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FOREWORD

Hacrosimee yueOHOe mocoOuwe TpemHa3HAa4YeHO ISl CTYJIEHTOB 2-4 KypcCOB,
oOyJaromuxcst 1o crnenuanbHocTH «JIuHreuctuka. [lepeBon u nepeBooBeACHUEY, A
TaK)K€ BCEX 3aMHTEPECOBAHHBIX B M3yUYEHUH COBPEMEHHBIX BOIPOCOB S3bIKO3HAHMS.
[TocoOue pa3paboTaHO B COOTBETCTBUH ¢ TpeboBaHusiMu DenepanbHOro
roCy/IapCTBEHHOIO 00Opa30BaTENbHOIO CTaHAApTa, a TaKKE€ B COOTBETCTBUU C
y4eOHOM mporpamMmoi 1o aucumiuiiHe «CoBpeMEHHblE  HAlpaBlICHHUS B
JIMHTBUCTHUKE.

Y4eOHoe mocobue umeeT Lenbio (POPMUPOBAHUE Y CTYIEHTOB KPUTUYECKOTO
MO/AX0/a B Hay4yHOU Auckyccu. C 3TON LIENbI0 B MOCOOMH MPUMEHSAETCS MPUHLIUIL
€AMHCTBA TEOPUH U NIPAKTUKU. TeopeTudeckass 4acTh OCBEIIAET HEKOTOPBIE BOIIPOCHI
COBPEMEHHOTO SI3bIKO3HAHUS, B YACTHOCTH, HEMPOJIMHIBUCTHKH, IICUXOJIUHIBUCTUKH,
I€HEpPATUBHOW JIMHTBUCTUKH, UX 0a30BblE€ MOHSATHUS, IMOJIOKEHUS U HAIpPABICHHUS.
Becp Teopermyecknii MaTepHall CONPOBOXAACTCS BOIPOCAMH JUI  KOHTPOJIA
MOJIyYeHHbIX 3HaHuUU. IIpakTuyeckas dYacTb COAEPKUT BONPOCHI M  3a/aHUA,
IIOCTPOEHHBIE HA KOHKPETHOM S3BIKOBOM MaTepuasle, W IpeAHA3HAYCHHBIE I
MPaKTUYECKON pabOThl, @ TAKXKE OTPBIBKU U3 padOT (CTaThbH, JUCCEPTALIMH) YUECHbIX -
JIMHTBUCTOB COBPEMEHHOCTH, HAIICJICHHbIE Ha KPUTHUYECKHUI aHalu3 HW3JI0)KEHHOTO
TEOPETHUYECKOr0 MaTepraa.

[TocoOue compoBoxaaeTcss OuOIMOrpadUUEeCKUM CHUCKOM JIMTEPATypHl,
KOTOPBIA MOXET IPUMEHATHCA CTYACHTAMHU Uil JajJbHEHIIEH CaMOCTOSITEIbHOU

paboThI B 00JaCTH COBPEMEHHON JTMHTBUCTHKHU.



CHAPTER ONE

NEUROLINGUISTICS

PART ONE: THEORETICAL ASPECTS
WHAT IS NEUROLINGUISTICS?

Neurolinguistics is the study of the connections between language and brain.

Although “neurolinguistics” is a relatively recent term, the field of study dates
back to the nineteenth century. Establishing the location of language in the brain was
an early challenge, but one event incidentally provided a clue.

In September 1848, near Cavendish, Vermont, a construction foreman called Phineas
P. Gage was in charge of a construction crew blasting away rocks to lay a new
stretch of railway line. As Mr. Gage pushed an iron tamping rod into the blasting
hole in a rock, some gunpowder accidentally exploded and sent the three-and-a-half-
foot long tamping rod up through his upper left cheek and out from the top of his
forehead. The rod landed about fifty yards away. Mr. Gage suffered the type of injury
from which, it was assumed, no one could recover. How ever, a month later, he was
up and about, with no apparent damage to his senses or his speech. The medical
evidence was clear. A huge metal rod had gone through the front part of Mr. Gage’s
brain, but his language abilities were unaffected. He was a medical marvel.

The point of this rather amazing tale is that, while language may be located in the
brain, it clearly is not situated right at the front.

Since that time, a number of discoveries have been made about the specific
parts in the brain that are related to language functions.

The study of the relation between language and brain was begun in the mid-
nineteenth century by the Frenchman Paul Broca and the German Carl Wernicke.
What they did was to study and characterize the aphasia (disturbed language) of
people who had suffered brain damage, and then, after the sufferers’ deaths, to
conduct post-mortem examinations in order to find out which areas of the brain had
been damaged.

In this way, they succeeded in identifying two specific areas of the brain, today

called Broca’s area and Wernicke’s area, each of which is responsible for specific



aspects of language use. These findings confirmed the reality of the localization of
language in the brain; moreover, since these areas are nearly always located on the
left side of the brain, they also confirmed the lateralization of the brain.

In the mid-twentieth century, the American neurologist Norman Geschwind
elaborated the view of the brain as consisting of a number of specialized components
with connections between them, and he also provided the basis of our modern
classification of the several language areas in the brain and of the types of aphasia
resulting from damage to each.

More recently, the introduction of sophisticated brain scanners has allowed
specialists to examine the activity in the brains of healthy, conscious subjects who are
performing specific linguistic tasks like reading, speaking and listening. The new data
have both confirmed and extended our understanding of the location and functions of
the several language areas.

Neurolinguistics is truly interdisciplinary, involving, for example,
neuroscience, psychology, linguistics, speech pathology and biology. It also involves
the use of a multitude of research methods, such as experimental research,
neuroimaging, simulation of brain processes and video recording of spoken
interaction. Traditionally, the study of people with brain damage, especially acquired
brain damage, which causes a language disorder, has dominated the field.

Neurolinguistics can, however, also be about how the brain and human
language and communication developed during evolution and how they develop in
children and adults; it can also be about making computer simulations of linguistic
processing by the brain; and it can be about localizing activity in parts of the brain
involved in language processing by using neuroimaging methods. Neurolinguistics

can be focused on any of these aspects or on combinations of them.

LANGUAGE AREAS IN THE BRAIN: CLASSICAL VIEW

The left hemisphere and the right hemisphere. If we put the right hemisphere

aside for now, and place the left hemisphere down so that we have a side view, we’ll



be looking at something close to the accompanying illustration (adapted from
Geschwind, 1991).

The shaded are as in this illustration indicate the general locations of those
language functions involved in speaking and listening. We have come to know that
these are as exist largely through the examination, in autopsies, of the brains of
people who, in life, were known to have specific language disabilities. That is, we
have tried to determine where language abilities for normal users must be by finding
areas with specific damage in the brains of people who had identifiable language
disabilities.

The part shown as (1) in the illustration (Fig. 1) is technically described as the

“anterior speech cortex” or, more usually, as Broca’s area. Paul Broca, a French
surgeon, reported in the 1860s that damage to this specific part of the brain was
related to extreme difficulty in producing speech. It was noted that damage to the
corresponding area on the right hemisphere had no such effect. This finding was first
used to argue that language ability must be located in the left hemisphere and since
then has been treated as an indication that Broca’s area is crucially involved in the
production of speech.
The part shown as (2) in the illustration is the “posterior speech cortex,” or
Wernicke’s area. Carl Wernicke was a German doctor who, in the 1870s, reported
that damage to this part of the brain was found among patients who had speech
comprehension difficulties. This finding confirmed the left hemisphere location of
language ability and led to the view that Wernicke’s area is part of the brain crucially
involved in the understanding of speech.

The part shown as (3) in the illustration is the motor cortex, in which originate
the nerve impulses that initiate voluntary muscular activity.

The part shown as (4) in the illustration is a bundle of nerve fibers called the
arcuate fasciculus. This was also one of Wernicke’s discoveries and is now known to
form a crucial connection between Wernicke’s and Broca’s areas.

Having identified these four components, it is tempting to conclude that



Figure 1

specific aspects of language ability can be accorded specific locations in the brain.
This is called the localization view and it has been used to suggest that the brain
activity involved in hearing a word, understanding it, then saying it, would follow a
definite pattern. The word is heard and comprehended via Wernicke’s area. This
signal is then transferred via the arcuate fasciculus to Broca’s area where preparations
are made to produce it. A signal is then sent to part of the motor cortex to physically
articulate the word.

This is certainly an oversimplified version of what may actually take place, but
it is consistent with much of what we understand about simple language processing in
the brain. It is probably best to think of any proposal concerning processing pathways
in the brain as some form of metaphor that may turn out to be inadequate once we
learn more about how the brain functions. The “pathway” metaphor seems quite
appealing in an electronic age when we’re familiar with the process of sending
signals through electrical circuits.

In a sense, we are forced to use metaphors mainly because we cannot obtain
direct physical evidence of linguistic processes in the brain. Because we have no
direct access, we generally have to rely on what we can discover through indirect

methods.



Most of these methods involve attempts to work out how the system is working

from clues picked up when the system has problems or malfunctions.

TONGUE TIPS AND SLIPS

We have all experienced difficulty, on some occasions, in getting brain and
speech production to work together smoothly. Minor production difficulties of this
sort may provide possible clues to how our linguistic knowledge is organized within
the brain.

There is, for example, the tip of the tongue phenomenon in which we feel that
some word is just eluding us, that we know the word, but it just won’t come to the
surface. Studies of this phenomenon have shown that speakers generally have an
accurate phonological outline of the word, can get the initial sound correct and
mostly know the number of syllables in the word. This experience also mainly occurs
with uncommon words and names. It suggests that our “word-storage” system may be
partially organized on the basis of some phonological information and that some
words in the store are more easily retrieved than others.

When we make mistakes in this retrieval process, there are often strong
phonological similarities between the target word we’re trying to say and the mistake
we actually produce. For example, speakers produced secant, sextet and sexton when
asked to name a particular type of navigational instrument (sextant). Other examples
are fire distinguisher (for “extinguisher”) and transcendental medication (instead of
“meditation”). Mistakes of this type are sometimes referred to as malapropisms after
a character called Mrs. Malaprop (in a play by Sheridan) who consistently produced
“near-misses” for words, with great comic effect.

Another type of speech error is commonly described as a slip of the tongue.
This produces expressions such as make a long shory stort (instead of “make a long
story short™), use the door to open the key, and a fifty-pound dog of bag food. Slips of
this type are sometimes called spoonerisms after William Spooner, an Anglican
clergyman at Oxford University, who was renowned for his tongue-slips. Most of the

slips attributed to him involve the interchange of two initial sounds, as when he
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addressed a rural group as noble tons of soil, or described God as a shoving leopard
to his flock, or in this complaint to a student who had been absent from classes: You
have hissed all my mystery lectures.

Most everyday slips of the tongue, however, are not as entertaining. They are
often simply the result of a sound being carried over from one word to the next, as in
black bloxes (for “black boxes™), or a sound used in one word in anticipation of its
occurrence in the next word, as in noman numeral (for “roman numeral”), or a tup of
tea (“cup™), or the most highly played player (“paid”). The last example is close to
the reversal type of slip, illustrated by shu flots, which may not make you beel fetter if
you're suffering from a stickneff, and it’s always better to loop before you leak. The
last two examples involve the interchange of word-final sounds and are much less
common than word-initial slips.

It has been argued that slips of this type are never random, that they never
produce a phonologically unacceptable sequence, and that they indicate the existence
of different stages in the articulation of linguistic expressions. Although the slips are
mostly treated as errors of articulation, it has been suggested that they may result
from “slips of the brain” as it tries to organize linguistic messages.

One other type of slip may provide some clues to how the brain tries to make
sense of the auditory signal it receives. These have been called slips of the ear and
can result, for example, in our hearing great ape and wondering why someone should
be looking for one in his office. (The speaker actually said “gray tape”). A similar
type of misunderstanding seems to be behind the child’s report that in Sunday school,
everyone was singing about a bear called “Gladly” who was cross-eyed. The source
of this slip turned out to be a line from a religious song that went Gladly the cross I'd
bear. It may also be the case that some malapropisms (e.g. transcendental
medication) originate as slips of the ear.

Some of these humorous examples of slips may give us a clue to the normal
workings of the human brain as it copes with language. However, some problems
with language production and comprehension are the result of much more serious

disorders in brain function.

10



LANGUAGE DISORDERS

If you have experienced any of those “slips” on occasion, then you will have
some hint of the types of experience that some people live with constantly. Those
people suffer from different types of language disorders, gene rally described as
“aphasia”. Aphasia is defined as an impairment of language function due to localized
brain damage that leads to difficulty in understanding and/or producing linguistic
forms.

The most common cause of aphasia is a stroke (when a blood vessel in the
brain is blocked or bursts), though traumatic head injuries from violence or an
accident may have similar effects. Those effects can range from mild to severe
reduction in the ability to use language. Someone who is aphasic often has
interrelated language disorders, in that difficulties in understanding can lead to
difficulties in production, for example.

Consequently, the classification of different types of aphasia is usually based
on the primary symptoms of someone having difficulties with language.

The serious language disorder known as Broca’s aphasia (also called “motor
aphasia”) is characterized by a substantially reduced amount of speech, distorted
articulation and slow, often effortful speech. What is said often consists almost
entirely of lexical morphemes (e.g. nouns, verbs). The frequent omission of
functional morphemes (e.g. articles, prepositions) and inflections (e.g. plural -s, past
tense -ed) has led to the characterization of this type of aphasic speech as
“agrammatic.” In agrammatic speech, the grammatical markers are missing. An
example of speech produced by someone whose aphasia was not severe is the
following answer to a question regarding what the speaker had for breakfast: | eggs
and eat and drink coffee breakfast.

However, this type of disorder can be quite severe and result in speech with
lots of hesitations and really long pauses (marked by ...): my cheek ... very
annoyance ... main is my shoulder ... achin’ all round here. SO me patients can also
have lots of difficulty in articulating single words, as in this attempt to say

11



“steamship™: a stail ... you know what I mean ... tal ... stail. In Broca’s aphasia,
comprehension is typically much better than production.

The type of language disorder that results in difficulties in auditory
comprehension is sometimes called “sensory aphasia,” but is more commonly known
as Wernicke’s aphasia. Someone suffering from this disorder can actually produce
very fluent speech which is, however, often difficult to make sense of. Very general
terms are used, even in response to specific request s for information, as in this
sample: [ can’t talk all of the things I do, and part of the part I can go alright, but I
can'’t tell from the other people .

Difficulty in finding the correct word, sometimes referred to as anomia, also
happens in Wernicke’s aphasia. To overcome their word-finding difficulties, speakers
use different strategies such as trying to describe objects or talking about their
purpose, as in the thing to put cigarettes in (for “ashtray”). In the following example
(from Lesse & Milroy, 1993), the speaker tries a range of strategies when he can’t
come up with the word (“kite”) for an object in a picture: it’s blowing, on the right,
and er there’s four letters in it, and I think it begins with a C — goes — when you start
it then goes right up in the air — I would | would have to keep racking my brain how |
would spell that word — that flies, that that doesn’t fly, you pull it round, it goes up in
the air.

One other, much less common, type of aphasia has been associated with
damage to the arcuate fasciculus and is called conduction aphasia. Individuals
suffering from this disorder sometimes mispronounce words, but typically do not
have articulation problems. They are fluent, but may have disrupted rhythm because
of pauses and hesitations. Comprehension of spoken words is normally good.
However, the task of repeating a word or phrase (spoken by someone else) creates
major difficulty, with forms such as vaysse and fosh being reported as attempted
repetitions of the words “base” and “wash”. What the speaker hears and understands
can’t be transferred very successfully to the speech production area. It should be

emphasized that many of these symptoms (e.g. word-finding difficulty) can occur in
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all types of aphasia. They can also occur in more general disorders resulting from
brain disease, as in dementia and Alzheimer’s disease.

Difficulties in speaking can also be accompanied by difficulties in writing.
Impairment of auditory comprehension tends to be accompanied by reading
difficulties. Language disorders of the type we have described are almost always the
result of injury to the left hemisphere. This left hemisphere dominance for language
has also been demonstrated by another approach to the investigation of language and

the brain.

DICHOTIC LISTENING

An experimental technique that has demonstrated a left hemisphere dominance
for syllable and word processing is called the dichotic listening test. This technique
uses the generally established fact that anything experienced on the right-hand side of
the body is processed in the left hemisphere, and anything on the left side is
processed in the right hemisphere. So, a basic assumption would be that a signal
coming in the right ear will go to the left hemisphere and a signal coming in the left
ear will go to the right hemisphere.

With this information, an experiment is possible in which a subject sits with a
set of earphones on and is given two different sound signals simultaneously, one
through each earphone. For example, through one earphone comes the syllable ga or
the word dog, and through the other ear phone at exactly the same time comes da or
cat. When asked to say what was heard, the subject more often correctly identifies the
sound that came via the right ear. This is known as the right ear advantage for
linguistic sounds.

In this process, the language signal received through the left ear is first sent to
the right hemisphere and then has to be sent to the left hemisphere (language center)
for processing. This non-direct route takes longer than a linguistic signal received
through the right ear and going directly to the left hemisphere. First signal to get

processed wins.
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The right hemisphere appears to have primary responsibility for processing a
lot of other incoming signals that are non-linguistic. In the dichotic listening test, it
can be shown that non-verbal sounds (e.g. music, coughs, traffic noises, birds
singing) are recognized more often via the left ear, meaning they are processed faster
via the right hemisphere. So, among the specializations of the human brain, the right
hemisphere is first choice for non-language sounds (among other things) and the left
hemisphere specializes in language sounds (among other things too).

These specializations may actually have more to do with the type of
processing, rather than the type of material, that is handled best by each of the two
hemispheres.

The essential distinction seems to be between analytic processing, such as
recognizing the smaller details of sounds, words and phrase structures in rapid
sequence, done with the “left brain™, and holistic processing, such as identifying more

general structures in language and experience, done with the “right brain”.

THE CRITICAL THINKING

The apparent specialization of the left hemisphere for language is usually
described in terms of lateral dominance or lateralization (one-sidedness). Since the
human child is not born as a fully articulate language-user, it is generally thought that
the lateralization process begins in early childhood. It coincides with the period
during which language acquisition takes place. During childhood, there is a period
when the human brain is most ready to receive input and learn a particular language.
This is sometimes called the “sensitive period” for language acquisition, but is more
generally known as the critical period.

Though some think it may start earlier, the general view is that the critical
period for the first language acquisition lasts from birth until puberty. If a child does
not acquire language during this period, for any one of a number of reasons, then he
or she will find it almost impossible to learn language later on.

(After G. Yule. “Language and the Brain” in The Study of Language, 2010)
(A
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2? Answer the questions and comment on the following:

1. What is neurolinguistics?

2. Describe the areas in the brain which can be considered as language areas.

3. What is a more common name for the posterior speech cortex?
4. What is the motor cortex?

5. What are tongue tips and slips? Describe their types.

6. Is the use of “fire distinguisher” instead of “fire extinguisher” a spoonerism or a
malapropism?

7. What is aphasia?
8. Which type of aphasia is characterized by speech like this: ... two time s ...read ...
wr ... ripe, er, rike, er, w rite ... ?
9. What happens in a dichotic listening test?

10.What is the critical period?

PART TWO: PRACTICAL TASKS

Task 1. Analyse the following:

1) We made no distinction between the left and right hemispheres in terms of shape
or size, assuming they were symmetrical. However, on closer inspection, there is
some asymmetry in the lateralization of the brain. What seems to be the main source
of this difference between the physiology of the two hemispheres? Should this
difference be treated as support for the phrenology model of human brain function?

Key words and phrases:

2) What is meant by the “bathtub effect” in descriptions of features of speech errors?

Key words and phrases:
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3) What happens to the language of an individual after damage in the right
hemisphere?

Key words and phrases:

4) How would you go about analyzing the following extract from Radford et al
(2009) as more likely to be indicative of agrammatism or paragrammatism?

(The speaker is trying to talk about a lady’s shoe.)

Now there there I remember. I have you there what I thought was the ... a lady one.
Another. With a very short. Very very clever done. Do that the one two. Go. But
there’s the liver. And there is the new. And so on .

Key words and phrases:

5) The following extract from Buckingham and Kertesz (1976) is discussed in Obler
and Gjerlow (1999) as an illustration of “neologistic jargon aphasia.” Can you
identify any characteristics of this condition that show up in the language used by this
speaker? Is the syntax badly impaired? Are morphological features such as inflections
used normally or not? Does the speaker have word-finding difficulties? Would you
say that this aphasia is more likely to be associated with Broca’s area or Wernicke’s
area? (The speaker is responding to the question, “Who is running the store now?”)

I don’t know. Yes, the bick, uh, yes I would say that the mick days is nosis or
chpickters. Course, | have also missed on the carfterteck. Do you know what that is?
I’ve, uh, token to ingish. They have been toast sosilly . They’'d have been put to myafa
and made palis and, uh, myadakal senda you . That is me alordisdus. That makes
anacronous senda .

Key words and phrases:

6) What happens in “brain imaging” procedures such as CAT scans, fMRI scans
and PET scans that might help in the study of language and the brain?

Key words and phrases:
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7) One aphasia patient was asked to read aloud the written words on the left below
and, in each case, actually said the words on the right. Is there any pattern

to be found in these errors? Does this type of phenomenon provide any clues to

the way words may be stored and accessed in the brain?

ambition — career commerce — business
anecdote — narrator mishap — accident
applause — audience parachute — balloon
apricot — peach thermometer — temperature
arithmetic — mathematics victory — triumph

Key words and phrases:

8) The story of Genie is full of remarkable episodes. In 1970, a girl who became
known as “Genie” was admitted to a children’s hospital in Los Angeles. She was
thirteen years old and had spent most of her life tied to a chair in a small closed room.
Her father was intolerant of any kind of noise and had beaten her whenever she made
a sound as a child. There had been no radio or television, and Genie’s only other
human contact was with her mother who was forbidden to spend more than a few
minutes with the child to feed her. Genie had spent her whole life in a state of
physical, sensory, social and emotional deprivation. As might be expected, Genie was
unable to use language when she was first brought into care. However, within a short
period of time, she began to respond to the speech of others, to try to imitate sounds
and to communicate. Her syntax remained very simple. The fact that she went on to
develop some speaking ability and understand a fairly large number of English words
provides some evidence against the notion that language cannot be acquired at all
after the critical period. Yet her diminished capacity to develop grammatically
complex speech does seem to support the idea that part of the left hemisphere of the
brain is open to accept a language program during childhood and, if no program is
provided, as in Genie’s case, then the facility is closed down. In Genie’s case, tests
demonstrated that she had no left hemisphere language facility. So, how was she able
to learn any part of language, even in a limited way? Those same tests appeared to
indicate the quite remarkable fact that Genie was using the right hemisphere of her
brain for language functions. In dichotic listening tests, she showed a very strong left
ear advantage for verbal as well as nonverbal signals. Such a finding, supported by
other studies of right brain function, raises the possibility that our capacity for
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language is not limited to only one or two specific areas, but is based on more
complex connections extending throughout the whole brain. When Genie was
beginning to use speech, it was noted that she went through some of the same early
“stages” found in normal child language acquisition.

The following extract is from Rymer (1993), quoting Susan Curtiss, a linguist
who worked with Genie for many years. How would you explain events like this?
“Genie was the most powerful nonverbal communicator I’ve ever come across,”
Curtiss told me. “The most extreme example of this that comes to mind: Because of
her obsession, she would notice and covet anything plastic that anyone had. One day
we were walking — | think we were in Hollywood. | would act like an idiot, sing
operatically, to get her to release some of that tension she always had. We reached the
corner of this very busy intersection, and the light turned red, and we stopped.
Suddenly, | heard the sound — it’s a sound you can’t mistake — of a purse being
spilled. A woman in a car that had stopped at the intersection was emptying her
purse, and she got out of the car and ran over and gave it to Genie and then ran
back to the car. A plastic purse. Genie hadn’t said a word.”

Key words and phrases:

(after G. Yule, The Study of Language, 2010)
Task 2. Read the following extract and present the problem in your own way:

Modern cognitive neuroscience promises to provide windows to the brain, but
the interpretation of neuroscientific data in terms of representations and processes is
far from established. The application of explicit computational models to
neuroscientific data is still a great challenge. If one were to adopt Marr’s definition of
a mental representation as ‘a form al system for making explicit certain entities or
types of information, together with a specification of how the system does this’
(Marr, 1982), then the specification of computations and processes is a central part of
mental representations themselves. This leads to the question of how we can relate
representations to our observables, such as behavioural reaction times and error rates
or brain activations and patterns. In particular, there are still very different views on
the usefulness of neuroimaging for cognitive scientists.

Embick and Poeppel (2015) propose ways of combining computational
representational (CR) and neurobiological (NB) domains. They distinguish among
three approaches: the correlational approach, which uses CR to inform NB; the
integrated approach, in which NB can be used to test hypotheses of CR; and the
explanatory approach, which combines the former two and in which the computations
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and representations of CR can be derived from principles of NB. While the
explanatory approach is clearly the most powerful, it is currently hampered by the
lack of strong linking hypotheses between the two domains, and so it ‘remains
something like a shadowy possibility on the horizon’. Possible reasons for this are
discussed, such as the ontological incommensurability problem and the different
levels of coarseness of linguistic structure on the one hand and brain function on the
other hand. The authors advocate an approach that unifies the CR and NB domains,
rather than reduces one to the other, and provide some suggestions for this endeavour.

Woollams (2015) highlights the necessity of explicit computational models to
clarify the concept of ‘lexical representations’, which is ubiquitous in the word
recognition literature, but rarely specified in detail. Effects of lexical variables are
often interpreted as evidence for the existence of a distinct level of lexical
representation, but it is not yet clear to what degree this level is independent from
semantics. Woollams contrasts two computational approaches to lexical
representations, the localist structural view and the distributed functional view. She
favours the distributed functional view due to its greater efficiency and flexibility.
However, rather than reducing lexical representations to semantics, she proposes that
lexicality is a flexible concept that can describe several levels of representation
between form and meaning. Woollams uses this framework to interpret recent
neuropsychological, fMRI and EEG/MEG results on word recognition.

Two papers discuss novel methodologies for neuroimaging analysis with
respect to the possibility to test computational models on brain data: multivariate
pattern analysis and representational similarity analysis.

Charest and Kriegeskorte (2015) present a novel approach to use information
from patterns in brain activation, rather than just a more-of-less of activation, to
inform models of brain function. Representational similarity analysis can test whether
similarity structures predicted by computational and neural models match those
observed for activation patterns in specific brain regions. The concept of neuronal
population codes provides a link between multi-variate activation patterns and the
representation of stimulus and task information.

A highly debated question about semantics is whether it is embodied or
grounded in sensorimotor brain systems.

The paper by Louwerse, Hutchinson, Tillman , and Recchia (2015) provides
empirical support for this view. The authors performed a meta-analysis of
behavioural studies that reported evidence for perceptual simulation in language
processing. The effect sizes associated with perceptual simulation were smaller than
or at best similar to those associated with effects of language statistics. While the
evidence suggests that perceptual simulation may play a role in language processing,
this role is not more important than other factors such as task or individual
differences. The authors discuss their findings within the framework of their Symbol
Interdependency Hypothesis.

Key words and phrases:
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(after Olaf Hauk, “Representing mental representations — Neuroscientific and
computational approaches to study language processing in the brain”, 2015)

Task 3. Read and analyse the given extracts and render the information in English:

HeipoJuHrBUCTHKA — 3TO Hay4yHas JUCLMILIMHA, 3aHUMAIOIIASACS U3YYCHUEM
BHYTPEHHHUX MO3TOBBIX MPOILIECCOB, JIEKAIIUX B OCHOBE PEUYEBOU JEATEIBHOCTH
yenoBeka. K o0nactu wHTEpeCcOB HEHPOJUHTBUCTUKH OTHOCUTCS HCCIIEIOBAHUE
MEXAHU3MOB PACIIO3HABAHUS PEUEBBIX CTUMYJIOB, TAKUX KAK OTHAECIIBHBIE CJIOBA WM
npemoxkenns. Takke 3Ta MUCUUILUIMHA U3Y4YaeT MPOLECCHl T€HEpAlMd YCTHOW WIIH
MHUCbMEHHOM PEYH, YCBOCHUS U UCIIOJIB30BAaHUS POJHOTO
WA WHOCTPAHHOTO SI3bIKA, TAaK Ha3bIBAEMOW KBAa3UA3BIKOBOM CHUMBOJIMKH
(MaTeMaTHYeCKUE€ W XUMHYEeCKUe  (OpMyJibl, HOTHBIC  3alKCH,  S3bIKU
MIPOTPaMMHUPOBAHUS U T.1I.).

HelponvHIrBUCTHKA HAXOIUT IIUPOKOE TPUMEHEHHE B TEOPETUUYECKOU U
MPAKTUYECKOW MEIUIUHE, T.K. TO3BOJISIET YCTAHOBUTH BIIUSHUE Pa3JIUYHBIX
W3MEHECHUI B MO3rOBOM aKTUBHOCTH, BOBHUKAIOIINX B PE3yJIbTaTE HEBPOJIOTUYECKUX
WO  TICUXWAaTPUYECKUX TaTOJIOTHH, Ha OCOOCHHOCTH PEYEBOTO ITOBEJICHHS
MalMEeHTOB.

Posnb s3bIKka B 4EIIOBEUYECKOM MO3HAHUHU SIBJIAETCA MPEAMETOM HCCIEHOBAHUS
KOTHUTUBHOM HEMPOJMHIBUCTUKU. KOrHUTHBHAS HEMPOJIMHIBUCTUKA AKIIEHTUPYETCA
Ha y4acTUU PEUYeBBIX (YHKIIMI B MO3TOBBIX MPOIECCaX, CBA3AHHBIX C HAKOIUICHUEM,
XpaHEHHEM, MepepabOTKOW M HCMNOJb30BAHMEM 3HaHuUW. Kpome MeauuumHCKoro
MPUMEHEHUSI, KOTHUTHUBHAS HEUPOJIMHIBUCTUKA HMMEET OOJbIIOe 3HAYCHUEe JJisi
nemarornyeckor rmcuxonorud. OObenMHEHHE MEIUIMHCKOM M MeaarormnyecKou
npoOJieMaTUKU TTPOUCXOIUT MPU OOCIETOBAHUU U JICUCHUU JIETeH C OTKIOHEHUSIMH
OT HOPMBI B WX KOTHUTHUBHO-PEUYECBOM pA3BUTHUU. TakKe KOTHUTHBHAs
HEUPOIMHTBUCTUKA TPUMEHSICTCS B HMCCICAOBAHUAX B O00JACTH HMCKYCCTBEHHOTO
HMHTEIIEKTa, ”HQOPMAIITMOHHBIX TEXHOJOTHI M 00IIel TeOPUH TTO3HAHUS.

HeliponuHrBrUCTHKA SBJISETCS YacThiO Oojiee oOmIel HAyYHOW JUCITUILIMHBI —
MCUXO(PU3UOIOTHH, KOTOpash H3y4aeT 3aBUCUMOCTh TIOBEJACHHS W MBIIUICHUS
YeJIoBeKa OT (PU3HOJOTMYECKHUX IPOIECCOB, MPOUCXOMAIIMX B opraHu3me. B
MocJeAHue JABa JACCATUIICTUS MCUXO(U3NOIOTHS MEPEKUBAET MEPUOJ] MOSBICHUS U
WHTEHCUBHOIO Pa3BUTHSI HOBBIX METOJIOB JIJIsI SKCIIEPUMEHTAJIbHBIX UCCIeA0BaHui. B
MEPBYI0 OYEpPEb TAKUE METOJbI CBSI3aHBI C MCIIOJIBb30BAHUEM TEXHUKHW MArHUTHO-
pE30HATOpHOM TOMOTrpaduu, MO3BOJISIIONIEH OCYIIECTBIATh TOUYHYIO JIOKATU3ALUIO
HEeUpO(DU3NOIOTUYECKUX MPOIECCOB BHYTPU MO3IOBBIX CTPYyKTyp. Kpome ToOTO,
MHTEHCUBHOE pa3BUTHE TMOJIy4YMsia cTapas METOJIMKa SJIEKTpodHIe(asorpaMMmsl,
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BIIEpBbIE TpeayoxkeHHas eme B 1928 1. I'ancom beprepom. CoBpeMeHHBIE
KOMITBIOTEPHBIE TEXHOJIOTMM 00pabdoTkuM O3I'-CHrHajsoB MO3BOJIWIM IO-HOBOMY
MOJOWTH K MPUMEHEHHUIO 3TOM METOAUKH B MCUXO(PHU3HOJIOTHH, YTO CYIIECTBEHHO
U3MEHWIO paHee CIOXKUBIIMECA MPEACTABICHUS O MEXaHW3MaxX KOTHHUTHBHOM
NesTebHOCTH. TakuMm o0pa3oM, Kak TCHXO(PHU3HOJOTHS B TIEJIOM, TaK W
HEUpPONMHIBUCTUKA B YacTHOCTM B HAcTosilee  BpeMs  SIBJISIIOTCS
OBICTPOPA3BUBAIOIIUMUCS TUCIUIUIMHAMY, HaXOJAIIMMUCA Ha TIEpEeTHEM Kpae
HAy4HOT'O IIporpecca.

B konme XIX B. dpaniy3ckuMm a"TporoigoroM u xupyprom Ilomem Bpoka
(1865) u Hemenkum ncuxuatpom Kapiaom Bepuuke (1873) Obuti OTKPBITH PEUEBBIC
IEHTPbl TOJOBHOTO MO3Ta, KOTOpbIE y OOJIBIIMHCTBA JIIOJCH HAXOASATCS B JIEBOM
nonymapuu. W3BectHo, uTo 30Ha bpoka mnpeumyniecTBEHHO 0OecleuynuBaeT
MOTOPHYIO OpPTaHHM3aIMI0 peYd W CBsi3aHa C (POHOJOTHYECKOW U CHHTAKCHYECKOM
koaupukanusamMu. Hanportus, 30Ha BepHuke B OCHOBHOM OOECIIEUMBAET PEUEBYIO
YyBCTBUTEIHLHOCTD U CBSI3aHA C CEMAHTUYECKON KOIU(PUKALIIECH.

OmHUM U3 OCHOBHBIX BBIBOJIOB, CHICJIAHHBIX JTUHTBHUCTAMHU U3 padOT MEIUKOB,
OBLIO TIPE/ICTABICHUE O YACTUYHON HE3aBUCUMOCTH MEXaHU3MOB, JIKAIINX B OCHOBE
pacrio3HaBaHMsl U TeHEpalu (POHOJOTHUECKON, CHHTAKCUYECKON U CEMaHTUYECKOM
CTPYKTYp peun. Tak, maryeHThl ¢ MopakeHNueM 30HbI bpoka MOTyT TeMOHCTPUPOBATH
HapyIIEHUs TPaMMAaTUYECKON CBSI3AHHOCTU peuu 0e3 M3MEHEHHUs €€ CMBICia, Toraa
KaK TMalHUeHThl C TMOPAKEHUSIMHU 30HbI BepHUKE MOTyT NpPOWU3HOCUTH JJIMHHBIE,
rpaMMaTHYE€CKH BEpHBIC TMPEIJIOKECHHsS, HE MMEIONIME CMbICIAa. OTH JaHHBIC
MOCIYXWIM OJHUM M3 OCHOBAaHUM /I MOCTPOEHUs OOIEH TEOpUu CTPYKTYPHOM
JUHTBUCTHUKH.

[IpyMEHUTENBHO K  COBPEMEHHOM  HEUPOJIMHIBUCTHKE  CTPYKTYpPaIU3M
MOCIIYWJI OCHOBOW JJiIi TPOBEJIEHUS CEPUM HCCIEAOBAHMM, HANpaBICHHBIX Ha
COMOCTABJICHUE CTPYKTYpbl BOCIPUHUMAEMOW WJIM TEHEPUPYEMOH peun co
CTPYKTYpPOM MO3IrOBBIX IPOILIECCOB, BO3HUKAIOIIMX TMpU O0O0pabOTKE peyeBbIX
cTUMyJIOB. OCHOBHBIM METOAOM OMPEIEICHUS MO3TOBBIX OTAEJIOB, BOBJICUECHHBIX B
nepepaboTKy peyu, K HaCTOSIIIEMY MOMEHTY SIBIsieTCs (DYyHKIIMOHAJIbHA MArHUTHO-
pe3onatopHas Tomorpadus (GMPT), mno3Bosomas JOKaJU30BaTh Y4YacCTOK
AKTHUBHOCTH C BBICOKMM IPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM pa3pelieHueM ... . OgHako cienyer
OTOBOPUTHCS, YTO MO CTPYKTYPOUH MO3IOBBIX MPOLECCOB MOHUMAETCSI HE TOJIBKO UX
JIOKaNIu3aluus B ONPEIEICHHBIX YYacTKaX KOPbl WJIH IOAKOPKOBBIX OTIEJIOB, HO
TaK)K€ UX BPEMEHHAsl JUHAMMUKA, YACTOTHBIE COCTABIIAIOLINE PEAKIMII U OTHOLIECHHUS
MEXYy PEAaKIHUSIMH B PA3JIMYHBIX MO3TOBBIX OT/ENAX.

B wuccnenoBanusix ¢ npumenenuemM (GMTP u DO3I' O6buto mokazaHo, 4TO
pacno3HaBaHWE PEeYM MPOUCXOAUT B HECKOJIBKO CTaJMi — paHHEe paclo3HaBaHUE B
CEHCOpPHBIX Yy4YacTKax KOpbl, ..... , @ TaKK€ CEMAaHTHUYECKOE€ M CHUHTAKCHYECKOe
KOAUPOBAaHUE B BHUCOYHOM KOpE ... . OTH pe3ynbTarbl B LEJIOM COIJACylOTCsi B
pe3yiabTaTaMu  MCCIEIOBAHUWA  CTPYKTYpHOM  JIMHTBUCTHKH,  IOKA3aBIIMMHU
HE3aBUCUMOCTh pPa3HbIX CTaauil pacno3HaBaHus peud. OAHAKO Takxke ObUIH
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MOJY4EHbI JaHHBIE O TOM, YTO CMBICII CJIOBA U MPEIOKEHUSI MOXKET Pacrio3HaBaThCs
HAa paHHUX CTaAMSIX €ro BOCIPHUATHS Ha TMOACO3HaTeIbHOM YypoBHe. [loaTomy
aIbTEPHATUBHON THIIOTE30M SIBISIETCS HATUYME TPEX ITAroB MO3TOBOM 00pabOTKU
peun — OBICTPOrO paclo3HaBaHUs, MEUIEHHOIO CHHTAKCHYECKOI'O M MEJJIEHHOTO
CEMaHTHYECKOTO Paclio3HaBaHus ... . JIBe aJbTepHATUBHBIC TUIIOTE3bl B HACTOSIIIEE
BpeMsl aKTUBHO OOCYKITAIOTCS M IMPOBEPSIOTCSA SKCIepuMeHTanbHo. Kakas u3 Hux
OyZeT MpuHsTa, a KaKasi OTBEPTrHyTa — CTAHET U3BECTHO B Oy IyIIIEM.

['oBopst 00 »KCHEepUMEHTAIbHOW HEHPOJUHTBUCTUKE B IEPBYIO O4YEpeb
HEO0OXO0IUMO YIOMSIHYTh paboThl coBeTckoro uccienoBarens A.P. Jlypus, koTopbiid
OPU3HAETCS BO BCEM MHUPE B KauyeCTBE OJIHOTO M3 TNEPBBIX OCHOBATENEW U
HECOMHEHHBIX JIMIEPOB 3TOM HAyKH ... . ba3upysach Ha ICUXOJIOTMYECKHUX HUAEAX
ceoero HacraBuuka JI.C. Bseirorckoro, oH pa3zpaboTan  OpUTHHAIBHBINA
JEATEIIbHOCTHBIA MOJX0JI K OMUCAHUIO peueBbIX (PyHKIMM Mo3ra. B cBoeit pabote
«S3pik 1 co3nanue» A.P. Jlypus npennaraer pasznenuTh (YHKIMH MO3ra Ha
HepeueBble  (AaBTOMATHYECKHWE,  HEMPOU3BOJIbHBIE) U peyeBble  (BBICHIUE,
MIPOU3BOJIbHBIE).

B oeIoM, I[CSITGHBHOCTHBIﬁ Imoaxon K Pa3BUTHIO KOTHUTHBHOM
HGﬁpOJ’IHHFBHCTHKH YUYUTBIBACT OJHOBPCMCHHO COOHAJIBHBIC YCIOBHUS, B KOTOPBIX
IIPpOUCXOAUT IIPOOCCC IIO3HAHUA, W YCIIOBCUCCKHC HMHTCHIMWHU, OIIPCACIIACMBIC
HOTp€6HOCT5[MI/I n MOTHBallUAMHN CY6’[>CKT21. B 3aBucumoctu oOT YCJIOBI/Iﬁ u
MOTHBaHHﬁ, MO3I'OBBIC IIPOHOCCChI, CBA3AHHBIC C pPCYBIO, MOI'YT IIPOXOIUTH
IIPUHOUIIAAJIIBHO IIO-PAa3HOMY Yy PA3HBIX I'PYIIII JIIOI[Cﬁ NI JaKC Yy OOHOI'O U TOI'O KC
HCIIBITYEMOTI'O. C HallIeu TOYKH 3pCHUA, ,HGHTGHBHOCTHBIﬁ IIoaAxoa K
HCprOJIHHFBHCTI/IKe nMeeT OOJIbIINeE ICPCIICKTHUBLI IJIA I[aaneﬁmero pa3BUTHA.

Key words and phrases:

(after A.H. Casocmusnos, JIE. [lanbuynos “KoenumusHvle ucciedo8anus u
HeUPOIUHSBUCUKA: COBPEMEHHOe COCMOAHUE U NePCNEeKMUBbL OAlbHeUUUX
uccneoosanuii”, 2013)
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CHAPTER TWO

PSYCHOLINGUISTICS

PART ONE: THEORETICAL ASPECTS
WHAT IS PSYCHOLINGUISTICS?

Psycholinguistics is the study of the connections between language and mind.
Psycholinguistics began to emerge as a distinct discipline in the 1950s. To some
extent, its emergence was promoted by the insistence at the time of the linguist Noam
Chomsky that linguistics should be regarded as a part of cognitive psychology, but
there were other factors as well, notably the growing interest in the question of
language acquisition by children.

There is no doubt that the study of acquisition has so far been the most
prominent and successful area of psycholinguistics. But a number of other topics
have also been explored, with varying degrees of success. Many of these are aspects
of language processing, the steps involved in producing and comprehending speech.
Others include the links between language use and memory, the linguistic
examination of reading, and more recently possible links with perception and
cognition.

We now possess a great deal of data in most of these areas, but progress in
developing theoretical interpretations has been slow. The enthusiastic early attempts
at understanding mental processing of language in terms of transformational grammar
proved a failure, and contemporary theorizing tends to be less ambitious: grand
schemes are out, and psycholinguists now content themselves with trying to provide
accounts of specific aspects of language behaviour. Psycholinguists would also like
to link their findings to those of neurolinguistics, the study of language and brain, but
this has not proved at all easy. Some psycholinguists are also contributing to the

development of cognitive linguistics and of cognitive science generally.
FIRST LANGUAGE ACQUISITION
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First language acquisition is remarkable for the speed with which it takes place.
Long before a child starts school, he or she has become an extremely sophisticated
language-user, operating a system for self-expression and communication that no
other creature, or computer, comes close to matching. In addition to the speed of
acquisition, the fact that it generally occurs, without overt instruction, for all children,
regardless of great differences in their circumstances, provides strong support for the
idea that there is an innate predisposition in the human infant to acquire language. We
can think of this as a special capacity for language with which each newborn child is
endowed. By itself, however, this inborn language capacity is not enough.

The process of language acquisition has some basic requirements. During the
first two or three years of development, a child requires interaction with other
language-users in order to bring the general language capacity into contact with a
particular language such as English. It is known that a child who does not hear or is
not allowed to use language will learn no language. It is also important to identify of
cultural transmission, meaning that the particular language a child learns is not
genetically inherited, but is acquired in a particular language-using environment.

The child must also be physically capable of sending and receiving sound
signals in a language. All infants make “cooing” and “babbling” noises during their
first year, but congenitally deaf infants stop after about six months. So, in order to
speak a language, a child must be able to hear that language being used. By itself,
however, hearing language sounds is not enough. A crucial requirement appears to be
the opportunity to interact with others via language.

Under normal circumstances, human infants are certainly helped in their
language acquisition by the typical behavior of older children and adults in the home
environment who provide language samples, or input, for the child. Adults such as
mom, dad and the grandparents tend not to address the little creature before them as if
they are involved in normal adult-to-adult conversation. There is not much of this:
The characteristically simplified speech style adopted by someone who spends a lot

of time interacting with a young child is called caregiver speech.
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Salient features of this type of speech (also called “motherese” or “child-
directed speech”) are the frequent use of questions, often using exaggerated
intonation, extra loudness and a slower tempo with longer pauses. In the early stages,
this type of speech also incorporates a lot of forms associated with “babytalk.” These
are either simplified words (tummy, nana) or alternative forms, with repeated simple
sounds and syllables, for things in the child’s environment (choo-choo, poo-poo, pee-
pee, wa-wa).

Caregiver speech is also characterized by simple sentence structures and a lot
of repetition. If the child is indeed in the process of working out a system of putting
sounds and words together, then these simplified models produced by the interacting
adult may serve as good clues to the basic structural organization involved.
Moreover, it has generally been observed that the speech of those regularly
interacting with very young children changes and becomes more elaborate as the
child begins using more and more language. Several stages in the early acquisition

process have been identified.

The acquisition schedule

All normal children develop language at roughly the same time, along much
the same schedule. Since we could say the same thing for sitting up, crawling,
standing, walking, using the hands and many other physical activities, it would seem
that the language acquisition schedule has the same basis as the biologically
determined development of motor skills. This biological schedule is tied very much
to the maturation of the infant’s brain.

We could think of the child a s having the biological capacity to cope with
distinguishing certain aspects of linguistic input at different stages during the early
years of life. Long before children begin to talk, they have been actively processing
what they hear. We can identify what very young children are paying attention to by
the way they increase or decrease “sucking behavior” in response to speech sounds or
turn their heads in the direction of those sounds. At one month, for example, an infant
Is capable of distinguishing between sounds such as [ba] and [pa]. During the first
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three months, the child develops a range of crying styles, with different patterns for
different needs, produces big smiles in response to a speaking face, and starts to
create distinct vocalizations.

The earliest use of speech-like sounds has been described as cooing. During the
first few months of life, the child gradually becomes capable of producing sequences
of vowel-like sounds, particularly high vowels similar to [i] and [u]. By four months
of age, the developing ability to bring the back of the tongue into regular contact with

the back of the palate allows the infant to create sounds similar to the velar

consonants [k] and [g], hence the common description as “cooing” or “gooing” for

this type of production. Speech perception studies have shown that by the time they

are five months old, babies can already hear the difference between the vowels [i] and

[a] and discriminate between syllables like [b a] and [ g a].

Between six and eight months, the child is sitting up and producing a number
of different vowels and consonants, as well as combinations such as ba-ba-ba and ga-
ga-ga. This type of sound production is described as babbling. In the later babbling
stage, around nine to ten months, there are recognizable intonation patterns to the
consonant and vowel combinations being produced, as well as variation in the
combinations such as ba-ba-da-da. Nasal sounds also become more common and
certain syllable sequences such as ma-ma-ma and da-da-da are inevitably interpreted
by parents as versions of “mama” and “dada” and repeated back to the child.

As children begin to pull them selves into a standing position during the tenth
and eleventh months, they become capable of using their vocalizations to express
emotions and emphasis. This late babbling stage is characterized by more complex
syllable combinations (ma-da-ga-ba), a lot of sound-play and attempted imitations.
This “pre-language” use of sound provides the child with some experience of the
social role of speech because adults tend to react to the babbling, however incoherent,
as if it is actually the child’s contribution to social interaction.

One note of caution should be sounded at this point. Child language

researchers certainly report very carefully on the age of any child whose language
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they study. However, they are also very careful to point out that there is substantial
variation among children in terms of the age at which particular features of linguistic
development occur. So, we should always treat statements concerning development
stages such as “by six months” or “by the age of two” as approximate and subject to
variation in individual children.

Between twelve and eighteen months, children begin to produce a variety of
recognizable single-unit utterances. This period, traditionally called the one-word
stage, is characterized by speech in which single terms are uttered for everyday

objects such as “milk,” “cookie,” “cat,” “cup” and “spoon” (usually pronounced

[pun]). Other forms such as [ Asa&] may occur in circumstances that suggest the child

Is producing a version of What’s that, so the label “one-word” for this stage may be
misleading and a term such as “single-unit” would be more accurate. We sometimes
use the term holophrastic (meaning a single form functioning as a phrase or sentence)
to describe an utterance that could be analyzed as a word, a phrase, or a sentence.

While many of these holophrastic utterances seem to be used to name objects,
they may also be produced in circumstances that suggest the child is already
extending their use. An empty bed may elicit the name of a sister who normally
sleeps in the bed, even in the absence of the person named. During this stage, then,
the child may be capable of referring to Karen and bed, but is not yet ready to put the
forms together to produce a more complex phrase.

Depending on what we count as an occurrence of two distinct words used
together, the two-word stage can begin around eighteen to twenty months, as the
child’s vocabulary moves beyond fifty words. By the time the child is two years old,
a variety of combinations, similar to baby chair, mommy eat, cat bad, will usually
have appeared. The adult interpretation of such combinations is, of course, very much
tied to the context of their utterance. The phrase baby chair may be taken as an
expression of possession (= this is baby’s chair), or as a request (= put baby in chair),
or as a statement (= baby is in the chair), depending on different circumstances.

Whatever it is that the child actually intends to communicate through such
expressions, the significant functional consequences are that the adult behaves as if
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communication is taking place. That is, the child not only produces speech, but also
receives feedback confirming that the utterance worked as a contribution to the
interaction.

Moreover, by the age of two, whether the child is producing 200 or 300 distinct
“words,” he or she will be capable of understanding five times as many, and will
typically be treated as an entertaining conversational partner by the principal
caregiver.

Between two and two-and-a-half years old, the child begins producing a large
number of utterances that could be classified as “multiple-word” speech. The salient
feature of these utterances ceases to be the number of words, but the variation in
word forms that begins to appear. Before we investigate this development, we should
note a stage that is described as telegraphic speech. This is characterized by strings of
words (lexical morphemes) in phrases or sentences such as this shoe all wet, cat drink
milk and daddy go bye-bye. The child has clearly developed some sentence-building
capacity by this stage and can get the word order correct. While this type of telegram-
format speech is being produced, a number of grammatical inflections begin to
appear in some of the word forms and simple prepositions (in, on) are also used.

By the age of two-and-a-half, the child’s vocabulary is expanding rapidly and
the child is initiating more talk while increased physical activity includes running and
jumping. By three, the vocabulary has grown to hundreds of words and pronunciation
has become closer to the form of adult language. At this point, it is worth considering

what kind of influence the adults have in the development of the child’s speech.

The acquisition process

As the linguistic repertoire of the child increases, it is often assumed that the
child is, in some sense, being “taught” the language. This idea is not really supported
by what the child actually does. For the vast majority of children, no one provides
any instruction on how to speak the language. Nor should we picture a little empty
head gradually being filled with words and phrases. A more accurate view would

have the children actively constructing, from what is said to them, possible ways of
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using the language. The child’s linguistic production appears to be mostly a matter of
trying out constructions and testing whether they work or not.

It is simply not possible that the child is acquiring the language principally
through a process of imitating adult speech. Certainly, children can be heard to repeat
versions of what adults say on occasion and they are clearly in the process of
adopting a lot of vocabulary from the speech they hear. However, adults simply do
not produce many of the expressions that turn up in children’s speech.

One factor that seem s to be important in the child’s acquisition process is the
actual use of sound and word combinations, either in interaction with others or in
wordplay, alone.

By the time a child is two-and-a-half years old, he or she is going beyond
telegraphic speech forms and incorporating some of the inflectional morphemes that
indicate the grammatical function of the nouns and verbs used. The first to appear is
usually the -ing form in express ions such as cat sitting and mommy reading book.

The next morphological development is typically the marking of regular plurals
with the -s form, as in boys and cats. The acquisition of the plural marker is often
accompanied by a process of overgeneralization. The child overgeneralizes the
apparent rule of adding -s to form plurals and will talk about foots and mans. When
the alternative pronunciation of the plural morpheme used in houses (i.e. ending in [-
2 z]) comes into use, it too is given an overgeneralized application and forms such as
boyses or footses can be heard. At the same time as this overgeneralization is taking
place, some children also begin using irregular plurals such as men quite
appropriately for a while, but then try out the general rule on the forms, producing
expressions like some mens and two feets, or even two feetses. Not long after, the use
of the possessive inflection -’s occurs in expressions such as girl’s dog and Mummy’s
book.

Similar evidence against “imitation” as the basis of the child’s speech
production has been found in studies of the syntactic structures used by young
children. One child, specifically asked to repeat what she heard, would listen to an

adult say forms such as the owl who eats candy runs fast and then repeat them in the
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form owl eat candy and he run fast. It is clear that the child understands what the
adult is saying. She just has her own way of expressing it.

The anecdotes that parents retell about their child’s early speech (to the intense
embarrassment of the grown-up child) usually involve examples of the strange use of
words. Having been warned that flies bring germs into the house, one child was asked
what “germs” were and the answer was “something the flies play with.” It is not
always possible to determine so precisely the meanings that children attach to the
words they use.

It seems that during the holophrastic stage many children use their limited
vocabulary to refer to a large number of unrelated objects. One child first used bow-
wow to refer to a dog and then to a fur piece with glass eyes, a set of cufflinks and
even a bath thermometer. The word bow-wow seemed to have a meaning like “object
with shiny bits.” Other children often extend bow-wow to refer to cats, cows and
horses.

This process is called overextension and the most common pattern is for the
child to overextend the meaning of a word on the basis of similarities of shape, sound
and size, and, to a lesser extent, movement and texture. Thus the word ball is
extended to all kinds of round objects, including a lampshade, a door knob and the
moon. Or, a tick-tock is initially used for a watch, but can also be use d for a
bathroom scale with a round dial. On the basis of size, presumably, the word fly was
first use d for the insect and then came to be use d for specks of dirt and even crumbs
of bread. Apparently due to similarities of texture, the expression sizo was first used
by one child for scissors, and then extended to all metal objects. The semantic
development in a child’s use of words is usually a process of overextension initially,
followed by a gradual process of narrowing down the application of each term as
more words are learned.

Although overextension has been well-documented in children’s speech
production, it isn’t necessarily used in speech comprehension. One two-year-old used

apple, in speaking, to refer to a number of other round objects like a tomato and a
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ball, but had no difficulty picking out the apple, when asked, from a set of round
objects including a ball and a tomato.

One interesting feature of the young child’s semantics is the way certain lexical
relations are treated. In terms of hyponymy, the child will almost always use the
“middle”-level term in a hyponymous set such as animal — dog — poodle. It would
seem more logical to learn the most general term (animal), but all evidence indicates
that children first use dog with an over extended meaning close to the meaning of
“animal.” This may be connected to a similar tendency in adults, when talking to
young children, to refer to flowers (not the more general plants, or the more specific
tulips).

It also seems that antonymous relations are acquired fairly late (after the age of
five). In one study, a large number of kindergarten children pointed to the same
heavily laden apple tree when asked Which tree has more apples? They just seem to
think the correct response will be the larger one, disregarding the difference between
more and less. The distinct ions between a number of other pairs such as before/after
and buy/sell also seem to be later acquisitions.

Despite the fact that the child is still to acquire a large number of other aspects
of his or her first language through the later years of childhood, it is normally
assumed that, by the age of five, the child has completed the greater part of the basic
language acquisition process. According to some, the child is then in a good position
to start learning a second (or foreign) language. However, most people don’t start
trying to learn another language until much later. The question that always arises is: if
first language acquisition was so straightforward and largely automatic, why is

learning a second language so difficult?

SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION

A distinction is sometimes made between learning a ‘“foreign language”
(learning a language that is not generally spoken in the surrounding community) and
a “second language” setting (learning a language that is spoken in the surrounding

community).
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A more significant distinction is made between acquisition and learning. The
term acquisition is used to refer to the gradual development of ability in a language
by using it naturally in communicative situations with others who know the language.
The term learning, however, applies to a more conscious process of accumulating
knowledge of the features, such as vocabulary and grammar, of a language, typically
in an institutional setting. (Mathematics, for example, is learned, not acquired.)

Activities associated with learning have traditionally been used in language
teaching in schools and have a tendency, when successful, to result in more
knowledge “about” the language (as demonstrated in tests) than fluency in actually
using the language (as demonstrated in social interaction). Activities associated with
acquisition are those experienced by the young child and, by analog y, those who
“pick up” a second language from long periods spent in interaction, constantly using
the language, with native speakers of the language. Those individuals whose L2
exposure is primarily a learning type of experience tend not to develop the same kind
of general proficiency as those who have had more of an acquisition type of
experience.

For most people, the experience with an L2 is fundamentally different from
their L1 experience and it is hardly conducive to acquisition. They usually encounter
the L2 during their teenage or adult years, in a few hours each week of school time
(rather than via the constant interaction experienced as a child), with a lot of other
things going on (young children have little else to do), and with an already known
language available for most of their daily communicative requirements. Despite the
fact that insufficient time, focus and incentive undermine many L2 learning attempts,
there are some individuals who seem to be able to overcome the difficulties and
develop an ability to use the L2 quite effectively, though not usually sounding like a
native speaker.

However, even in ideal acquisition situations, very few adults seem to re ach
native-like proficiency in using an L2. There are individuals who can achieve great
expertise in the written language, but not the spoken language. One example is

Joseph Conrad, who wrote novels in English that became classics of English
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literature, but whose English speech retained the strong Polish accent of h is L1. This
might suggest that some features of an L2, such as vocabulary and grammar, are
easier to learn than others such as pronunciation.

Indeed, without early experience using the sounds and intonation of the L2,
even highly fluent adult learners are likely to be perceived as having an “accent” of
some kind.

This type of observation is sometimes taken as evidence that, after the critical
period for language acquisition has passed, around the time of puberty, it becomes
very difficult to acquire another language fully. We might think of this process in
terms of our inherent capacity for language being strongly taken over by features of
the L1, with a resulting loss of flexibility or openness to receive the features of
another language.

Against this view, it has been demonstrated that students in their early teens are
quicker and more effective L2 learners in the classroom than, for example, seven-
year-olds. It may be, of course, that the effective learning of an L2 (even with a trace
of an accent) requires a combination of factors. The optimum age for learning may be
during the years from about ten to sixteen when the flexibility of our inherent
capacity for language has not been completely lost, and the maturation of cognitive
skills allows a more effective analysis of the regular features of the L2 being learned.

Communicative competence can be defined as the general ability to use
language accurately, appropriately, and flexibly. The first component is grammatical
competence, which involves the accurate use of words and structures. Concentration
on grammatical competence only, however, will not provide the learner with the
ability to interpret or produce L2 expressions appropriately.

The ability to use appropriate language is the second component, called
sociolinguistic competence. It enables the learner to know when to say Can | have
some water? versus Give me some water! according to the social context. Much of
what is discussed in terms of pragmatics has to become familiar in the cultural

context of the L2 if the learner is to develop sociolinguistic competence.
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The third component is called strategic competence. This is the ability to
organize a message effectively and to compensate, via strategies, for any difficulties.
In L2 use, learners inevitably experience moments when there is a gap between
communicative intent and their ability to express that intent. Some learners may just
stop talking (bad idea), whereas others will try to express themselves using a
communication strategy (good idea). For example, a Dutch L1 speaker wanted to
refer to een hoefijzer in English, but didn’t know the English word. So, she used a
communication strategy. She created a way of referring to the object by using
vocabulary she already knew, saying the things that horses wear under their feet, the
iron things and the listener understood immediately what she meant (horse shoes).
This flexibility in L2 use is a key element in communicative success. In essence,
strategic competence is the ability to overcome potential communication problems in

interaction

2? Answer the questions and comment on the following:

1. What is psycholinguistics?

2. Can you describe four typical features of caregiver speech?

3. Why are some of the infant’s first sounds described as “cooing”?

4. During which stage do children typically first produce syllable sequences
similar to “mama” and “dada” and how old are they?

5. At about what age do children typically begin producing varied syllable
combinations such as ma-da-ga-ba ?

6. Which of these two utterances was produced by the older child and why? (a) |
not hurt him; (b) No the sun shining.

7. What is the term used to describe the process involved when a child uses one
word like ball to refer to an apple, an egg, a grape and a ball?

8. What is the difference between language learning and language acquisition?

9. Is the experience with an L2 of the native speakers of L1 is the same with their

L1 experience?
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10. Is it possible in L2A to achieve great expertise in the written language, but not

in the spoken language?

PART TWO: PRACTICAL TASKS

Taskl. Work at the following:

1) There is a typical sequence in the acquisition of some functional and inflectional
morphemes by English-speaking children. Try to create a chart, with stages 1-10,
showing the typical sequence of acquisition of English morphemes (-ing), alongside
appropriate examples (cat sitting), using the following examples from children’s
speech: a cat, boys, cats, cat sitting, he came, he walked, in bag, it comes, it opened,
it went away, Karen’s bed, mommy reading book, mommy’s book, not in that, on bed,
she knows, that on top, the dog, this is no, you are look.

Key words and phrases

2) What is meant by MLU (“Mean Length of Utterance”) in child language studies?
Can you work out the MLU of this small sample of utterances: no big box, daddy eat
red apple, daddy eats apples, no eating that, that mommy’s book.

Key words and phrases

3) The following examples are from the speech of three children. Identify which child
Is at the earliest stage, which is next in order, and which is at the most advanced
stage. Describe those features in the examples from each child’s speech that support
your ordering.

a) You want eat? I can’t see my book. Why you waking me up?

b) Where those dogs goed? You didn’t eat supper. Does lions walk?

c) No picture in there. Where momma boot? Have some?

Key words and phrases
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4) Do boys and girls develop language differently in the early stages? Have any
differences been documented in how they speak and how they are spoken to?

Key words and phrases

5) There are two distinct theoretical perspectives on how first language acquisition
takes place, generally labelled the “rational” perspective and the “empirical”
perspective. We can characterize each perspective with a number of tenets or
principles, as illustrated in the following statements. Divide these statements into two
sets, one representing the rational perspective and the other representing the empirical
perspective. Which perspective do you prefer?

a) Acquisition proceeds in a piecemeal fashion, building on what is already acquired.
b) Acquisition takes places along a predetermined path.

c¢) Children begin life with some knowledge of the possible units of language.
d) Children learn to say things unrelated to input.

e) General learning mechanisms account for language learning.

f) It takes time to integrate new linguistic information with existing knowledge.
g) Language learning is independent of other kinds of learning.

h) New linguistic knowledge is acquired very quickly.

1) Speech is perceived from the start as distinct from any other physical stimuli.
J) There are only a few fixed possibilities of language structures to learn.

k) There are many possible language structures to be learned.

I) There is no initial distinction between speech and any other physical stimuli.
m) There is no pre-programmed knowledge of language.

n) What children learn to say is directly related to input.

Key words and phrases
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6) In the following examples, a young child (age shown as year; month) seems to be
using verbs in a way that is not based on typical adult use s and hence unlikely to be
“imitations.” Is there any consistent pattern in these examples? Can you suggest an
explanation for this child’s choice of words for the kinds of actions being described?

(2;3) I come it closer so it won’t fall (= bring it closer)
(2;6) Mommy, can you stay this open? (= keep this open)
(2;8) Daddy, go me round (= make me go round)

(2;9) I’'m gonn a fall this on her (= drop this on her)
(2;11) How would you flat it? (= flatten it)

(3;1) I’'m singing him (= ma king him sing)

Key words and phrases

7) Which of these three metaphors of first language acquisition (from Valian, 1999)
would you agree with and why?

a) According to the copy metaphor, “the child gradually aligns her speech with that of
her language community” and “the focus is on an active role for input.”

b) Accor ding to the hypothesis testing metaphor, “the child forms and tests
hypotheses about what structures exist in the language” and “the child is not copying
the input.”

c) According to the trigger metaphor, “the child neither copies the input nor evaluates
it” and “a given piece of input triggers the correct parametric value,” assuming the
child has innate knowledge of a small set of possible parametric values.

Key words and phrases

8) Which of the following statements do you agree with? What reason s would you
give to support your opinions?

a) People with high 1Qs are good language learners.

b) Most mistakes in the L2 are due to interference from the L1.

c) L2 learners should not be all owed to hear mistakes or they will learnt hem.
d) Teachers should teach simple L2 structures before complex ones.
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e) Teachers should teach only one L2 grammatical rule at a time and practice it
thoroughly before introducing the next rule.

Key words and phrases

9) “Communicative Language Teaching is premised on the assumption that learners
do not need to be taught grammar before they can communicate but will acquire it
naturally as part of the process of learning to communicate. In some versions of
Communicative Language Teaching, then, there is no place at all for the direct
teaching of grammar” (Ellis, 1997).

a) Do you believe that second language learning is possible with only a focus on
function (“communication”) and no focus on form (“grammar’)?

b) Why do you think that there are renewed calls for “form-focused instruction” after
many years of Communicative Language Teaching?

Key words and phrases

(after G. Yule, The Study of Language, 2010)
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CHAPTER THREE

GENERATIVE LINGUISTICS

PART ONE: THEORETICAL ASPECTS
WHAT IS GENERATIVE LINGUISTICS?

Generative linguistics is the branch of linguistics resting on the idea of a
generative grammar. Generative grammar is based on a set of rules that generates an
endless variety of sentences that are considered grammatically correct and no
sentences that aren’t.

The set of assumptions underpinning the philosophy of generative linguistics
includes two important ideas.

1. the human ability for language is innate

2. human language is based on a set of logical rules that allow a speaker to
produce novel sentences that can be understood by others who speak the same
language.

The idea that a set of formal rules could be used as a model of the human
cognitive ability to create language is said to be structure-dependent.

There are now many different models of generative grammar that attempt to
explain how the human mind processes language.

The first technical use of the term generative within the discipline of linguistics
occurred in 1957 when Noam Chomsky published a book entitled Syntactic
Structures. In the book, Chomsky proposed a theory of generative grammar that he
called “transformational grammar.” Many consider the publication of Syntactic
Structures to be the birth of generative linguistics as a subfield of linguistics.

The rise of generative linguistics, associated with the name of Noam Chomsky,
represented a radical shift from ‘behavior or the products of behavior to states of the
mind / brain that enter into behavior’ (Chomsky 1986:3), a change of perspective
from behaviourism, which dominated the social sciences in the 1950s, to mentalism,

which understands ‘talk about the mind to be talk about the brain at an abstract level
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at which [...] principles can be formulated that enter into successful and insightful
explanation of linguistic (and other) phenomena that are provided by observation and
experiment’ (Chomsky 1987).

In his book Skinner explains this phenomenon as following (Skinner, 1957,
Verbal Behavior): How do children create new sentences? Sentences are defined as
strings of words, organised in linear order. Within the behaviourist approach,
language is thus acquired by habit-formation, via positive / negative reinforcement.
Language is perceived as a set of habits, dispositions and abilities. When acquiring
language, defined as a set of habits, gradually built over the years, the child must
solely rely on environment. The study of language acquisition is reduced to the study
of observables, i.e. of input-output relations, without resorting to any study of the
internal structure of the organism.

In 1959, Noam Chomsky, in his famous critical review of Skinner's book,
argued that the stimulus-response model is completely untenable for language
behaviour. Such a system cannot account for the production and comprehension of
entirely new sequences of words. We can understand / utter sentences which we have
never heard before.

Chomsky's famous sentence ‘Colorless green ideas sleep furiously’ clearly
proves that any sequence of words which has not been heard before can, however, be
recognised as a grammatical sentence.

A stimulus-response model cannot possibly explain the fact that every sentence
which a person might understand or utter can be a novel combination of words or that
children can acquire language rapidly, without any formal instruction, growing to
correctly interpret constructions they have never heard before.

Language cannot be described as a repertoire of responses nor can language
acquisition be defined as the process of learning this repertoire. The central problems
of the study of language are, within generative grammar what is the system of
knowledge called ‘language’? How does the child acquire this system of knowledge

on the basis of a deficient linguistic input?

40



Language is no longer interpreted as a system of habits, dispositions and
abilities but as a computational system of rules and constraints, specific to humans.

Generative grammar adopts certain approaches to language. First, it deals with
sentences independent of discourse and context, despite the fact that we typically use
our language in context. In fact, it is usually impossible to understand the intention of
a speaker without any reference to the context. However, this does not mean
sentences have to be studied in context. Why are such interpretations possible in the
first place? The answer is because the sentence is grammatical and meaningful.
Furthermore, even when a sentence is not ‘meaningful’, it can be grammatical.
Speakers of a language can distinguish grammatical sentences in their language from
those that are not, independent of what they mean. This leads us to conclude that
certain context-free rules distinguish grammatical sentences from ungrammatical
ones. What makes this possible should be the knowledge of language as represented
in a native speaker’s brain. ‘What is knowledge of language?’ is one of the questions
that generative linguists try to answer.

Human languages are unique in many respects. One of their most striking
characteristics is productivity. Every day we use sentences that we have never
encountered. The innovation of generative grammar in Chomsky (1955, 1957) was its
emphasis on trying to develop an explicit theory of how language learners can, on the
basis of encountering finite examples of language, come to understand and produce
novel combinations in a potentially infinite number of sentences. This system not
only allows for the production of grammatical sentences but also disallows
ungrammatical sentences.

Every human being acquires a mother tongue. The acquisition of the system
despite limited input is known as the issue of the poverty of the stimulus (or the
logical problem of language acquisition, or Plato’s problem). Now consider the
following sentences:

(1a) Jack dislikes himself.

(1b) Jack admires a picture of himself.

(1c) *Himself dislikes Jack.
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In (1a), (1b), the referent of himself is Jack, while it is not so in (1c), which is
in fact ungrammatical. The reason for the difference appears to be the differences in
word order: Jack precedes himself in (1a), (1b) but himself precedes Jack in (1c). If
this is correct, all sentences in which himself comes before Jack should be
ungrammatical, but this is not the case, as shown in (2):

(2) That picture of himself surprised Jack.

How do we know that himself can refer to Jack in (2) but not in (1c)?

It is unlikely that we have received any instruction from someone around us. In
fact, it is very unlikely that we gained the rule by external means. Instead, the source
must, logically speaking, come from inside ourselves. That is, we know this contrast
because the rule exists tacitly in our mind. This tacit knowledge is likely to be
derived from the psychological device used for first language acquisition (L1A). If
such a system exists, it should be used in L1A regardless of the language to be
acquired. In other words, this device — the Language Acquisition Device (for
grammar), or Universal Grammar (UG) — is universal. In fact, Chomsky considered
human languages (e.g. English, Japanese, etc.) to be variations of one human
language UG. The main inquiry of generative grammar is to describe what UG is.

In generative grammar, linguistic knowledge is considered to be independent
of other cognitive systems. This is supported by physiological data (Obler and
Gjerlow 1999), especially by the existence of developmental and pathological cases
where linguistic knowledge is dissociated from other cognitive capacities. On the one
hand there are people whose linguistic abilities are normal or even enhanced, while
their non-linguistic capacities are impaired. On the other hand, there are people
whose linguistic knowledge is deviant but other cognitive abilities are normal (e.g.
people suffering from aphasia).

As illustrated above, the grammaticality of a sentence is usually independent of
its meaning. This implies that the grammar consists of a ‘syntactic module’ which is
independent of meaning (the ‘semantic module’). Traditionally, linguistics is divided
into subfields, including phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, and pragmatics,

each of which can be considered to constitute a module, with the rules of each field
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existing independently of the others. Modules are connected with one another
through interfaces.

When a speaker produces non-target-like linguistic output, the causes are likely
to lie in this ‘connecting’ system. Positing a multi-layered system makes it possible to
investigate the cause of deviance. Hence, it is possible to suggest that, for example,
second language learners’ syntactic knowledge is native-like but their
morphophonological system is not (Hazneder and Schwartz 1997; Prévost and White
2000).

In generative grammar, what is directly observable is referred to as E-language
(performance: E stands for External). Linguistic knowledge (I-language, i.e.
competence: | stands for Internal) is the object of research (Chomsky 1965, 1986,
1995). In order to investigate I-language, we need to use E-language data.

There have been several radical changes in the framework of generative
grammar:

the Standard Theory (Chomsky 1955, 1957),

the Extended Standard Theory (Chomsky 1965),

the Principles and Parameters framework (Chomsky 1981, 1986a) and

the Minimalist Program (Chomsky 1995, 1999), (Lasnik 2005).

The earliest model (Chomsky 1955) offered a phrase structure grammar, where
the structure of a sentence can be depicted in tree diagrams, which consist of sets of
strings. An important assumption in this model, as well as subsequently, is that any
sentence has more than one structure, each at a different level: the structure that
reflects almost completely the way the sentence is pronounced, as well as an
additional abstract structure, and intermediate structures between the two. In the
Extended Standard Model (Chomsky 1965), by inserting items from the lexicon into
the structure, a ‘deep structure’ is constructed, and then transformations apply. When
all transformations have been applied, the ‘surface structure’ is constructed. Chomsky
(1973) introduced the notion of a ‘trace’, which an item leaves behind when it moves.
This allows the deep structure to be represented in the surface structure and indicates

where an item should be interpreted. So, semantic interpretation does not have to be
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associated with deep structure. Later, it was assumed that additional transformations
take place between surface structure and logical form (May 1977). All
transformations were subsequently reduced to only one operation.

This theory is called Government and Binding Theory or the Principles and
Parameters framework.

Government and Binding Theory or the Principles and Parameters
framework.

Before the Principles and Parameters approach, researchers were mainly
interested in finding new ‘facts’ of this kind, by investigating natural languages
intensively and deeply, to find relevant evidence for discussing the human mind
(Reibel and Schane 1969). If a rule is too abstract to be learned from input, it is
inferred to be present innately as part of UG.

The Principles and Parameters (Chomsky 1981, 1986) provided researchers
with a theoretical framework to account for similarities and differences among
languages. Given this framework, generative linguists try to account for the diff
erences among adult languages (e.g. Haegeman 1997), historical changes (e.g.
Roberts 1993), L1A, and SLA.

Parameters tell us not only that languages may vary in accordance with their
values but also that no other possibilities are allowed. A large number of phenomena
were described and explained in the Principles and Parameters framework.
Parameters are offered to capture variation among languages. For example, the ‘wh-
parameter’ says that wh-phrases have to move to the specifier position of CP between
deep and surface structures in some languages (e.g. English), while they may stay in
the original position in other languages (e.g. Japanese). This difference is determined
by parametric values: English has the value [+wh-movement] and Japanese has the
value [-wh-movement].

Other parameters include the Bounding Node Parameter, the Null Subject
Parameter (whether a sentential subject without sound [i.e. null subject] is allowed or
not), and so on. Parameters tell us not only that languages may vary in accordance

with their values but also that no other possibilities are allowed.
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Subsequently, Chomsky (1995) advanced a new approach, the Minimalist
Program, where cross-linguistic differences are attributed to for mal features
associated with functional categories.

Every day we use new sentences. Our knowledge of language is the system that
makes it possible for us to produce and interpret sentences that we have never come
across in our life.

This system is constrained in a certain way. The sentences we produce and
interpret are not merely strings of words, but they have structures.

Learners’ behaviour shows that their use of language reflects what is (far)
beyond memorization of chunks; rather, what they have is a system which generates
target-like and non-target-like linguistic behaviours and which is sanctioned by the
constraints common to all human languages, that is, Universal Grammar.

All natural languages have common abstract rules, called Principles, and vary
along a limited number of choices among values (mostly binary) associated with
parameters.

The Minimalist Program

In the mid-1990s, a new framework called the Minimalist Program was
proposed (Chomsky 1995), where the concepts of deep and surface structure were
abandoned. Instead, all operations are based on the demands at the interfaces where
‘sounds’ and ‘meaning’ are interpreted.

Constructing a syntactic object starts from the Lexicon, where all lexical items
are taken into a lexical array called Numeration. A structure is constructed by Merge,
which merges one object with another, and other operations, such as Agree, take

place where necessary.

Which book will the student buy?
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Figure 2 4 syntactic computation in the Minimalist Program
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Figure 3 The argument structure is constructed, and the syntactic object has propositional
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Figure 4 T(ense) merges with this object
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English T has a feature (EPP: Extended Projection Principle), which requires
its specifier position to be filled by a DP. So, the DP closest to this position is
attracted and moved into the position.

Then, C merges with TP, and the affix feature attracts and moves the tense

feature associated with T. The auxiliary “will” is moved as a whole to C

c
/\
C TP
/\ /\
will [+Q] DP T
/\ /\
D N T VP
the student Wik DP V'
FOR b aa
D N \ DP
—the—stadeni- buy D N
I |
which  book
Figure 5 C merges with TP
CP
/\
DP (04
/\ /\
D N C TP
I l 2\ s
which  book will  [+Q] DP T
/\ /\
D N ] VP
| | ™
the student “wilh- DP V'
N\ Y e~
D N Vv DP
| | 2T
~which book -

Figure 6 The DP which book is moved to the specifier position of CP
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Certain research strategies have been adopted in different frameworks within
generative grammar. From the beginning, unlike traditional grammars, generative
grammar tried to explain why certain structures are not allowed in a grammar as well

as why others are allowed (Smith 2005).

Observations that support the Chomskyian view of language

Until Chomsky propounded his theory of universal grammar in the 1960s, the
empiricist school that had dominated thinking about language since the
Enlightenment held that when children came into the world, their minds were like a
blank slate. Chomsky’s theory had the impact of a large rock thrown into this
previously tranquil, undisturbed pond of empiricism.

Subsequent research in the cognitive sciences, which combined the tools of
psychology, linguistics, computer science, and philosophy, soon lent further support
to the theory of universal grammar. For example, researchers found that babies only a
few days old could distinguish the phonemes of any language and seemed to have an
innate mechanism for processing the sounds of the human voice.

Thus, from birth, children would appear to have certain linguistic abilities that
predispose them not only to acquire a complex language, but even to create one from
whole cloth if the situation requires. One example of such a situation dates back to
the time of plantations and slavery. On many plantations, the slaves came from many
different places and so had different mother tongues. They therefore developed what
are known as pidgin languages to communicate with one another. Pidgin languages
are not languages in the true sense, because they employ words so chaotically—there
is tremendous variation in word order, and very little grammar. But these slaves’
children, though exposed to these pidgins at the age when children normally acquire
their first language, were not content to merely imitate them. Instead, the children
spontaneously introduced grammatical complexity into their speech, thus in the space

of one generation creating new languages, known as creoles.
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Criticisms of Chomsky’s theories

Chomsky thus continues to believe that language is “pre-organized” in some
way or other within the neuronal structure of the human brain, and that the
environment only shapes the contours of this network into a particular language. His
approach thus remains radically opposed to that of Skinner or Piaget, for whom
language is constructed solely through simple interaction with the environment. This
latter, behaviourist model, in which the acquisition of language is nothing but a by-
product of general cognitive development based on sensorimotor interaction with the
world, would appear to have been abandoned as the result of Chomsky’s theories.

Since Chomsky first advanced these theories, however, evolutionary biologists
have undermined them with the proposition that it may be only the brain’s general
abilities that are “pre-organized”. These biologists believe that to try to understand
language, we must approach it not from the standpoint of syntax, but rather from that
of evolution and the biological structures that have resulted from it. According to
Philip Lieberman, for example, language is not an instinct encoded in the cortical
networks of a “language organ”, but rather a learned skill based on a “functional
language system” distributed across numerous cortical and subcortical structures.

Though Lieberman does recognize that human language is by far the most
sophisticated form of animal communication, he does not believe that it is a
qualitatively different form, as Chomsky claims. Lieberman sees no need to posit a
guantum leap in evolution or a specific area of the brain that would have been the
seat of this innovation. On the contrary, he says that language can be described as a
neurological system composed of several separate functional abilities.

For Lieberman and other authors, such as Terrence Deacon, it is the neural
circuits of this system, and not some “language organ”, that constitute a genetically
predetermined set that limits the possible characteristics of a language. In other
words, these authors believe that our ancestors invented modes of communication
that were compatible with the brain’s natural abilities. And the constraints inherent in
these natural abilities would then have manifested themselves in the universal

structures of language.
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Another approach that offers an alternative to Chomsky’s universal grammar is
generative semantics, developed by linguist George Lakoff of the University of
California at Berkeley. In contrast to Chomsky, for whom syntax is independent of
such things as meaning, context, knowledge, and memory, Lakoff shows that
semantics, context, and other factors can come into play in the rules that govern
syntax. In addition, metaphor, which earlier authors saw as a simple linguistic device,
becomes for Lakoff a conceptual construct that is essential and central to the
development of thought.

Lastly, even among those authors who embrace Chomsky’s universal grammar,
there are various conflicting positions, in particular about how this universal grammar
may have emerged. Steven Pinker, for instance, takes an adaptationist position that

departs considerably from the exaptation thesis proposed by Chomsky.

i

2? Answer the questions and comment on the following:
1. What is generative grammar?
2. What are the main ideas which the philosophy of generative linguistics is based
on?
3. What is the aim of generative grammar models?
4. Whose ideas are the foundation of generative grammar?
5. Explain the difference between behaviourism and mentalism.
6. What did N.Chomsky criticise in the book “Verbal Behaviour” by Skinner
(1957)?
7. What is stimulus-response model?
8. How is language observed according to generative grammar principles?
9. Explain what E-language and I-language stand for?
10. Outline the framework of generative grammar. Describe Government and
Binding Theory or Principles and Parameters and Minimalist Program.
11. What is UG?
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12. Give arguments for and against the theory of generative grammar?

PART TWO: PRACTICAL TASKS

Task One. Analyse the following:

1) A generative grammar is a set of rules that tries to include all examples of
correct language and predict how these will be formed.

E.g. The tree structure is important in the context-free generative grammar
model. It describes phrases in terms of constituent grammatical parts.

Generative grammars are of limited use to learners and are not meant to be a
guide to how to use language. Learners looking for more information about grammar
can be supported by grammar usage books, which show how structures are used in
language, and by prescriptive grammars, which describe rules.

(after https://www.teachingenglish.org.uk/article/generative-grammar)

Key words and phrases:

Task Two. Read the following extracts and present the problem in your own way:

a) The Future of Generative Grammar

Despite the variety of generative theories of grammar that have been put
forward, the field has been dominated throughout its history by the work of one
individual, Noam Chomsky. He was its founder; he has been its most prolific
innovator; and the mainstream of generative research has always followed his lead.
Even the proponents of alternative theories (such as the nontransformational
approach sketched in the previous section) generally take work of Chomsky’s as the
point of departure for their proposals. In the early years of generative grammar, the
field was constituted largely by Chomsky and his students and collaborators. Over the
decades, however, the number of generative grammarians has grown exponentially.
Under these circumstances, it is remarkable that Chomsky has retained his dominant
position. It seems likely that this will eventually change. Given a saturated academic
job market, increasing numbers of linguists are seeking employment in industry. This
puts pressure on the field to give more attention to potential applications of its
theories. The most obvious type of application for work in generative grammar would
be in the development of natural language technologies — that is, computer programs
that deal with human languages, e.g., doing machine translation, information retrieval
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from text files, summarization of texts, and the like. To the extent that such
applications motivate theoretical work, considerations of computational tractability
are likely to play an increasingly important role in theory construction. Likewise,
such applications call for looking at how people actually use language, rather than
focusing exclusively on what is grammatically possible. The investigation of real
usage data is greatly facilitated by the availability of large on-line text files, which
can be sampled and analyzed with computational tools that did not exist until quite
recently. This is already having a noticeable effect on the sorts of data used by
generative grammarians in their theoretical arguments. These potential changes
should not be worrisome. The history of generative grammar is one of numerous
upheavals, as Chomsky has modified the foundations of the theory. These upheavals
have been accompanied by vigorous debates and lively competition from alternative
frameworks. The result has been — and promises to continue to be — a robust line of
research that has greatly enriched our understanding of human linguistic abilities.

(after Thomas Wasaw, “Generative Grammar ” in “Handbook of Linguistics ”, 2003)

Key words and phrases:

b) Contemporary linguistics faces a similar situation to that of the various
paradigm shifts in the history of science. The dominant tradition, or rather specific
theories under the programme of generative grammar, is under increased scrutiny and
alternative frameworks such as Dynamic Syntax, HPSG, and Construction Grammar
abound. Understood in structural realist terms, this does not entail abandoning many
of the insights or successes of the former. Linguistics, like the natural sciences, does
not begin de novo with every theory change, if we maintain the continuity of
structure. Seen in this light, the previous sections argued for structural relations or
similarity between not only different strains of the generative tradition but also across
other frameworks such as DS.23 The structures in question are the mathematical
models of the theories or the grammars.24 In Weisberg (2013), he describes a third
kind of model besides the concrete and mathematical ones, namely computational
models. To a certain extent, it is not clear how distinct computational models are
from mathematical models (as Weisberg seems to admit when pressed). Nevertheless,
computational models have a distinctive procedural or algorithmic element. This
aspect allows them to track or represent the dynamics of systems (in terms of states
and transitions between them). The models of generative grammar (and dynamic
syntax) are of this variety according to most of its practitioners.

Linguistics is in a relative scientific adolescence, often lacking a clear unified
methodology, theoretical persuasion or direction. The dominance of the generative
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programme is under increased scrutiny and there is a plenitude of frameworks
waiting in the wings to take its place. On the one extreme, divergences are often
exaggerated and these frameworks are considered to be incommensurable (in the
Kuhnian sense). On the other extreme, genuine differences are overlooked and
considered to be mere ‘notational variants’ of one another (in the Chomskyan sense).

Following a line set by Blutner (2011) and Tomalin (2010), | extended this
analysis beyond the standard accounts within generative grammar such as
Government and Binding and the Minimalist program, to include Jackendoff’s
parallel architecture and optimality theory of Prince and Smolenksy. Lastly, |
attempted to unite the modelling practices of the generative tradition with a
competing approach which lacks the similar theoretical underpinnings of the parallel
architecture and OT, namely the dynamic syntax of Kempson et al. (2001). | argued
that although the theoretical claims of this latter framework are genuinely distinct
from those of the specific generative programmes, they approach the target system of
natural language in similar ways via minimalist modelling strategies.

(after Ryan M. Nefdt “Scientific modelling in generative grammar and the
dynamic turn in syntax”, 2016)

Task Three. Read and analyse the given extract and render the information in
English:

3a Oosiee 4eM MATHAECAT JET B CBOUX MOJUTHYECKHX cTaThsix H. Xomckuit
IposiBUI ce0sl Kak OJMH M3 HaumOoJee OpPUTMHAIbHBIX, C LIMPOKUM JHMANa30HOM
MOJIMTUYECKUIM U 0oOUIeCcTBEHHBIM KpUTUK. OTMedast 3T0, JUTepaTypHOE 0003peHHe
ra3eThl «HL}O-PTOpK TaliM3» cuutaeT ero mo0adbHBIM (EHOMEHOM, BO3MOXKHO,
caMbIM 4MTaeMbIM rojiocoM no BHemHed nonutuke CIIA Ha mmanere. BeposrtHo,
3HAUYUTEILHO MEHEE CPEeIH HCTOPUKOB MU3BECTEH TOT (DaKT, UTO HAPSAY C penyTalue
OJIHOTO M3 HauOoJiee BBIIAIOMIMXCA OOIIECTBEHHBIX MHTEIIEKTYyalbHBIX JEATENeH B
Mupe B TeueHue Oosee noiaysexka Hoam Xomckuii ObUT JOMUHUPYIOLIEH TUYHOCTHIO B
obnactu nuHreuctuku. Kak ykassiBaer Hun Cmut B mpenucinoBuu k kHure H.
XoMckoro «HoBble TOPU30HTHI B H3YyYEHUHM $A3bIKA M MBIINUICHUS»: «ET0 Teopus
TeHEpAaTUBHOM TIpaMMaTUKHU, W3BECTHAs O] pa3HbIMU TEpPMUHAMHU, ObLIa
PYKOBOJACTBOM M BJIOXHOBJISIOIIEM CHWJIOW JUII MHOTHUX JIMHTBUCTOB B Pa3HbIX
YroJIKax CBETa U TOYKOM OTCYETa IMPAKTUYECKHU I KaXKI0ro sA3bIKOBena. MoxkHO He
coryiamarhkcsi ¢ paboraMu XOMCKOTO, HO WUTHOPHpPOBaTh MX O3HA4yaeT IPOSIBIATH
OJIM30PYKOCTh M HE MOJ00a0IIee YICHOMY HEBEKECTBOY

XOMCKHI TIOCTaBWJI TEpe]l YICHBIMU 4YeThIpe (yHIaMEHTAIBHBIX BOIPOCA O
CIIOCOOHOCTH 4YeJOBEKa YCBauWBaTh S3bIK U MOJdb30BaThca uM: «l. Urto coboit
MpEACTABISIET cucTeMa 3HaHUU? UTO XpaHHUTCS B CO3HAHUMU/MO3TY TOBOPSIIETr0 Ha
AQHTJIMMCKOM, HCIIAaHCKOM WM SIOHCKOM s3bIke? 2. Kak BO3HHKaeT 3Ta cucTema
3HaHUM B co3HaHuu/ Mo3ry? 3. Kak 3T0 3HaHME HCHOIb3yeTcs B peud (Wiu
BTOPUYHBIX CHUCTEMax, TakuMX Kak mucbmo)? 4. KakoBbl (pu3myeckue MexaHU3MBI,
CIy)Kalllue MaTepuadbHOM 0a3oi JJIi  OSTOM CHUCTEMbl 3HAaHMM U I
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UCIIOb30BaHusl ATOro 3HaHUA?». 1lo yTBepkaeHnro XOMCKOTro, JTaHHbIE BOIPOCHI
ABJISIFOTCS KJIACCUYECKUMM.

JIuHrBUCTHYECKHE TPYyAbl XOMCKOIO OKa3aJd, Ha MOW B3I, OOJbIIOE
BIIMSIHUE, COBEPIIMB PEBOJIIOLMIO BO B3IJIAAAX YYEHBIX, BCIEACTBHE TPEX BaXKHBIX
¢dakTopoB: 1) MOCTAaHOBKM Tepel JIMHITBUCTHYECKOW HAyKOW HOBBIX LEJei,
KapIMHAJIBHO OTJIMYAIOIIMXCS OT TEX, KOTOPbIE CTABUJIA JINHTBUCTUKA TOTO BPEMEHH,
Y TIOTOMY MO CBOEH CYTH PEBOJIIOLMOHHBIX; 2) OpPHEHTALMH Ha (DOPMANIM30BAHHOE
omnucanue; 3) oTkaza OT OMXEWBHOpU3MA U MOBOPOTa K KOTHUTHUBHBIM CBOMCTBAM
a3plKa Kak AugdepeHIupyoneil 4epThl YelIOBEUeCKOro BHUAA. XOTsS JIaHHbBIE
BONIPOCHI HE TIONYYMJIM €Ille Takoro oQopMJeHUS B MEPBOM KHUTE XOMCKOIO
«CHHTaKCHYECKHE CTPYKTYphI», OIyOnkoBaHHOU B 1957 1., uaeu, KOTOpbIE JIETu B
OCHOBY MX OoJjiee mo3nHerd GOpMyJIUPOBKH, yKE€ MPOCBEUYUBAIOT B JJAHHON KHUTE B
BUJI€ HAMEYEHHBIX XOMCKHUM LIEJIEN JINHTBUCTUKH.

HUToroM sTUX HCCIEIOBAaHUU JOJKHA CTaTh TEOPUSl CTPYKTYpbl s3bIKa, B
KOTOPOM ONMUCATEIbHBIE CPEACTBA, MCHOJB3YEMBIE B YAaCTHBIX TI'paMMaTHKAX,
MIPE/ACTABICHBl U a0CTPaKTHO OMUCaHbl 0e€3 crneuu(puueckol COOTHECEHHOCTH C
KOHKPETHBIMHU sI3bIKaMu» U janiee «DyHIaMeHTalbHas Iellb JIMHTBUCTHYECKOIO
aHanu3a s3blka L 3akmroyaercs B OTHAEIEHMH TI'PAMMAaTHYECKH IPaBUJIBHBIX
ITOCJIEA0BATEIBHOCTEMN, B Ka4eCTBE KOTOPBIX BBICTYNAIOT
npemioxenus L (manpumep, He slept peacefully in his bed all night ‘On crniokoiino
craj B CBOEH KpPOBAaTH BCIO HOYB’), OT HETPaMMAaTHYECKUX ITOCIIEI0BATEIbHOCTEM, HE
SIBJISIFOIUXCS TIpeiiokeHusiMu L (Tumna 3HamenuToro nmpumepa Xomckoro Colourless
green ideas sleep furiously ‘BecuiBeTHbIe 3eieHbIC HACH SIPOCTHO CIAT ), H U3yYCHHUU
CTPYKTYpBbl TPaMMAaTHYECKHX IOCIEA0BATEIbHOCTEN». HeckonbkuMu cTpoukamu
Huke XoMckuid nuiet: «I'pammartuka L Oyner mo3tomy cpeacTBOM, MOPOKIAIOLIIM
BCE U3 IPaMMAaTHYECKUX IOCIEI0BATEIBHOCTEW L M HU OTHOM M3 HErpaMMaTHYECKUX
nocjeaoBaTenpbHoCTEN». [Ipy 2TOM TEPMUH «TpaMMATHUYECKHID» WUMEET 3HAYCHUE
MPUHUMAEMbIA HOCUTENEM sI3bIKa». | eHepaThBHAs IpaMMaTHKa B MHTEPHpPETALUH
XOMCKOTO €CThb HE 4YTO HHOE, Kak Habop (cuctema) aOCTpakTHBIX MpaBUI H
MPUHIMIIOB, HACTOJIBKO aOCTPAKTHBIX, YTO FOBOPAILIME HA SI3bIKE HE OCO3HAIOT UX, A
caMd TpaBWiIa MOTYT OBITh Ja)K€ BPOKIECHHBIMH, 3aJIOKEHHBIMH B HX T'€Hax.
Hpyrumu  cnoBamu, TeHEpaTHBHAas TrpamMMaTHKa, [0 MHEHUI0 XOMCKOTO,
MPEANOJIOKUTEIBHO JOJKHA OOBSICHATh CIHOCOOHOCTh CIIyLIATENSI-TOBOPSILETO
MOPOXKJaTh U MOHUMAaTh OECKOHEYHOE YHCIIO BBICKA3bIBaHUM, BKIIIOYas M HOBBIE, C
MOMOUIbI0 OTPAHUYEHHOI'O YHCJIa TPaMMaTHYECKMX MpPaBUJI U KOHEYHOro Habopa
IPaMMaTHYECKUX CPEICTB SA3bIKA.

OpnnHako ciienoBaTh NMYTH, HAMEYEHHOMY B «CHHTaKCHYECKHX CTPYKTypax»,
CTaJIO JE€JIOM HeJIeTKMM. HailTu OTBEThl Ha KaXylIWecs HPOCTBIMH BOIPOCHI,
nocraBiaeHHble H. XOMCKHUM, O CYIIHOCTH SI3bIKa OKAa3aJ0Ch YPE3BBIYANHO TPY.IHO.
OTO B UTOre MPUBEJIO K MTOCTAHOBKE TAKUX BECHhMA 3araJOYHbIX M HEOJAHO3HAYHO
pemaemMbIx MpoOsieM: S3bIK KaK HMCKJIIOYHUTENIBHO 4YelloBEeYecKas CIOCOOHOCTh, €ro
HBOJIIOLUS U YCTPOUCTBO, MpoOIeMa OTHOLIEHUI MO3Tra U TeJla. XOTs YUEHBIE €Ille He
HalUIM yOEAUTENbHBIX OTBETOB HAa 3THU BOIPOCHL, caM (akT oOpamieHuss Ha HUX
BHMMAaHHUS HAYyYHOTI'O COOOIIECTBA CO3Jal MOIIHBIM HMHTEJUIEKTYaJbHbI CTUMYI,
NPUBEAIIMM K TOSBICHHIO IEJNOr0 psAa HMHTEPEeCHEWIIUX padoT JIMHIBUCTOB,
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MICUXOJIOTOB, HEHUPO(DU3UOIOTOB, CHEUUATUCTOB B KOMIBIOTEPHON JIMHIBUCTUKE U
MHOTHX JpyTUX y4eHbIX. B kadectBe mpumepoB HazoBeMm: The Language Instinct
(1994) C. IMunkepa u ero xxe The Stuff of Thought (2007), The Articulate Mammal
(1976) Hx. Dituncon, The Symbolic Species (1997) T. luxona, Women, Fire and
Dangerous Things: What Categories Reveal About the Mind (1987) /Ix. Jlakodda,
Metaphors We Live By (1980, 2003) /. Jlakodda u M. /Ixoncona, Semantics and
Cognition (1983), Patterns in the Mind: Language and Human Nature (1994), The
Architecture of the Language Faculty (1997), Foundations of Language. Brain,
Meaning, Grammar, Evolution (2002) P. Txxskennodda u ap.

He Oyny BmaBaThCs B TEXHMYECKHE MOJPOOHOCTH M JI€Tajdl T€HEpaTUBHOMN
rpaMMaTHK{, OCOOCHHO TMpUHUMAas BO BHUMaHHE TOT (AaKT, UYTO BBULIY
KapJIMHAJIBHBIX U3MEHEHUH, KOTOPBIE JaHHAsl TEOPHS MPETEPIIENa C TOIaMH, CETOIHS
yKE€ TOBOPAT O HECKOJIbKMX BEpPCHUSX TIE€HEpAaTUBHON rpammaTuku: CraHaapTHas
teopus (Standard Theory — 1957) — mnepBoHayaJlbHas MOCIb T'€HEPATUBHOM
rpaMMaTHUKHU, B KOTOpOo XOMCKUM BBEJl OCHOBOMOJIATaIOIINE MOHITUS TIIyOUHHOU U
MMOBEPXHOCTHOM IpaMMAaTHUECKUX CTPYKTYp U TpaHchOpMaluid, KOTOPbIEC ITOKHBI
obecrieunMBaTh MEPEXOJ OT TIAYOMHHBIX K TOBEPXHOCTHBIM  CTPYKTYpaM.
Pacmmpennas crannaptaas teopus (Extended Standard Theory — 1970), B koTopoii k
paHee MPUHATHIM COCTABJISIIONIUM TpaMMaTUKH ((hOHETUYECKOMY KOMIIOHEHTY,
TpaHCPOPMAITMOHHOMY KOMIIOHEHTY M TIPEXJE BCEro CHUHTAKCUCY) ao0aBisieTcs
CEeMaHTUYeCKUi KoMIoHeHT. Teopus ympasiienus u cBs3siBanus (The Government
and Binding Theory — 1981), B KOTOpo#l eCThb MECTO JIMIIb JJIS OJHOU
YHUBEpCAIbHOU TpaHC(hOpMAIIMK Move o ‘TIepeMelIeHre o'u psiay crienuuueckux
moxayneit (Mkc-6ap cuHTakcuc, TEOpUs CBSI3bIBAHUSA, TEOPUS YIPABJICHUS, TEOPHUS
najexeit, Tera-reopusi). Kaxaplii U3 HUX MMEET CBOM COOCTBEHHBIC MPUHIIMIIBI U
napameTpbl, KOTOPbIE MPEIONPEALISIIOT Ha BBIXOJAE CHEIUMUUSCKUM I KaXJI0ro
si3bIKa pe3ynbrar. Munumanmctckas nporpamma (The Minimalist Program — 1992), B
KOTOpOM Hapsigy ¢ 0a30BBIMH KOMIIOHEHTAMHM, a HMMEHHO — JIEKCUKOHOM U
BBIYMCIIUTEIILHON CUCTEMOM — ecTh JiBa uHTepdeiica: GOHETUUECKUN U JTIOTUUECKUH.
Teopuss HeodopmieHHbix ¢(pa3 (Bare Phrase Structure — 1994). Ilodasosas
nepusarus (Derivation By Phase — 2001). Anmapar onucanus, paBHO KaK ¥ MHOTHE
Hay4YHbIE TIOCTYJIaThl, OKa3aJMCh HEY3HABA€MbIMU, TOHSITUS TJIyOMHHOM U
MOBEPXHOCTHON CTPYKTYp, TOJaMH YIOPHO MPOJIBUTAEMbIE T€HEPATHUBHBIMU
rpaMMaTUCTaMu 1 XOMCKUM, ObLTN yIPa3AHEHBI YCHUIIMSMU €r0 OBIBIIIUX aCIIUPAHTOB
[Toctanom, Poccom u Makkonu, Habop TpaHchopmanuii ObUT 3aMEHEH Ha OOIIyIO
OTepalui0 TEPEeMENICHHs], BCS CTPYKTypa T€HEpaTHBHOM TpaMMaTUKH TpHoOpelna
COBEPUIEHHO UHBIE OYEPTAHUS.

brnaronmapsi cBoeMy CTPYKTYpaJUCTCKA OPUEHTUPOBAHHOMY OOpa30BaHHIO B
Yuusepcutere lleHcribBanun, XOMCKUHM ClIeIOBal TPaavuLIMM, YAENSs BHUMAaHUE
MpeXJe BCEr0 CHUHTAKCUCY, OCTaBJISSl CEMAHTHKY 3a OOpPTOM JIMHTBUCTHYECKOTO
onucanuss. OJHaKO S3bIK 4YEJOBEKAa C €ro TIJIaBHOW (QyHKIMEH — ObITh
pernpe3eHTaIe MbICIIH, IeJIaTh €€ SCHOM Kak JjIsi caMoro ce0si, Tak W JJis mepeiadn
JIPYTUM, — HE MbICIUM Oe3 3HaueHus. [103ToOMy CHMHTaKCHC U CEMaHTHKa HE MOTYT
ObITh pazzaeneHbl. COOTBETCTBEHHO, XOMCKUW TIOJA BIMUSHUEM Jy4IlIUX CBOUX
YYEHUKOB OB BBIHYXKJEH BBECTH B PaclmupeHHyI0 CTaHIApTHYIO TEOPHIO
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CEMAHTUYECKUH  KOMIIOHEHT, IpEeIHAa3HAYEHHBId JUIsI TOro, 4TOObl  JaTh
CEMaHTUYECKYIO0 MHTEPIPETALMIO MOPOXKIEHHBIM NPEII0KEHNUAM. DTOT LIar MPUBEN
K BO3HMKHOBEHHIO II€JIOTO Psifia HHTEPIPETALIMOHHBIX HJIM F€HEPATHUBHBIX CEMAHTHUK
U CTall, B TO K€ BPEMsI, «PEBOJIIOLIMEN BHYTPU PEBOIIOLUNW» [TaM XKe|, UM Ha4aJoM
TaK Ha3bIBAEMBIX JIMHTBUCTHUYECKUX BOMWH MEXIy JHMHrBHCTamMH BoctouHoro (H.
Xomckuit, k. Karn, P. Jxokenmodpd kax Haumbosnee spKkue MPEACTABUTEIH) H
3amagHoro mooepexbs (¢ U. @dunmopom u [Ix. Jlakoddom B kayecTBe JIMICPOB).
I'eHepaTuBHBIE CEMAHTUKHM CYMTAKOT, 4YTO TEHEPATUBHBIM M TEM CaMbIM
AIEPHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM JIMHITBUCTUYECKOH TEOPHUM SIBISETCS HE CHHTAKCUC, a
cemaHTuKa. MccnenoBaHusi CTOPOHHHMKOB TI'E€HEPAaTUBHOM TI'PaMMAaTHUKHU BBIIBIIA
Apyrylo cinabylo CTOpPOHY TrpaMMaTHKM XoMmckoro. ['eHepaTMBHas TpaMMaTHKa
PU3BAaHA IIPOU3BOAUTH IPABHIIBHBIE IPEIUIOKEHUS, IPHUEMIIEMbIC HOCHTEISIMU
A3BIKA.

[IpyHuMass BO BHUMAHUE HAIIM [IOCTOSIHHO MEHSAIONIMECS HaMEpEeHHs
MPOU3BECTU OMpeNeSIeHHbI A(DPEeKT Ha ciaymarese U MHOKECTBEHHbBIC OIIMOKH,
KOTOpPbIE MBI JI€JJa€M IpPH MPOU3BOJCTBE W MOHUMAHUU NPEIJIOKECHHUA, MOXKEM C
JETKOCTBIO CHENaTh BBIBOJ, YTO NPEACTaBIEHHS XOMCKOIO O Halled S3BIKOBOM
KOMIIETEHIIMM M MCIOJIb30BaHUM 53bIKa, KaK OTMEYAlOT KPUTHUKUA XOMCKOTO,
JOCTATOYHO OMIMOOYHBI.

Cpeau y4eHbIX He ObUIO €IMHOAYIINS U OTHOCUTEIPHO KOHIIEIIMU X OMCKOTO
O IPHUPOJIE YEIOBEYECKOTO pazyMa. B3I 3TOro y4eHoro Ha sI3blK KaK YHUKAJIBHYIO
YeJI0BEYECKYI0 CIOCOOHOCTH BJIEUET 3a COOOM BONPOC O TOM, Kak pa3BUBANACh Y
YesoBeKa 3Ta cocoOHOCTh. OTBET XOMCKOTO COCTOSI B TOM, YTO YHUBEpCaJIbHAs
rpaMMaTHKa, KOTOPOM MOJb3yeTcsl peOCHOK, SIBISETCS YacThlO €r0 T'€HETUYECKOTO
Hacyeausi, IPYIMMH CJIOBaMH, SI3bIK SIBJIIETCS BPOXAECHHOH CIIOCOOHOCTBIO. DTO
3asBJICHHE TIOCESJIO Pa3Jop CPeau MCUXOJOroB (Cpear KOTOPHIX HauboJee CIIbIIIHBI
oputn Tosioca JKana Iluaxe, Dnuzader beittc m Maiikia Tomacenno, BeAyIIUX
CHELHUAINCTOB B MCHUXOJIOTMH YCBOCHHMS SI3bIKa) U HeWpoPu3nonoroB. OHU SIPOCTHO
BOCIIPOTUBWIIUCh TEOPUHM BPOXKIEHHOCTH $3bIKAa M B NPOTHUBOBEC €l OOBICHSIOT
MOSIBJIEHUE SA3BIKA PSIZIOM OOIIMX XapaKTEPUCTHK MO3Tra, & YCBOEHUE sI3bIKa peOEHKOM
— C TIOMOLIpI0 OOLMX MEXaHU3MOB OOpabOTKM HH(OpPMAMU  MO3TOM,
B3aUMOJICUCTBYIOIINX C PA3HOOOPA3HBIM M CIIOKHBIM COLIMAIBHBIM OKPYXEHHUEM, B
KOTOpPOM SI3BbIK ycBaumBaeTrca U wucnoibdyerca. Cpeau apyrux HEJOCTATKOB
reHEpaTUBHOM TIpaMMAaTUKM XOMCKOTO OBLJIO TO OOCTOATEIbCTBO, 4YTO OHAa,
OCHOBBIBAsICh B 3HAYUTEJIbHOM CTENEHU Ha JIOTUYECKUX U (PUIOCO(CKUX acmeKTax
TEOpPHM SI3bIKa W pPa3BUBas MX, B TO XK€ BpPeMs NPHUBOAMIA K TPUBHUAJIBHBIM
IpPaKTUUYECKUM  BBIBOJAM M HAOMIOAEHUSIM, B  LEJIOM K  HHUYTOXKHBIM
pealibHbIM pe3ynbTataM. Takum o0pa3oM, oOelllaHus, JaHHbIE B Hayaye, OCTaJHCh
HEBBIITOJIHEHHBIMU.

MHue He xoTenoch Obl 1aBaTh 37€Ch Kakue-In0o CBOM OLEHKH. BMmecTto 3Toro,
3aBeplilas CTaThlo, s Obl XoTejna MoauepkHyTh, 4yTo H. XoMckuil cmectusl ¢okyc
Hay4YHbIX WHTEPECOB Ha PACCMOTPEHUE OAHOrO0 W3 HamOoJiee BaKHBIX BOIPOCOB
I'YMaHUTapHON Hayku «YUTO ecThb sA3bIK A yenoBeka? UTo gernaer Hac 0COOEHHBIM
BUJIOM >KUBOTHBIX? Kak pabotaer Ham mo3r?». Eciu oneHuBaTh €ro HaydyHbIE
JOCTHXKEHHUSI B ’TOM CBETE, TO s MOJHOCTBIO coryiacHa ¢ J»xoHom CepiieM, KOTOPBIi
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cka3zaj, 3aBepiunas anaau3 padot H. Xomckoro, cinenyroiee: «B koHedHOM HTOTE, 5
AyMalo, 4TO €ro cambiM OOJBIIUM BKIQJOM OYAET CUYUTATHCS CHCIAHHBIA UM
OoNpImION Imar BHOEpeJ B HANpaBICHHWH BOCCTAHOBJICHUS  TPAIWIIMOHHBIX
NPEJCTABIICHH O BEIMYMH W YHHUKAIBHOCTH dYeloBekay. C OITOH MO3WIUH
JMHTBUCTHYECKUE B3Ikl Hoama XOMCKOTo mpecTaBIsIOT cO00M yBIIEKATEIBHYTO
KapTHHY TEPEXOJHOT0 TEepHoJa B UCTOPUM HAYKH, 3aHUMAIONICH 3HAYUTEIHHYIO
4acTh B HCTOPUU OOIIECTBA.
(after 3. 4. Xapumonuux «Xomcxuanckas pesonioyusi:
obewanus u pesyromamsiy, 2017)
Key words and phrases:

Task Four. Render the following into Russian:

Language has double characters. On one hand, it is the product from the mind
and the mouth of individuals, and it expresses one’s thoughts. On the other hand,
whenever one speaks, he speaks to others and inevitably has some effect on others,
and therefore, language is also the tool of human communication.

Following these two lines, since the 1950s, there have been two linguistic
schools appearing among others, each developing along its own line and both gaining
more impact and influence than the others. One is the transformational generative
grammar (TGG) represented by Chomsky, an American scholar; the other is the
systemic functional grammar (SFG), represented by M.A.K. Halliday, a British
linguist.

As most previous literature has taken TGG and SFG as two contradictory
perspectives to language and their differences have already been talked thoroughly
time and again, in this study, the author mainly focused on the non-contradictory side
of the two approaches to see how they could supplement each other and forms a more
comprehensive picture of the language of English. The research method adopted in
the present study is qualitative to describe the two approaches of grammar and to
explore how they could be “combined” in terms of linguistic competence, syntax and
pragmatics.

To achieve this goal, the attitudes of the two grammars towards the nature of
language and linguistic competence will be discussed to see how, instead of being
exclusive to each other, they could mutually support each other. Then, special
attention will be paid to different functional purposes that guide the transformation
from the same deep structure to different surface structures, and the transformational
processes that facilitate the completion of linguistic functions.
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Following these two lines, since the 1950s, there have been two linguistic
schools appearing among others, each developing along its own line and both gaining
more impact and influence than the others. One is the transformational generative
grammar (TGG) represented by Chomsky, an American scholar; the other is the
systemic functional grammar (SFG), represented by M.A.K. Halliday, a British
linguist.

As most previous literature has taken TGG and SFG as two contradictory
perspectives to language and their differences have already been talked thoroughly
time and again, in this study, the author mainly focused on the non-contradictory side
of the two approaches to see how they could supplement each other and forms a more
comprehensive picture of the language of English. The research method adopted in
the present study is qualitative to describe the two approaches of grammar and to
explore how they could be “combined” in terms of linguistic competence, syntax and
pragmatics.

To achieve this goal, the attitudes of the two grammars towards the nature of
language and linguistic competence will be discussed to see how, instead of being
exclusive to each other, they could mutually support each other. Then, special
attention will be paid to different functional purposes that guide the transformation
from the same deep structure to different surface structures, and the transformational
processes that facilitate the completion of linguistic functions.

Furthermore, bearing these similarities and comple-mentation in mind, most
importantly, this paper discusses how to combine these two perspectives to make the
best use of them in second language acquisition and second language teaching.

Transformational generative grammar (TGG)

Chomsky’s TGG sees language as a system of innate rules. For TGG, a native
speaker possesses a kind of linguistic competence. The child is born with knowledge
of some linguistic universals. Thus, language learning is not a matter of habit
formation, but an activity of building and testing hypothesis (Chomsky, 1986).

Chomsky’s theory initiates from his three main questions: a) What constitutes
knowledge of language? b) How is such knowledge acquired? c¢) How is such
knowledge put to use?

With sentence as his focus, Chomsky’s grammar has essentially two basic
components: Phrase structure rules and transformational rules. Phrase structure rules
are generalizations about the ways in which categories (such as noun, adjective, verb,
etc.) can be combined to make phrases and sentences in a language. With these rules,
many sentences can be created: S>NP + VP; VP—V + NP; NP— Det + N, and so
on. Such rules are the major source of productivity in grammar (Chomsky, 1986,
1994).

For the transformational rules, according to Chomsky (2002), a sentence has
two structures, one is surface structure and the other is deep structure. The surface
structure is the kind of sentence we ordinarily say, while the deep structure is an
abstract syntactic representation of sentence from which its surface structure
generates. The deep structure specifies the basic meaning and categories of the
sentence. In other words, it is the skeleton of a sentence with all the information
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necessary to do three things: to derive a well-formed sentence, to give it a
phonological representation and to give it a semantic interpretation. This structure is
modified in various ways to become a surface structure, which is the 1 inear
arrangement of words and phrases which will be produced. The rules with which we
transform the deep structure of a sentence into the surface structure are called
transformational rules. They are rules of passive transformation, yes/no
transformation, do transformation, negation transformation, etc. These rules were
used to add, delete, or permute, that is, change order and some-times also hierarchic
relationship among constituents of the deep structure to turn it into an ordinary
sentence we use in everyday life.

Systemic functional grammar (SFG)

Contrary to Chomsky’s TGG, Halliday’s SFG attaches great importance to the
sociological aspects of language. He views language as a form of “doing” rather as a
form of “knowing” (Halliday, 1979; Halliday and Matthiessen, 2014).

SFG focuses on the following two questions: a) What are the special functions
of language? b) How are these functions reflected in the linguistic system? Halliday
(1973) recognizes three functions of language in communication of human society.
They are: 1) ldeational function: language functioning as a means of conveying and
interpreting experience of the world (this function is subdivided into two sub-
functions, the experiential and the logical sub-functions). 2) Interpersonal function:
language functioning as an expression of one’s attitudes and an influence upon the
attitudes and behavior of the hearer. 3) Textual function: language functioning as a
means of constructing a text, that is, a spoken or written instantiation of language.

Halliday’s functional theory is based his systemic theory, with the former as
the output of the latter. They are two inseparable parts for an integral frame work of
linguistic theory. Systemic grammar aims to explain the internal relations in language
as a system network, or meaning potential. And this network consists of systems from
which language users make choices. The items of a particular system should belong
to the same area of meaning.

The nature of language

Looking at language from the inside, Chomskian linguists define language as a
set of rules or principles. They believe that human beings are born with a language
acquisition device, which enables them to acquire a language in such a way that other
animals cannot. TGG relates language with human being’s physical and
psychological features and views language as “a form of knowing”. Chomsky
considers language as the starting point to investigate the common laws of language
and to find out the cognitive system, mental laws and intrinsic quality of human
being.

On the other hand, SFG views language as a systematic resource for meaning
expression in social context, and thus linguists should focus on how people
exchange meanings through the actual use of language. Halliday (2004, 2007) views
language as form of “doing”, and holds that the nature of language is determined by
the functions it evolves to serve in the society. This functional perspective to the
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nature of language is deeply rooted in its anthropology and sociology origins from
Malinowski and Firth.

From the above analysis, we can see that although TGG and SFG look at
language from two different angle— one from a psychological perspective inside the
language, and the other from a sociological perspective outside the language, they do
not exclude each other, but are different aspects of the same subject- language. It
would be unthoughtful to deny that language is a psychological phenomenon, but
equally unwise to deny that it is a social phenomenon. Taking the two perspectives
together, we can gain a more wholesome understanding of the nature of language as
both inside knowledge and a behavior serving certain social functions. Without
language acquisition device in human mind, it would be impossible for human beings
to ever start acquiring language, not to say using language to serve certain purposes.
Meanwhile, leaving the social and functional aspect of language unconsidered, there
would be no reason for the existing of language. Everything in the world is connected
with others, the same is true for language. Language could never be fully understood
leaving its social features aside.

Parole and Langue

As both SFG and TGG belong to modern linguistics, they all follow the basic
principles of modern linguistics proposed by Saussure and get new linguistic points
from previous linguists. Both of them pay attention to the distinction of LANGUE-
the linguistic competence of the speaker (sentence) and PAROL- the actual
phenomena or data of linguistics (utterance).

Following Saussure’s concepts of langue and parole, Chomsky introduces the
fundamental distinction of linguistic competence and performance in his aspects of
the Theory of Syntax (1965). In that book, he points out a language user’s underlying
knowledge about the system of rules is called his linguistic competence; while the
actual use of language in concrete situations of daily communication is named
performance. As TGG is primarily concerned with the internal knowledge of
language inside human mind, it focuses more on the linguistic competence rather than
performance which contains numerous false starts, deviations from rules and changes
of plan in expression, and so on. In Chomsky’s view, linguistic competence can
explain every single linguistic performance, as thus, it should always be the focus of
linguistic study.

In the meantime, Halliday (2001) distinguishes linguistic behavior potential
and actual linguistic behavior. He sees language as a three-level semiotic system,
consisting of a semantic system (what can be done), a lexico-grammatical system
(what is meant to be done) and a phonological system (what can be said) with the
higher-level systems embedded/realized in the lower level systems. Halliday points
out clearly that linguistics study should include both langue and parole. But he does
not use these two terms proposed by Saussure, instead he uses “can do” and “does”.
“Can do” refers to the meaning potential which provides various possibilities to
human beings for communication thorough language, while “does” refers to the
actual choices of the possibilities, that means, the choices of lexico-grammatical
system reflecting the chosen meaning potential. However, he also noticed that as “can
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do” is what is hidden behind, we cannot observe it directly. The only way we can get
to know the linguistic potential (can do) of someone is through the observation of
his/her actual linguistic behavior (does). As thus, in SFG, more attention has been
paid to actual linguistic behavior, or linguistic performance in Chomsky’s term.

However, although in different terms, as pointed by all the three linguists:
Saussure, Chomsky and Halliday, all languages have an internal side and an external
side, to know a language, we should have the knowledge of both internal “linguistic
competence”/ “what one can do” and external “linguistic performance”/ “what one
does”. We can work from the external to shed light on the internal or vice versa, but
whatever the start point is, the ultimate goal of linguistics should be to gain a
knowledge of both aspects of language. So from this perspective, we may say that the
distinction between the focuses of SFG and TGG is a matter concerning the start
point, rather than a black and white contradiction. They are more like two roads
leading to the same destination, each with its own landscape.

Syntax and pragmatics

Functional guidance of transformation

SFG has evolved in use and it has no existence apart from the practice of those
who use it. The social functions of language have occupied a crucial place in SFG.
According to Halliday, ‘language is because of the functions it has evolved to serve’
(1976, p. 26). SFL puts great emphasis on the different functions language serves in
the social communication of human beings. Halliday defines functional grammar as
essentially a natural grammar, in the sense that everything in it can be explained,
ultimately, by reference to how language is used. As SFG takes clause as the basic
unit of analysis, on the syntax level, all the transformational rules in TGG could be
explained with the functions it is to accomplish. Whenever and wherever there is
transformation, there is a reason behind, and the ultimate reason is the function it is to
serve.

To take the sentence John broke the vase” for example, it can be transformed
to the following sentences under the transformation rules:

1. John didn’t break the vase.

2. Did John break the vase?

3. The vase was broken by John.

4. The vase was broken.

5 ...

All the transformations are guided by the functions the deep structure “John
broke the vase.” This structure is called “kernel sentence” by Chomsky. In the first
example, the kernel sentence undergoes the transformation of negation. The function
it serves is to express the addresser’s attitude or belief in the topic under discussion.
In this way, it serves the interpersonal function. Example 2 is a case of interrogative
transformation, it serves the function of “demanding information” with the form of an
interrogation. It belongs to the interpersonal function and makes up the principle
speech role of question according to Halliday. The next sentence “The vase was
broken by John.” undergoes passive transformation from the kernel sentence. By
putting the object “the vase” in the beginning place of the sentence, the departure of
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the information delivered by the sentence has changed accordingly from “John” to
“the vase”. It represents a different way of our perception of the world. So it serves
both ideational and textual functions. In the last example, the subject “John” is
omitted directly from the original kernel sentence. This is an optional transformation
in passive transformation. Nevertheless, it has its own functions to serve. By omitting
the actor (John) of the material process, this whole action seems to happen all by its
own, thus hiding the causal relationship between the actor and the process (break),
creating a mystifying effect. The vase seems to break all by itself. In this way, the
actor “John” is protected from his responsibility of breaking the vase.

From these examples, we can see that functions are served during the
transformation processes from the same deep structure to a variety of surface
structures, and even within every transformational step in every transformational
process, transformation is functionally directed. In the extended standard theories of
Chomsky, he also admits that any kind of transformations will certainly change the
sentence meaning, and now completely puts semantic interpretation which is related
with the functions of language into the surface structure.

Linguistic function facilitation of transformational device

In the meantime, in order to serve some particular functions, particular forms
of language should be taken. We cannot use the same surface structure once and for
all the different functions we want to achieve. According to Chomsky (1965), the
deep structure specifies the basic meaning and categories of the sentence. In other
words, it is the skeleton of a sentence with all the information necessary to do three
things: to derive a well-formed sentence, to give it a phonological representation and
to give it a semantic interpretation. To express different meanings to serve various
functions, the same deep structure has to be transformed into a variety of surface
structures. As thus, the transformational devices facilitate the accomplishment of
functions language serves, and it is what makes the language creative and
functionable.

The ideational function, as it deals with the conveying of new information
through specific use of language to refer to categories of experiences in the world,
can only be achieved by the different uses of language (surface structures). And the
same world process can be expressed in different ways according to our different
understandings. For example, the material process “John broke the window” can be
reworded as “the window was broken by John” or just “the window was broken™ if
the speaker does not know who broke it or chances may be that speaker does know
who broke the window but does not want to tell the others. Thus, our particular
perceptions of the world are tied up with particular expressions. And as for the
interpersonal function which deals with people’s attitudes, the same kernel sentence
“John broke the window” can be said as “perhaps John broke the window” or with
more confidence “It must be John who broke the window.” So we can see, in order to
achieve different degrees of confidence, to express different attitudes, we have to
apply different surface structures. And textually, as the textual function deals with
combining stretches of discourse into a coherent and unified text, to make a passage
coherent and sound natural, we have to make some transformations from the deep
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structure. For example, to make the actual sentence “John ate some spaghetti, and
Mary some macaroni” work, first we have the deep structures “John ate some
spaghetti” and “Mary ate some macaroni”’, then we have to add the conjunction “and”
to combine these two sentences together, then the combined sentence “John ate some
spaghetti and Mary ate some macaroni” undergoes the deletion rule — the second
“ate” is omitted to make the sentence sound more natural and coherent. This
combining and deleting transformations together facilitate the textual function of a
language.

In summary, we can see that transformation process from the same deep
structure to a variety of surface structures allows for the achievement of different
functions. It is the generative nature of these transformational rules that made it
possible to achieve the numerous functions we can fulfill with our language.

Implications for second language acquisition and teaching

Application of TGG

Although Chomsky announces that his theory applies primarily to native
speakers but not to second language learners, there are several aspects of his theory
which is significant in second language acquisition and have been adopted by many
second language teachers and researchers.

TGG presents grammar as a linguistic knowledge capable of generating an
infinite number of sentences from a finite set of rules which is capable of generating
all and only the grammatically correct sequences of that language. From this point, to
know a language means to know the finite set of rules. This makes language learning
and teaching a much easier and more direct experience.

When we learn a sentence, we do not just know the surface expressions of the
sentence; instead, we learn the set of rules that could generate the sentence, so that we
can make other sentences with the same structure. For example, we know that a
sentence may consist of a noun phrase, an auxiliary verb and a verb phrase. Then we
may generate other sentences like “John may come”, “The bird can imitate what
people say” and so on. Then on the lower level, the verb phrase “frighten the boy” in
this sentence is formed by a verb and a noun phrase, following this rule, we may
generate an infinite number of verb phrases like “eat an apple, “sing a song”, etc. By
the same token, the students can generate all the negative sentences by acquiring the
negative transformation rule, and interrogative sentences and passive sentences, so on
and so forth. In this way, the students can acquire a language easily by mastering a
finite number of phrase structural rules and transformational rules.

Besides, the deep structure and surface structure may also help the students to
understand some ambiguous expressions. Take the sentence “the cat ate the mouse
with a fork” for example, the ambiguity of the sentence comes from the two deep
structures it is related with.

Application of SFG

Unlike most theoretical linguistics, SFG makes no distinction between
linguistics and applied linguistics (Chen, 2008), always ready to apply their theory of
language use and meta-functions to educational practices. Via foregrounding the
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social nature of language and viewing language in functional terms, SFG has been a
useful model in a pedagogically applied sense since its emergence. One basic
assumption of all these functionally oriented pedagogies is that the ultimate goal of
knowing a language is to communicate with others— language is a tool of
communication. If we want to interact in the world successfully, we must learn more
about the usage of a certain language instead of the rules of that language system
itself. The objective of language teaching is to generate successful language users and
not flawless grammarians.

Having said that, SFG is extremely useful in communicative approaches of
second language teaching where function is always considered as an important issue.
It leads directly to the development of notion/ function-based syllabuses (Chen,
2008). This approach was first proposed by Wilkins (1976) and van Ek (1975), two
famous linguists in U.K. and has received considerable attention since the 70s in 20th
century. In the fully notional model proposed by Wilkins (1976), there is great
emphasis on Halliday’s meaning potential which is the semantic system of a
language, and thus he coins the term notional. The functional model proposed by van
Ek (1975) has much in common with Wilkins’ notional model, but it further takes in
Halliday’s concepts of meta-functions. Van EK’s focus of the functional model is on
what a learner can do with language rather than the meaning potential he has in
mind and intends to express. However, focusing on the communicative or functional
aspect of second language teaching and learning does not mean that SFG totally
ignores the rules of language or that the rules are not important in second language
teaching and learning, rather, it proposes that if we view the linguistic system as
closely related to our social needs and the functions that it serves, then we may begin
to make sense from the way it is organized. To know a language, we have to know
both the grammatical organization of the language itself, and how to use language
appropriately in practical interactions with people around us.

From the above discussion, it can be seen that SFG and TGG are not mutually
exclusive. On the surface, these two approaches seem to be opposed to each other.
They have different views towards the nature of language; they propose different
emphasis on research, and they have totally different analytical frameworks.
Nevertheless, based on the above analysis, we may see that each of them has a
considerable amount of truth on its own side. Instead of being completely
contradictory and mutually exclusive, SFG and TGG supplement each other and
together present us a more holistic picture of language with their own strengths and
weaknesses. They offer us a multi-angle view towards the nature of language. While
it would unwise to deny that language is a psychological phenomenon, it would be
equally senseless to deny that it is a social phenomenon. On the syntax level, the
different theories of SFG and TGG can be used to elaborate each other. Although,
their research focuses are different with one on linguistic competence and the other
linguistic performance, this is more a difference of starting points which gradually
lead to the same destination, as both of them admit and accept the two aspects
(competence and performance) of language and acknowledge their importance.
Linguistic knowledge that should be a combination of the two. In the field of second
language teaching and acquisition, each of the two approaches has its own
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advantages. To be a competent language user, one should be able to speak that
language in a correct way and in an appropriate manner.

(after 2017 Rong Xiao “Combining transformative generative grammar and systemic

functional grammar: Linguistic competence, syntax and second language
acquisition”, 2017)
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