather than ‘community’ and this led to a decrease in the

concentration of Hindi-speaking Indians in the United Kingdom as well as their

1solation from the majority group.

“This entirely urban, highly professional group’s migration and patterns of settlement
has led to their transformation from a large speech community in India into a small,

1solated and relatively marginalised community in Britain.” (Verma, 1996. p.173)

He emphasises that because of this the children have started abandoning their mother
tongue. Verma points out that they have easy access to the English-speaking majonty.
Although there are ethnic radio stations and satellite television in the native language
as well as Hindi classes, this does not seem to increase the children’s competence 1n

the mother tongue.

The value of considering tactors mentioned above when analysing bilingual first

language acquisition 1S emphasised by Ochs and Schieffelin (1995, p.89):
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“What 1s missing from the majority of psycholinguistic studies of simultaneous
bilingual acquisition is in-depth ethnolinguistic studies of the complex language
1deologies, 1.e. the values attached to the different codes that are characteristic of

multilingual communities and their relation to language practices in those

communities...”

Although a detailed analysis of the sociolinguistic factors mentioned above is beyond

the scope of this thesis, it 1s important to bear them in mind when discussing the

language environment and language use of the two bilingual children involved in this

study.

2.4 The Noun Phrase

In this section the central concepts of Universal Grammar (UG) (see Chomsky, 1965;
1976) are presented, as they form the theory of language that 1s followed and on
which this study is based. The discussion also focuses on the X-bar theory of phrase
structure within UG (Chomsky, 1986a), as the basis tor description of the noun phrase
In the study. In the final part of this section, the acquisition of the noun phrase by
monolingual English and Polish as well as Bosnian children 1s analysed. An overview
of the acquisition the Polish noun phrase 1s included in the section tor both 1ts

similarity in structure to the Bosnian noun phrase, as well as tor the purposes of cross-

linguistic comparison.
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2.4.1 The Nature of Universal Grammar

2.4.1.1 The Main Concepts of Universal Grammar

UG was developed by Chomsky (1976) as a theory of language. which describes
language as being an integral part of the human mind and the way in which it 1s
acquired. Chomsky (1976) detfines UG as ‘the system of principles, conditions, and
rules that are elements or properties of all human languages’ (p.29), and stresses that

the theory of Universal Grammar expresses the essence of human language, which all

human beings possess regardless of which language they speak.

The principles and parameters theory 1s central to UG (Chomsky, 1981:1986a:1986b)
and claims that language knowledge consists of principles that apply to all languages
and parameters that vary from one language to another (Cook and Newson. 1996).
“Real progress in linguistics consists in the discovery that certain features of given
languages can be reduced to universal properties of language, and explained 1n terms

of these deeper aspects of linguistic form.” (Chomsky, 1965. p.35)

Cook and Newson (1996) explain that the acquisition of language 1n terms of UG
involves learning how these principles apply to a particular language and which value
is appropriate for each parameter (p.2). One of the principles that 1s central to UG 1s
the structure-dependency principle, which states that all languages are based on the

structural relationships in the sentence. and not merely on the sequence of words.
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“Structure-dependency can therefore be put forward as a universal principle of
language: whenever elements of the sentence are moved to form passives. questions.
or whatever, such movement takes account of the structural relationships of the
sentence rather that the linear order of words...”

(Cook and Newson, 1996, p. 11)

Apart from the unchanging principles that all language possess, Universal Grammar
describes the vanation between languages in terms of ‘parameters’ which a particular

language sets according to the limited choice that is available.

“...complexes of properties differentiating otherwise similar languages are reducible

to a single parameter, fixed in one way or another way.” (Chomsky, 1981, p.6)

One of these parameters 1s the Head Parameter, which stipulates that the essential

element of each phrase 1n a language is 1ts head and that languages can vary according

to where the head occurs 1n relation to other elements of the phrase, which, in human
languages, can either be head-first (head occurs first 1n the phrase) or head-last (the
head occurs last in the phrase). English is a head-first language, as the head of the

phrase comes before the complements within 1t, as exemplitied below.

Ex. 4
on the table: Preposition ‘on’ head-first before the complement Noun Phrase

‘the table’ 1n a Prepositional Phrase
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Japanese, on the other hand, is a head-last language, as it requires the head of the

phrase to follow its complements (see Example 5).

Ex.5 (in Cook and Newson, 1996, p.16)

Nihon ni (Japan in): Preposition ‘ni’ (‘in’) head last in the Prepositional Phrase

Another parameter of UG, which accounts for variation across languages, is the Pro-
drop (Null Subject) Parameter. Cook and Newson (1996) define pro-drop as *a
generalisation about human language, a parameter of UG on which they vary” (p.57).
This parameter indicates whether a language allows declarative sentences without an
apparent subject or not. Languages can either permit both subjectless sentences and a
verb-subject word order (pro-drop languages), or not allow declarative sentences

without subjects, as well as inverted declaratives (non-pro-drop languages). English

belongs to the latter group of languages, while Italian and Bosnian belong to the

former.

2.4.1.2 The Universal Grammar Theory of Language Acquisition:
Principles and Parameters

It 1s Chomsky’s belief (1976) that all children are born with an innate capacity for
language development, as well as a ‘device’ that enables it to operate, which he
detines as the ‘Language Acquisition Device’ (LAD). This ‘device’ contains the
general principles, which enable children to discover and structure language. The
children then use the LAD to make sense of and process the utterances they hear
around them ('primary linguistic data’). in turn acquiring linguistic competence in a

particular language.
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Chomsky (1959) emphasises the fact that a child is able to acquire grammars of great
complexity with remarkable speed. which, he believes, indicates that human beings
are specially designed to do this. He refutes the theory of language acquisition put
torward by Skinner (1957), which states that language is determined by stimuli. by
responses to the stimuli and by reinforcing stimuli, claiming that this theory does not
account for what he calls the notion of creativity. The fact that people regularly
understand and produce sentences that they have not heard before cannot be explained
by stating that they are acting under the control of stimuli (Cook and Newson. 1996).
As far as children’s language acquisition is concerned, Chomsky (1959) argues that

children are not able to learn a language only by relying on the adults’ careful

reinforcement.

Chomskyan theory of language acquisition, thus, asserts that UG is innate and that the
human mind, 1.e. the Language Acquisition Device, contains UG principles and

parameters (Cook and Newson, 1996).

“...what we ‘know innately’ are the principles of the various sub-systems of S [the
initial state] and the manner of their interaction, and the parameters associated with

these principles. What we learn are the values ot the parameters and the elements of

the periphery...” (Chomsky, 1986a, p.150)

At the start of language development, a child’s mind 1s said to be open to any human
language, as it contains Universal Grammar in the form ot a system of principles and
parameters. As a response to the evidence it encounters from the environment, the

child creates a core grammar that sets or fixes all the parameters, resulting in the child

{2
@)




acquiring a particular language (Cook and Newson, 1996). In order to acquire a
particular language, the child must set the values of all the parameters of UG
appropriately for that language, such as the values for the head and pro-drop
parameter (see Meisel, 1995). To acquire English rather than Bosnian, the child must

set the values tor pro-drop to reflect that English is a non-pro-drop language.

“The child does not acquire rules but settings for parameters, which interacting with a

network of principles, create a core grammar.” (Cook and Newson, 1996, p.87)
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