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PREFACE

The Centre of Advanced Study in Linguistics of the University
of Poona at the Deccan College held a Seminar on Transfor-
mational Grammar. During the first term of the academic year
1971-72 Dr. D. M. Joshi and Shri Peri Bhaskararao conducted
a course in transformational grammar for the advantage of
students of linguistics of the University on a voluntary basis.
To round off this activity a seminar was called at the end of the
term from 4th to 8th October 1971, a few scholars from other
universities were invited to take part in it. The following persons
participated : Dr. M. L. Apte, Dr. D. N. S. Bhat, Dr. C. J.
Daswani, Dr. A. M. Ghatage, Dr. D. M. Joshi, Dr. C. Ramarao
and Shri Peri Bhaskararao. Of the invitees Dr. Mrs. Yamuna
Kachru, Dr. R. N. Srivastava, Dr. Bh. Krishnamurti, Dr. S.
Agesthialingom and Dr. P. B. Pandit could not attend, though
the first two submitted their papers to the seminar. Many mem-
bers of the staff and the students of the class took part in the
discussions. Eight papers covering a wide range of topics in the
field of transformational grammar were: read and discussed at
great length. In the light of the discussion . they were Tevised
by the authors and they are now published under the uth ‘Sludles
in Transformational Grammar'. The work of edltmgD wis- done
.by a committece consisting of the tollowmg, _persons : Dr ‘Al M.
Ghatage, Dr. D. M: Joshi and Shri Peri Bhaskararao

A. M. GHATAGE
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THE TGS’ CLAIM OF A REVOLUTION IN HL

D. N. S. Buar

Deccan College, Poona

The Transformational Generativists (TGs) claim that they
have brought in a revolution in Historical Linguistics (HL) also, as
they have already done in Generative Linguistics, and the two revo-
lutions are closely intereconnected ( PosTAL 1968 ). The main
aspects of this former revolution appear to be (i) the refutation of
the so—called regularity: hypothesis of Neogrammarians mainly
through the dethroning of analogical change ( by showing that it is
nothing but sound change), and (ii) the heralding of a new ( or
renovated ) orientation to the theory of language change itself.

According to the regularity hypothesis, we are told, all sound
changes or regular phonetic changes are purely phonetically con-
ditioned. The TGs wish to refute this standpoint by showing that a
number of sound changes that have actually taken place in languages
could be nothing but morphologically conditioned (3. e. non—phoneti-
cally conditioned ). This, they believe, would take the wind out of
the regularists’ baloon, and would show to the world that ‘‘the
version of the Neogrammarian position on sound change so strongly
advacoted by BLOOMFIELD and generally accepted thereafter is mis-
taken '’ (POSTAL 1968:243); and as a result, ‘‘ a reconsideration
of the mass of work in historical phonology for almost a century
would be required, work which is often considered among the most
solid and unimpeachable results of linguistic science * ( ibid : 239 )

The proponents of the regularity hypotheis, as reported by
POSTAL, evidently had a very good reason for postulating that the
sound changes could have only phonetic conditioning. Because,
once they accept morphological corditioning, there is nothing to
prevent them from going further and accepting lexical conditioning
as well, and this is nothing but throwing away the regularity
hypothesis itself.
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They were evidently aware of the existence of morphologically
conditioned phonetic changes as well; these they have termed as
analogical changes. It is very clear that the distinction between
sound change and anological change is the underlying conditioning
factor, the former being phonetically conditioned, and the latter
morphologically conditioned.

It is also clear that the distinction, as postulated by them, is not
based on any quantitative factors: the actual number of lexical
items affected by one or the other of these two changes is simply
irrelevant. That, definitely, could not be the meaning of the term
‘regular’ as used in connection with the regularity hypothesis.

Hence the TGs' attempt to ‘disconfirm’ the regularity hypothe-
sis (POSTAL 1968 : 245 ) by either showing that the phones could
change under morphological conditioning as well, or that such
morphologically conditioned changes are as ‘ regular ’ as phonetically
conditioned changes has completely missed the point. The existence
of such changes was already conceded by the regularists in naming
them as ‘analogical changes ’, and the quantitative aspect of those
types of change was never under dispute.

The crucial point to be taken up for proving or disproving the
regularity hypothesis is as follows : Is there any justification from
the point of view of language change as such, to postulate a
distinction between phonetically conditioned and morphologically
conditioned phonetic changes? The traditionalists evidently consi-

dered such a justification to be existing, whereas the revolutionary
TGs appear to deny it.

) It appears that at least some of the traditionalists believed this
Justification to be partly causal. That is, they considered the
underlying causes of phonetically conditioned phonetic changes and
morphologically conditioned phonetic changes to be different. They

assumed ‘analogy’ to be the basic cause of morphologically
conditioned phonetic changes.

They also considered the analogical changes to be of two
different types : (i) extension, and (ii) leveling. If a morphopho-
nemic alternation introduced by a sound change is seen only in some
of the bases or affixes belonging to a morphological class, (i) the
alternation may get extended to all other bases of that particular
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class, or (ii) it may get completely oblilerated. Since the condition
under which both these changes occur is the morphological class to
which the bases or affixes belong, rather than the phonetic environ-
ment in which the changing phones occur, it has been argued that
the change is basically different from other sound changes, both in
their causation and in their underlying mechanism.

The TGs consider the analogical changes to be cases of rule
simplification; ( leveling modifies the ‘structural change’ of a rule,
whereas the extension does not — KiPARSKY 1968); they do
not think it necessary to separate them from other instances of rule
simplification where the traditionalists see the interplay of a regular
sound change.

However, the TGs do not give any definite reason for denying
a separate existence for analogical changes. Their argument to the
effect that such changes are nothing but cases of rule simplication
is vacuous, as is also the case with their argument that morphologi-
cally conditioned phonetic changes are also sound changes.

Because, even if the TGs successfully prove that ‘analogy’
could not be the cause of all morphologically conditioned sound
changes, one could still uphold the distinction (i.e. between
phonetically conditioned and non-phonetically conditioned phonetic
changes ), as there could be other justifiable reasons for setting up
such a dichotomy. And until all such factors are closely examined,
there is no reason for discarding the regularity hypothesis which has
served historical linguistics so well during the last hundred and odd
years, weathering hundreds of criticisms leveled against it from all
possible directions.

For example, the fact that certain changes are phonetically
conditioned whereas certain others are not, could itself be an
interesting justification for setting up the dichotomy. This is
not as trivial a point as it appears to be. Quite a few phonetic
changes with phonetic conditioning or no conditioning are found to
occur in languages with scant respect for any of their grammatical
rules. They cut accross almost every conceivable grammatical rule
of those languages. To argue that such changes could also be
considered as grammatically oriented isnothing but deceiving oneself.

A distinction between changes occurring at the very end of a
system of rules and those occurring at higher levels could possibly
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be made in connectihn with the above aspect of change. And such
a distinction could appear to be relevant for the TGs’ theory of

language change as well, and it may go parallel to the above two—
fold distinction.

Some linguists have tried to differentiate between regular and
sporadic sound changes — a differentiation that has quantitative as
well as qualitative bases. GREENBERG and others, for example,
have pointed out that the sporadic changes are generally of the type
that could as well be termed as speech lapses; they are quite
frequently effected by sounds at a distance; dissimilation is as frequ-
ent as assimilation; metathesis and the dropping of syllables or
sounds are quite common; their field is also mostly restricted to a
few consonants such as the liquids, nasals or sibilants. As against
this, the regular sound changes are found to involve assimilations
more frequently than dissimilations; their conditioning factors are
more often immediate than distant, and more often the following
than the preceding ( 1965 : 148 ).

There is also reason to believe that the two differ in their
incidence as well — the regular changes occurring typically in the
acquisitional stage of a language, and the sporadic ones in later
utilizational stages (BHAT 1970). Such an assumption is streng-
thened by the theory of language acquisition generally accepted by
linguists today (LENNEBERG 1967, CHOMSKY and HALLE 1968 ),
according to which the ability to acquire ’ language is restricted to
a particular age — an age in which the brain of the child possesses
the adaptability and reorganization capacities.

However, the TGs’ theory of language change cannot provide
a basis for separating the sporadic sound changes from those of the
regular variety. They do not appear to concede incidental differen-
ces as well, even though they do make a distinction between changes

occurring in the acquisitional stage and those occurring at later
stages.

We believe it innevitable that a theory which assigng the
capacity to construct optimal grammars to a particular age of a
speaker-hearer only, and which assumes the possibility of descrepen-
cies creeping up between the competence and the performance of
such a speaker-hearer at a later stage ( CHOMSKY and HALLE
1968:294 ), will have to concede that there will always be
descrepencies or differences occurring between the grammars of two
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succeding generations. Part of these differences would also be
reflected in the performance of such generations; and depending on
the possibility of a particular type of change occurring in the
acquisitional or in the utilizational stage of the life of a generation,
one can as well classify changes into two groups. It is to be seen
whether the regularity hypothesis could be saved through an
incidental dichotomy of the above nature.

The second aspect of this so-called revolution in historical
linguistics is said to concern the orientation of the theory. This
orientation is said to have shifted from performance to competence
and then back to performance like a pendulam in the history of HL,
which, we are assuared, has now come to a standstill with
competence as its last resort ( KIPARSKY 1970:315 ).

This latter assumption regarding the orientation of the theory,
namely that it now finally rests on competence as its basis is of
rather doubtful nature because, the arguments on which it has
been based are not at all satisfactory. The traditionalists’ view is
that a sound change is basically a change in the articulation of a
sound, and the various changes occurring in the grammar, such as
homophony, syncretism, morphophonemic alternation, etc. are
secondary to it, and are to be considered as its effects.

As against this, the TGs argue that the so-called sound changes
are basically changes in the competence of a speaker; he
may add, drop, reorder or simplify a rule or set of rules belonging
to his grammar, or as compared to the grammar of his parents. As
a result, one notjces a change in his speech, in his articulation of
sounds and such other things. These are only the effects of rule
changes ( POSTAL 1968:269 ).

KIPARSKY'S and of the other TGs’ argument against the
traditionalists’ view of sound change is based on one single point
which was already discussed in detail above. KIPARSKY’S contention,
for example, is that, if sound changes could be morphologically
conditioned as well, i.e., if grammar rules are relevant for some of
the sound changes, how are we to explain this relevance while at
the same time considering them to be purely changes of phonetic
entities? Thus, he considers a *“ performance theory” untenable
against the position that * sound changes caz depend on grammatical
structure .
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At the same time what he is apparently unaware of, however,
is the fact that an exactly identical objection could be raised against
his own “ competence theory ” of language change. If sound changes
can take place with complete disregard to any of .the grammatical
rules of a language, how is it possible for a competence theory to
remain tenable if it holds at the same time that all sound changes
are grammar oriented, or effected through grammar changes? In
fact the majority of sound changes that have so far been postulated
are completely independent of any grammatical aspects. One has to
search hard in order to discover a phonetic change with non-phonetic
conditioning. Most sound changes hence stand strongly against a
* competence oriented ”’ theory of change.

It is thus doubtful whether any of the above two aspects of the
TGs ’ revolution in Historical linguistics would make it necessary to
“ reconsider ”’ the mass of work in historical phonology for almost
a century. It does not make much difference, at least from the
practical point of veiw, either to argue that a change takes place
at the lowest level of a grammar, or to say that certain ‘‘ sounds
have undergone a change. Secondly, if the TGs can conceive of
an optimal grammar becoming less than optimal in the course of
time through changes in the performance rather than in the
competence, thereby creating a descrepency between the two
(Cnomsky and HALLE 1968:294 ), it is difficult to see how such a
position could be maintained by a theory which considers all changes
to be competence changes. We believe that the pendulum that
KIPARSKY has alluded to ( 1970:315 ) will have to swing again,
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TRANSFORMATIONAL GRAMMAR AND
LANGUAGE PEDAGOGY

C. J. DASWANI
University of Delhi

“Ithink it (the transformational-generative hypothesis ) has
some implications (for the teaching of language), perhaps of a
rather negative sort.... Qur understanding of the nature of language
seems ... to show quite convincingly that language is not a habit
structure, but that it has a kind of creative property and is based
on abstract formal principles and operations of a complex kind. ...
from our knowledge of the organization of language and of the
principles that determine language structure one cannot immediately
construct a teaching programme. All we can suggsst is that a
teaching programme be designed in such a way as to give free play
to those creative principles that humans bring to the process of
language learning ...” ( CHOMSKY - from The Listener, vol. 79.2044,

1968 ).

The rather long quote above outlines the views of Chomsky on
the implications of transformational theory for language teaching.
It would be tempting to end this essay here by claiming with
Chomsky that the implications are of a negative sort and that it is
impossible to design a language programme on the basis of the
bresent insights of transformational theory. However, several
adherents of the transformational theory have made varying claims
about the application of the theory to language pedagogy ( LESTER,
1970). In this paper we propose to examine some of these claims
and show that while the transformational theory has made signfi-
cant strides in attempting to understand the acquisition of first
language, it has nothing startling to say about the acquisition of
a second language, much less about the designing of a language

course.
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A considerable body of research on applied transformational
grammar concentrates on the teaching of the first languaga (L, )
to native speakers as a part of the school curriculum, having largely
to do with teaching composition, literary analysis, etc. There is
relatively little material available on the implications of transforma-
tional grammar for teaching of second language (L,) to adult
learners. In this paper we will restrict ourselves to a consideration
of the implications of transformational theory for the teaching of L.

To return to the quote above, Cohmsky asserts that the
transformational theory has shown quite convincingly that language
is not a habit structure, but has creative property. * Habit structure
here refers to the behaviourist viewpoint which characterizes
language as a set of habits that are, typically, learned in a stimulus—
response situation. The behaviourist theory accounts for language
acquisition in terms of °learning theory’ ( SKINNER, 1957 ).
Skinner’s (1957 ) work actually marks the culmination of the
influence of behaviourist psycholegy on related desciplines like
linguistics. For over two decades before Skinner’s book this theory
was the most widely accepted explanation of language acqusition by
the structural linguists who reflected the behaviourist attitude in their
attempt to describe linguistic structure in terms of step-by-step
segmentation and classification of language data. Chomsky (1957,
1959 ) first of all rejected the claims of both the structural ( or taxo-
nomic ) linguistics and behaviourist psychology and asserted that
they were both inadequate. Particularly, in contrast to the learning
theory of the behaviorists, Chomsky ( 1968 ) claims that language
is creative, and that the human child’s ability to acquire any natural
language and an observation of the development of language in a
child are compelling reasons for positing the theory of innateness of
language. Both the behaviourists and the transformationalists ( both
whose claims we will discuss below ) extend their particular hypoth-
eses about L, acquisition to the acquisition of, Ls. Consequently, in
order to understand the implications of the behaviourist and trans-
formationalist hypotheses for second language learning, we must
examine the two theories of L, acquisition. However, before we do
that, it would be profitable to briefly describe the linguistic develop-
ment of the human child.

From almost the day it is born the human infant is swrounded
by a language ( in its proper social context) that he is going to
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learn as his native language. The child’s parents ( particularly the
mother ) expose the child to their language even when they are
aware that the child is not yet ready to communicate with them.
Without going in to the details of how the child’s ( non-linguistic )
responses develop, it is interesting to note that by the time the child
arrives at the babbling stage he has been exposed to several months
of listening to the L;,. During this stage the child learns to respond
positively to the language around him by isolating for repetition the
sounds of his language either individually or in some minimal
sequences. At first the sound sequences do not strictly match the
morphemes or words of his parents’ language, but very soon the
child learns to identify several physical objects and is able to apply the
correct linguistic labels to them. At this stage the child may be said
to be uttering one word sentences, for his single words are certainly
holophrastic. What is highly significant is that at this stage, the
child is able to understand far more than he is able to produce. By
the time he is a-year—-and-a-half old the child is able to produce
utterances of two or more words. By this time also the child has
mastered a minimal sound pattern of his language. After this stage,
the linguistic development of the child becomes greatly accelerated
until by the age of four he has mastered the basic syntax of his
language, has mastery over a fairly extensive vocabulary and is able
to understand and produce an impressive number of novel sentences.
He has generalised for himself the rules of his language. What he
learns after this stage has to do largely with the expansion of his
vocabulary and performing ‘transformations’ on the ‘kernel’
sentences. A couple of points of detail may be noticed in this
description: the language (i.e. sentences) that the child hears during
this period from his parents and others are mainly incomplete or
semi-grammatical sentences. Parents tend to mutilate the syntax
and phonology of the adult grammar when they attempt to
communicate with the child, e.g. in their use of baby-talk. Also
throughout this language acquisition period, the child ‘ practices’
his language a great deal, both with his parents ‘and by
himself ( WEIR 1962 ).

Let us now see how the behaviourists and transformationalists
interpret these observable facts and theorize about L; acquisition.
The learning theory whichis associated with the behaviourist psycho-
logy views the acquisition of language at all levels-i.e. phonology,
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syntax, meaning — as ‘conditioning’ of ‘responses’ made by the
child in a ‘ stimulus-response ’ situation by a ‘ progressive approxi-
mation ’ to the ‘ stimuli’ the child finds in his ‘environment’. In
the acquisition of phonology, for instance, the child is said to learn
the ‘sounds’ of his native language, by selecting from a large
repertoire of sounds available to him as physical reflexes, through
‘association’ and °‘reinforcement’. Once the specific phonetic
motor habits have become ‘stamped-in’ through repetition ( which is
constantly ‘rewarded’ or ‘punished’ ) he learns to put these sounds to-
gether as words, once againthrough the reinforcement provided by
his parents (i.e. environment ). Within this theory the acquisition
of words (i.e. acquisition of meaning)is Seen as association of a
unique concatenation of sound elements with a referent in the
physical world. Extension of meaning is viewed as a generalization
of his sound ( word )— referent association, Acquisition of syntax
is seen as stringing together of words in a particular order where the
order of elements in a sentence is accounted for in terms of proba-
bility of occurrence. The child’s ability to uiter novel sentences is
again explained as a process of generalization where the child has
been able to generalize the grammatical function that words have in
structural patterns of his language.

In the behaviour theory, acquisition at all the levels of language
is seen to proceed from the surface to the deep structure where the
environment (parents, the physical world, etc.) and stimulug-
response learning play a very significant role. The learner is seen as
participating in the learning situation as a passive organism whose
primary rule is to imitate and practice the verbal stimuli in hijs
environment. It must be pointed out, however, that even within
this theory the child is seen as being equipped with certain language
learning capabilities, but these capabilities are shaped by the
language that the child is exposed to.

After Chomsky (1959 ) first demonstrated the inadequacy of the
behaviour theory of language learning, several scholars have provided
further proof that the learning theory is not capable of explaining
adequately how human children acquire their Ly (LENNEBERG,
1967; McNEILL, 1966; SLOBIN, 1966). Specifically, it is claimed
that it is unlikely that a human being learns the sound pattern of his
language by first learning the ‘significant sounds’ of his parents’
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language and then putting them together in words. It is further
argued that if this were true, the child’s own first words would be
physically invariant, but this is not so. Probably the child is equipped
to ignore phonetic variance in specific contexts. Almost definitely
the child learns the phonological pattern of his language as a system
with its hierarchical structure rather than as a list of sounds. It is
argued that if the learning theory model for acquisition of meaning
is accepted then it becomes impossible to account for extension of
meaning which is so common in natural language. For example,
the word mouth in the mouth of a river can not have been learned
through conditioned response, nor could it normally be learned
separately from the word mouth in sentences such as This is my
mouth, Show me your mouth, etc. Mouth in the mowth of a river is
an extension of the original word mouth. The learning theory
attempts to account for such extension of meaning by invoking
‘internal’ conditioning where the individual is said to develop some
internal similarity between the original word and its non-physical
internal counterpart. An obvious shortcoming of this explanation
of extension is that the theory can not specify the nature of the
conditioned responses from the original meaning to the extended
meaning. Moreover, within this theory it isimpossible to predict
extensions; one can only rationalize an extension after it has occured.

It is argued by the transformationalist-psychologist that it
would be more satisfying to say that ‘“words tag the processes by
which the species deals cognitively with its environment
( LENNEBERG, 1967, p. 334). The implication of this viewpoint
would be to say that the word mouth refers to a class of cognitive
processes which has been identified and categorized independently of
the verbal label. Every new word learned acquires meaning from the
cognitive process which it refers to and which the learner already
possesses. [Extension of meaning and metaphorization can then be
explained in terms of providing labels already available to related
cognitive processes which are possessed by the speech community
or, indeed, the whole species. A cognitive theory of meaning
would explore the ways in which cognitive development takes place,
how human beings categorize and differentiate the universe, and how
these cognitive operations find linguistic expression. The enumera-
tion of cognitive processes would yield universal features of cogni-
tion, and the expression of these processes in specific languages
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would yield language-specific transformational rules for the mapping
of universal features onto specific linguistic units ( JAKOBOVITS,
1968 ).

The notion that the acquisition of syntax is learning of surface
structure ordering of sentence elements according to their sequential
probabilities, is also rejected by the transformationalists on the
ground that there is no evidence that surface structure order always
uniquely reflects deep structure relationships.

There is evidence that surface structure order, characteristically,
does not reflect deep structure relationships which are crucial for
semantic interpretation of sentences ( LENNEBERG, 1967, P.273 f ).
Sequential probabilities of order of elements, therefore, can have no
role in language acquisition.

It is not enough to reject the learning theory as inadequate; one
must propose an alternative theory of language acquisition. As
Chomsky puts it: “... sentences may have very similar underlying
structures despite the great diversity of physical form, and diverse
underlying structures despite similarity of surface form. A theory
of language acquisition must explain how this knowledge of abstract
underlying forms and the principles that manipulate them comes to
be acquired and freely used.” (CHOMSKY, 1968 ). It has been
pointed out by McNeill (1966) that two-word utterances of a-
year-and—a—half old children show that the combinations of words
in these utterances are non-random. A distributional analysis of
these items shows that the words can be classed into two categories.
One category ( called pivot class) consists of @ small number of
words that can occur only with a member of the second category
(called open class ) which consists of a larger number of words that
may occur with or without a member of the pivot class. Items
attested in the pivot class include words like big, my, two, a, this,
here, etc., and the items in the open class include words like boat
boy, shoe, baby, milk, etc. The child combines the jtems of these
two categories freely according to a rule, which he has obviously
built for himself and which may be represented as:

S— (P)+ 0
As the child grows, he progressively subcategorizes the pivot
category in a fairly systematic way where, evidently, he seems to
follow a kind of specific classification. Particularly, the words of the
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pivot class are further subdivided into articles, demonstratives, and
others; and at a laler stage the others are furtber subdivided into
adjectives, possessives and others, and so on. What is significant to
note here is that the combinations of two words that the child
generates according to the rules of his grammar are often ungramma-
tical according to the rules of adult grammar ( e. g. big milk ), hence
it is unlikely that the child could have heard such utterances and
imitated them.

The human child’s ability to progressively subcategorize more
abstract (or generic) categories into successively less abstract (or
specific) sub-categories leads McNeill (1966, pp. 35-36 ) to
conclude that the human child is endowed with a set of linguistic
universals which direct him to discover in a hierarchical manner the
grammatical classes of the language he hears. This claim about
the innate ability of the child to learn his language because he is
wired for some abstract linguistic universals is a very strong claim
which has by no means been universally accepted by all psycholo-
gists or linguistics (PUTNAM, 1968 ; GOODMAN, 1968 ). The notion
of innateness, however controversial, is central to the transforma-
tional theory. It is in terms of innateness that aspects of linguistic
competence such as the creative property of language, abstract
nature of deep structure and universality of certain mechanisms of
human language are explained. It is important to note that when
the transformationalists invoke the notion of innateness they do not
discount the role of experience (environment): ... the schema-
tism assigned as an innate property to the language-acquisition
device determines the form of knowledge (in one of the many
traditional senses of ‘form’). The role of experience is only to
cause the innate schematism to be activated, and then to be differen-
tiated and specified in a particular manner ”’ ( CHOMSKY, 1968 ).

The other important factor in language acquisition that
transformationalists underline in the development of linguistic
competence of the human child is the use of transformations.
Lenneberg (1967 ) has argued that transformations form an
essential part of the categorization processes of all biological
organisms. Linguistic transformations, which enable the human
learner to manipulate the relationship between sentences that are
grammatically related, are acquired at a relatively late stage in the
development of language competence ( MCNEILL, 1966 ).
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The claim, that the child with the innate abilily to leam a
language performs a matching operation between the universal
Categories he is wired for and the grammatical classes of the
language he hears, excludes the role .of imitation and repetition
which is considered so central by the behaviourial psychologists.
But even if the theory of innateness is accepted, does the human
child use repetition ( or practice ) as a device for strengthening the
novel forms of the language that he has acquired ? There is some
evidence to show (LENNEBERG, 1967, p. 316 ) that the child does
not readily imitate a novel utterance thiat he hears from adults
around him. Also, once he has discovered a general rule that
accounts for the forms he bas learned, then this rule seems to take
Precedence over the practice of anovel form through repetition. For
instance, inspite of all the practice that a native English child has in
the use of irregular past tense of verbs ( like stood, came, went, etc. )
at the early stages of acquisition; he discontinues what he has long
practiced and uses the regular though unacceptable forms (like

Standed, comed, goed, etc.) once he has generalized the past tense
formation rule.

However, there is evidence ( WEIR, 1962 ) that children engage
in practice and repetition in language on their own. They often build
what sound like pattern and substitution drills at the levels of phono-
logy and syntax. Similarly, contextual expansion of the child’s
utterances by the parents ( Child : baby cry... Mother: yes the baby
i crying ) constitutes conscious teaching on the part of the mother.
Also, the fact that children of educated and articulate parents

develop faster linguistically would seem to point to the positive role
of practice and conscious teaching.

Both the behaviorists and transformationalists extend their respe-
Ctive theories of L; acquisition to the acquisition of a second langua-
ge. The behaviourists emphasize imitation, repetition, conditioning
and so on. The structural linguists who accepted the learning theory
'Eended to build their language courses with a view to providing

drilling * in the L, in the form of substitution drills and so on. The
tranformationalists, on the other hand, argue that since acquisition
of L is not significantly different from the acquisition of L, anLs
teacher need only replicate the L; conditions,

However, it seems fairly obvious that the two situations are
different and therefore & summary dicision on the sameness of the
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two situations does not solve the problem. The factor of motivation
alone makes the two situations vastly different from each other.
The child acquiring his L, is pursuing an activity which is crucial
for his survival, while for the L. ledrner his motivation for leaming
the language and his attitude towards the L; will determine his
success in acquiring the L.. A consideration of the differences bet-
ween a child learning his Ly and an adult learning an L, raises the
question of the ways in which the L, leamer is different from an L,
learner. An L. learner, especially if he is an'adult learner, is cogni-
tively more developed than the child learning his L;,. Also the L,
learner is in possession of the first language whose structure (phono-
logical, syntactic and semantic) may facilitate or interfere with the
learning of La.

The advanced cognitive development of an adult L, learner
would seem to have little significance for the transformationalist
since, according to the transformationalist view, language acquisi-
tion has little to do with the outside world but is dependent on the
innate ability to learn a language. This, however, is totally untrue,
because the advanced cognitive development of the L learner should
provide numerous short-cuts for learning of the L. especially at the
level of vocabulary, and the Le learner should have considerable
facility in grasping the mechanism of extension of meaning and

metaphorization in the La.

The other major difference between the two learners is that the
L; learner has competence in his L,. In a general sense the
possession of I, structure raises the question of transter of L,
structure into L,. The nature of transfer, both positive and negative
isvery little understood at present. That the structure of L, inﬂuenceé
the acquisition of L, is undeniable, but how this happens is largely
unknown, The level at which the L, seems clearly to influence the
Ls is phonological productionin L, A contrastive analysis of the
two languages involved in an L, situation is never an effective guide
to the direction and extent of transfer. Above all, it is difficult to
predict on the basis of contrastive analysis, whether the Ls learner
will produce or confuse certain structures in the L.  Specifically, a
contrastive analysis of English and Hindi might lead one to hypothe-
size that a natjve speaker of Hindi will produce SOV structures in his
L; English instead of the usual English SVO. There is no evidence
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that this, in fact, happens in an L; Hindi - L: English situation.
This raises the question whether transfer takes place at the leval of
deep structure or surface structure, or is interference the result of
the deep structure of one language interfering with the surface
structure of the other? It is significant to note, of course, that it is
difficult to identify, in an L. situation, the extent of positive transfer.
In other words it would be difficult to quantify facilitative transfer
in an L, situation. Indeed, it is difficult to predict even the extent
of interference on the basis of contrastive analysis of the two
languages.

On the other hand, it my be argued that the possession of L,
would mean that the L, learner has a learning strategy available to
him which he might successfully employ in learning the L.
However, it is quite possible that the learner keeps the two codes
quite distinct , and in learning the L, uses a conscious strategy which
may or may not match the strategy an L, learner uses unconsciously.
Also the strategy an L, learner employs is sometimes determined
more by the course writer and the language teacher rather than
the learner.

At this point it might be profibable to consider the question of
understanding versus production in Lg. It is Claimed ( MCNEILL,
1966 ) that in L; acquisition grammatical comprehension preceeds
grammatical production. Intuitively, it seems right to assert that in
the Ly learner the ability to comprehend the L; is far more developed
than the ability to encode in the L,. Of course, the priority of
grammatical comprehension in the two situations may be the result
of quite distinct phenomena or mechanisms. In the L, learner, it
might be attributed to the gap between competence and performance,
while in the L; learner grammatical comprehension may result from
his cognitive development, his competence in L, or purely a factor
of the context in which he hears the L,. What this claim assumeg
is that the L, learner’s analytic ability is more pronounced than hjgs
synthetic ability.

We must now turn to the implications of transformational
grammar in the actual designing of an Ly teaching course.

It has been argued (NEWMARK, 1963 ) that the findings of
transformational grammar may be used to organize an L, course
better than courses designed on * structural > grammars, Newmark
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(1963 ) argues that courses designed on structural linguistics tend
to be more concerned with structural habits at the cost of presenting
language in context. He suggests that the transformational
grammar would be more tempting to use in the language courses and
classroom teaching. It is suggested that the sequence ( grading ) of
materials included in a language course may follow the rules of a
transformational grammar of that language. Specifically, the
language course might teach kernal sentences before expansions
and transformations; introduce new vocabulary in kernel sentences
only; and delay teaching phonology which is the last stage in the
cycle of rules of a transformational grammar.

Grading of teaching malerials in an L. course that is based
solely on the order of rules in a transformational grammar may
result in sequencing of materials that may be inefficient and wasteful
in the sense that the rule ordering may require the course designer
to teach a less frequent item before a more frequent item. To take
a simple example : in an L. English course, rules of grammar would
require the designer to introduce the modifier + noun structure at
a fairly late stage since this would be considered a transformation
which results from several kernel sources; similarly the noun +
possessive + noun structure would be introduced at a fairly late
stage in the course since this too is a transformation. But the
‘purposes of the particular course might demand of the course that
the possessive structure be taught fairly early. It is quite clear that
rules of a transformational grammar do not reflect either the order
in which the child acquires the patterns of his language or the
frequency of occurence of specific structures. It is quite possible
that some of the transformations of an adult grammar are initially
learned by the child as phrase structure rules and are generalised
as transformations when the child has acquired a fuller grammar of
his language. This would be supported by the observation that
transformations are acquired at a fairly late stage in L, acquisition.
Ffequency of occurrence, on the other hand, is a crucial factor in
grading the materials in a language course. Admittedly, the rules
of a transformational grammar do, in a broad sense, provide a
sequence that starts with the simple and ends with the complex
syntactic patterns, but this is motivated more by theoretical assump-
tions than by any psychological or pedagogical assumptions.

The suggestion that since phonological rules come last in the
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cycle of rules in a transformational grammar, teaching of phonology
should be delayed is also too general and seems to ignore the facts
of language acquisition. Itis fairly widely accepted that for a non-
specialized L. course it is desirable to teach the spoken language
before the written language. In order to dalay the teaching of
phonology, one would necessarily have to begin with the written
language and wait for the learner to acquire a large part of the
syntactic rules before teaching him the phonology. This is
obviously counter-intuitive. It might be conceiveable that in a
specialized La course (e.g. one designed to produce translators of
historical documents in the L., or one designed to assist scientists
to only read professional materials in the L;) the teaching of
phonology may not be primary but in such courses phonology is
often inessential. In any course that has spoken ability in the L,
as one of its goals, it would seem crucial to introduce the spoken
language at the initial stages. Also, the fact that phonological
rules come late in the cycle of rules in a transformational grammar
has to do with the theoretical assumptions and limitations of pre-
sentation rather than with the psychological or pedagogical assum-
ptions. It is important to note that the child learning his language
does not first acquire his syntactic rules and then learn to pro-
nounce his language. The process of learning at various levels
is complex and simultaneous. In fact, if one has to understand
that there is some similarity between L, and L. acquisition, then it
would seem to be crucial that the L, learmer be presented with
the spoken language in order to be able to formulate for himself
the rules of grammar of the L.. If, on the other hand, the delaying
of the teaching of phonology is understood as de-emphasizing
phonology in an L. course, it would still depend on the goals of a

specific L, course whether or not such de-emphasis would defeat the
purpose of the course.

The suggestion about the introduction of new vocabulary in

kernel sentences only appears to be quite tenable and we have
nothing more to add.

It has been suggested (NEWMARK, 1963 ) that it is farily easy
to write transformational drills which makes transformational
grammar more tempting to the language teacher. This is a weak
argument, for it is not the ease of producing teaching materials thag
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is crucial in designing a language course but the efficiency of the
teaching material. A language course has to be based more on
factors like interest, sufficiency and the needs of the language
learner. Anyone who has produced a Janguage course knows that
what is easiest to produce is not necessarily the most efficient.

It has also been claimed that transformational grammar more
than the structural grammar emphasizes language teaching in
natural context ( NEWMARK, 1966; NEWMARK and REIBEL, 1968 ).
It is well known that structural linguists also emphasize the use of
language in context, although most structural courses tend to
become sentence-grammar courses (RICHARDS, 1968). The
structural grammar tends to isolate linguistic forms from natural
context and drill the learner in manipulating formal properties of
sentences as though language acquisition depended on mechanically
producing the terminal strings in isolation. Transformational
grammar, on the other hand, emphasizes the native speaker’s
ability to exploit the relatedness of deep structure of sentences.
However, so far the transformational theory has no machinery for
analysis of context, and until that is possible, transformational
grammar too, like the structural grammar, tends to emphasize
syntax where the basic unit of analysis is the sentence. In fact, the
transformational grammar emphasizes the syntactic component at
the cost of the semantic (or contextual) component. Scientific
analysis of context is a real desideratum in modern linguistics.

Finally, we would like to consider the place of repetition and
semigrammatical sentences in an L, course. The importance of
repetition for the L, learner is normally recommended for automa-
tizing the motor habits necessary for producing novel sound
sequences in the second language. Automatizing of grammatical
structures is very little understood at present, and what is often
designed to provide automaticity in grammar (1i.e. pattern drills)
may, in fact, achieve only automaticity in phonology. Obviously,
in order to provide automaticity in grammar through pattern drills,
a language course would have to provide a very large number of
pattern drills for the learner. The role of transformation drills
(i.e. manipulating a set of related sentences) in automatizing
grammatical structures for the L. leamer would seem, theoretically,
to be of importance. However, no reliable study to assess the

effectiveness of transformation drills has yet been done.
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A child learning his L, hears a large number of semi-gramma-
tical sentences. He is able, on the basis of these sentences, to
build the grammar o