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1 “Syntax Centered” Acquisition Theory miEF Y

1. Pivot-Open Construction

BEBEBC s TEHLDOBBELILELLLITFEEDO—2D =
FLELTHEBRBNHINTE I Pivot-Open Hypothesis D%
FPEL TRV TORRBRBRUTHLRMBE IR TWIX 528, &
¥ FURRT LAD TW It ERXEERCER S hdhbs Tt &b
RECZFEELYS, BAEATHERIh? RELEFEAREBCSBEh
BT ENELInote, (F2X, FHE 1973 : 277—328 ; FH 1976 : 192—
204 %) LAALEh6D5(HIZS L, M HEERE Pivot class &
Open class D=3 H %5 L LT, McNeil ®9 2+ (EFEZIX McNeil
25| 7= Braine fid v 2 1) 2, ARIIED tree-structure %5(H
LTWBOAT, FALdRER. BxoRctd RELEEAMBCCH
T HRMOBRBITH58, EINEDLSREMMIEVIZER
DWTRBRLTWisv, (FFHE 1973 : 325, fbic¥H 1976 : 194—5) L
bl LA ORIC X 5 “FRORIEDOEBRZOERPOEERC X 5
DM, McNeil T3 ERITERCI—FdShTwinv, C5FHE 1975)
COBERFIZHEDIDOTHS 55

¥3° Pivot-Open WA FTEEBOTFALAED 530 EW58EEL
THIcv o McNeil RO RFEZE Y- TEHELIREZE VT3,
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Sometime between eighteen and twenty-four months, most
children begin to form simple two- and three-word sentences.

Because our evidence is limited to what a child says, this is

the earliest point at which we can study grammar., Before that

time, roughly from the first birthday, children utter single

words, but they produce none of the patterned speech from

which a grammatical account is written., (McNeil 1966: 18)

TRIZEBECIDZDOLEN, T rBOSTHRESIOMEARD S, A
b, TEHBL, 2EFBLTWBEELT, “study grammar,” ‘“gram-
matical account” &\+3 Z 2235545, grammar OFEHERELEE
BEROBBEEIWZAINESLEWS ZENF—K, FHA2, 1 “our
evidence is limited to what a child says” & $»%2%, evidence % H
LEDIXICHRORBEOALBEL TIWTHESLInE WS L, #H=
X, 2D “they produce none of the patterned speech” & %43,
T hid speech % verbal TULLMANDLATERARE refer T2 3%
PODHZKBELTWARE WS T LT, BEREOFHEL XD BALD
DHIBVLTIVDTHIAL I ENWS HTH 5,

CO=20RMEARF L L0 X 2 UROERIENOSHEIEER
CHHATEZSLRBbh5, AL, $RRIELXERT A H=X2sDD
EHOEMIRT BRFBOIEXMETLTH DR {21 OHBREHH
DREBDLRIEDT), ZOX5nEERETRELZRHPEELR X
> TIFERAIFECELECHBTHZLRATETHH, Hie, 2hiwiE
B LDSRNDOEENABOEOPIZAEBH - T30 THA 5,
ERRST, ThZLADPAVRLAS 4TS (MeNeil 1966 :
38—9, 48—50) '

ZODEZRBERLEBEGEZITHESERIOFORIELN R I0LE
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bh s, AUEREREMA% Slobin T %, McNeil oz DRER
L THERD X5 RREM2RT T T 2%,

o

The main problem raised by McNeil’s paper is the proposal
of a significant innate component in language acquisition——the
LAD or LAS of Chomsky, Katz, et al.... The problem that
troubles me is how to determine just what sorts of things
should be considered as “preprogrammed.” To what extent is a
human child “wired up” with linguistic competence——and

with specifically linguistic competence ? (Slobin 1966: 87)

McNeil 23 P-O g% &*E 1L #- Language Development in Children
DRké& (1966) D Proceedings DiFEE D “General Discussion” 58
HEOPRTRD X 5 IeFHELB XT3,

While agreeing that it was probably necessary to postulate
a language-acquisition device with a large innate component,
Slobin had expressed concern about just when appeal should
be made to an innate device for explanatory purposes. It was
a little too easy to throw a lot of problems into a basket
labeled “built in”.... It would be much more accurate to say
the innate components were simply potentialities that would
develop if the environment presented the occasion for them
to do so; they were the things that an organism would learn
easily, quickly, and immediately ; the way it would structure
its experience in order to profit from it. (Smith and Miller
1966 : 101)



160

ThhrbbTh4FERICHRINI-ESBT Bloom XP-0 HOREIZ
KoE, ERCGEOBATREL CWARINIPbLTLADRE—F3.%
NTWigh, TR EZHNPELRKRD X 5 st 2 BT 5,

However, the distributional analysis used to obtain ‘pivot
grammars’ ignored the linguistic function of utterarances—
notions of linguistic contrast, interpretation, ‘meaning’ or
reference were not considered. It can be demonstrated that
the notion of ‘pivot grammar’ describes children’s utterances
in only the most superficial way. (Bloom 1970 : 5)

- DML L THELIZIE “Mommy sock” LWHRIULENEZL BT RKE
TR IERABTY S - TREI Rz BT TW5,(1970: 5—6) %
LTCZDZ b EDEREROMECRAERBILXLADES, B
% “aid of the situation” 23 AFE2E 5 Leopold OF% 5| ~T (ibid
1 9) MEBHFORELEDDIE, ROZELXETHEEB T Tolc &N
T,

For the purpose of this study, evaluation of the children’s
language began with the basic assumption that it was possible
to reach the semantics of children’s sentences by considering
nonlinguistic information from context and behavior in relation
to linguistic performance.... The only claim that could be
made was that evaluation of an utterance in relation to the

" context in which it occurred provided more information for
analyzing intrinsic structure than would a simple distributional
analysis of the recorded corpus. (Bloom 1970: 10)
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ChE2ZFTEEXTLHFHRBARBROFBEXOMEREL RSB TDH
o TP-OHELLTHBOSREL TWEH, ThiBAERTBEHRL
b RARPHELBRELCEFEORTIT - TELI & LRER,

TR CEONEN D P-O OB Y 2R/ L, HROBEOHTFR
T DREAE, EFENOERYERRC AL LBEEYBFAL @mUIH L
5N, Fhbk—o—25|BT3ETI L, TOEEBHLLHL TYL
ROZETHA D,

2. “The Child’s Own Grammar” OR%¥Y

(1) *“Comed,” “Goed” DR

SIRBEHCT X OFHEOERNEB/ENC L - TEERT I LI
mO—OOWAIEME E LT, RFERH—E came, went, sat FDOTH
RIBRDOBEHLES L5t Twindin, »5HERThEZEBTTH
RIEhEA{E L 7 comed, goed, sitted %5 X 5/t - % Ervin OFE

(1964) OEINRXKFIHIND, TLTZhZ 24 EXEAHDOIEEE DO
TR HOODXNERE > TXEXERL TR TH S LT 5, (McNeil
1966 : 70—2)

B L CREIRDOKETC Premack 23424 McNeil CHF L
BT, BN ZNhZ XL rule OFRATHHELEIELCOCHL, HERL
® rule Wi AT £, LlHis 5 classification TR TW5HOKR
flils HHEVWEBVIEL, T C—RBWEERBVLEHLLE NI ZETH B,

(Smith and Miller 1966 : 98—9)

T3 McNeil 23, %52 went 225 goed H 5\ id wented il
ERNleDFF L, Fodor B LDFELOWT, Thlsbid went »uR
BB ERBIN TN LT HHRIIBIIL LV, ERDI IRV T B,

the assumption that went was in fact coded as “verb + past”
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would be compatible with the child producing goed but not
wenled. (Smith and Miller 1966: 100)

et 5 McNeil ORIz B “there could be a more compli-
cated rule” BT CH oo DX 57 double markings &7
SVYABRRGLGFAVERRELDZLWOIABKE i, L came,
went ALGAEHELTHEBIhTwinhoohbiE T h, $HR»E
comed, goed, wented ICB - QR BSOERIERE IO TR L,
Hiz -ed EHFEEEZRBETI>HER “ABANE” Fbh 50T
b ThHAd,

(2) *“The Child’s Own Grammar” ?

HABREOBA, RIRABTREGhZNES50%, B (FFHEBREDL

e R) DEER,LO6EEITOER, FERELOHACEHELCLRDL
WEBAOABMPLRELZ D THMCRESGL LFHFOTL LR - TR I 5.

(Bt 1977)

\+b@ % double markings ORIZFERHIC L, £FEDO [-t] [-d] &
g, ] 2ELhT\w5,

Ov—v +x2 &
OF— A vRo X
O7 95 ZoHo X (EE1: 71

LIANZRIDUBAOEBIFEG y ALLELWEBEELZ T CEER
‘[ﬁfﬂb'ﬁb\%o

073'5!0 *‘7}@
O‘?——?/ :‘/ﬁo 7""4 ‘Yﬂo [EF . 7]
OT7 vF 4R, FFZ, [(EFE1:61
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ZDXIRYGROBHEDOZEMML THRD E—RBAEHE L TES T
5X5R%x, ThTELWBALH5H, HIRORALICATLBE,
B CARER, REWY, #T7%, »5\i3 want-to BBV XS HEHPT
REDLR T BFARNI DI TAD S

O7x2rava 72y7Fr? (X-EBE)

OF vz, (BER

OF avVFav v? (X-EE)

OFA v %, (BHE-) (rE1 : 7]

O7 v+ A2, (BF-F, HDOLOLATHEVWSE, ZTOX5KE S
[ 2] & Wwo5Dd 45 T427]) OBWHAWTWBDTH5D,)
(BE1: 7]

0%7%77' AR, ToF R (_A?::-;.o R%b?mgﬁ%‘ilzb
RENDTZDISE, ODEDTES,) R Y A

O7vsF 42 F F, (BE-B. AOINTILEEOR, TDX5
CTREE 5.)

OF— vz 7, (BEE-f LoZ (F-) 2THLWOK, 0
IO E 5,) (gl 7]

CDZEIZ, TOFESLS (BEBI1E6~T77A) OHRCBROEEDR
Badis\dy, BBEVRDPSTLEFREETETRATE D, HBRE
DOEBRONBEXPRLTCHRWHTDEA I WTHAELTD, {1y X=147
DEE, Tz, TOHRIR1 7, Ar, EWSEHEFOERBR L L CTRE
SRR 4 v %, YEDOBRLLFELTHRWEWVLS ZERRLT
Wb, MBBEBO 2L Cthi:—RILTHDOTHA 5, BE
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BOKFTRAER LY LBEHROFBRI0 L FEbh, HoBER
R - TRETHORERY RATEERR2HEI L RNB LML THS
do ,

R ZOHAFROBELLT, [#] ¥*EE4FCOF CEHHOEY
RbHILH5ELTHWBHARLD DD,

ORvYy= Yepavrs Fh—-Fyv Fe=a—y 2?2 (BB
O}-—:/ Ao (%%_’ﬂo '*'/‘YVCL-OC'%’J"ZSZ:LL’PBJ}‘LZ:O %@
EERNELRIE, TODIS5EES,) (BFE1 : 8]

Ob—F v =v= 2, (BE-, HEN, BREED (=v=)
TOEDRRT, DODEZARLET, ZDI5E>,)
[ERE1 : 81

OFAFr4 TFHA¢FF44, (BB
OFra4r4 2 r—, (BT, LONZIXIL-THELEDT, L
E5L5BHB S E, ZTOXI3EES.) [(ErEs1 : 8]

O7"'" v Fx X, (ﬁt""iﬁﬂﬁ)
0'7""' 7 ﬂo (ﬁﬁéﬁzo 53, %ﬁ (7""' 7) b;i‘ﬁkf\:ﬁ, ﬁtiﬁ«’.’. O
LXORED &, ¥ERTED.) [(EFE1 : 8]

Ogox 5, (BE-L W, SUFCAL v FR¥AR, ToFNE
CZREDBLE, TOISRARE S, [Foddionie] B0
3D,) (@1 :8)

HEDI-DZhbEBEREEDODEE LI DEXETAHS,
"7""7/ q—ﬂ 50 = UI/= 50
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= 4w Xy X, S Ud R,

TvF Ry Re &, T—=0 X,

COHRECELEHSTXED I2) IALAREEED marker THBH
(A—v&, 474 2R3 LOADODRETCRBEEFLDOBERTHHS 5,07 — v
FrDx], F—A9 20 (2] BBELEZ IR TR, LA, ¥
—VF R, ReA 9 &, ToFRy ZOKFLNEEKT=V=, 04, F
— VYT E—DDFRABRLZEE L TWBEELLRRWTH S 5 by,
b d »C, = Vv=RBANLZELE, SUFRTSHERORST
FEXHTLLERERL, V- vF X, ToF Xy 23, FREREN
NHBNRANBLORBICDSZ EEXERT 0D, TOZ i
oy, BBVRESY, EVWIRTEIBHELEDLTIEDRRER 2] %
ALl bl Th b, o THTRY — vF 2 RETH+BF
D_FEXEWI BRI L, = v~ LTI E—DORALEHT set
phrase D TH%, THhET, HROBTHIEMOFELIS—VTH
B2ENV—O0THBHENP-OMOI SR ELTNBED, W5 LX5
AR OTEMNRL BRTWIEH, HROMNLRB6IE, ERoiFR
HYITHDBTZ &35,

TNXISREXTLSE, HROBHFELZRAOIECEE L THRANC
e, TORFEOE PR L - CHORERFOIENRD D L HHT
22 EDTNBERIVPLIRIL TS, McNeil OP-OFOBRIME I
- 7z Braine, Brown, Ervin £ 4 0HEP2» RT3, FUEL pivot TA
nbohich open AR LRI LT, 03 ADEIR I 2L EEMEN
Vo (McNeil 1966:22) L2d Zh b OBENREEIRCRE, 0O
BIRBIRiR—_0d £ X T, HEREILTEOZYHMHELTER

ERAORETZATZ: W50, HROSEREYBRAERDOET
B2 THBLIREVEH,




166

GRORBFELXED L 5 EETCELXRL T LIHEBEI I W bield
hiEETHA O (=2 =~ 1972:58), DL > kFHEHRARD
EREBR L EhBEETETHL0THA 50, £DX5FRCIDES
BEOHYL, ThEELXENLET, AMHEL42ERTIL-HDIIA

WHIRO—E LTCHEHAIA TR LD TEOiENED ORI E WL T 5,
SchlesingerD K D SR, T DL > K EBHEOBRRALX L SEHL T\ 35,

The best that can be achieved thereby is a condensed descri-
ption of the corpus of a particular child at a particular time,
without any more general theoretical import. (Schlesinger
1976 : 188) |

I RAREORTOSKNSELE

1. Situation EHOMEY

19665~ Northeast Conference on the Teaching of Foreign
Languages ¥\ ~CT Chomsky {3, “some potential impact on the
teaching of language” & L CROWMOEHT T35,

the “creative” aspect of language use; the abstractness of
linguistic representation; the universality of underlying lin-
guistic structure; the role of intrinsic organization in cognitive
Processes. (Chomsky 1973: 32)

%Lfglé’ﬁb‘fﬂm—ﬁﬁﬁ (BAHCREEER) BREEXBEETHcH
Z&kDY 5 h’-ﬁ’\f\:‘ba

Repetition of fixed phrases is a;rarity,] it is only under
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exceptional and quite uninteresting circumstances that one
can seriously consider how “situational context” determines
what is said, even in probabilistic terms. (Chomsky 1973: 32)

= mE’f%ii% B “intrinsic organization” DX X 5D THD, A
B iZSEL 3 “linguistic competence” i > THWBDTHBEIMND,
EANEOFEHT 5 E5EIX LD “deep structure” s\~ TCid “universal”
Thh, tOoYBEROFER, XEELERABET THHL THFELT
MBEAINRB L5, TLTZDX 57 “highly theoretic” BEATIZA
Bl “innate competence” ZZXFIETH-T, LThicid “habit”
“pattern” “analogy” Fi2f]LB57 2 &ML oy, EBIET %,

L22L Chomsky 3f8HTwW5 X 51K,

But it must be recognized that well-established theory, in
fields like psychology and linguistics, is extremely limited in
scope. (Chomsky 1973: 31)

Eo X3 BHEIEANERTOIIEDSHE LY “limited in scope”ic i
Z0REUBERLWCETHY, BELLOZ ENRLTOEROLTORFTE
BAHERIEZIERTIECBD0db Lhitv, 2 b HEOEHD, A
HAE - THEERICAIBEHREND > BbOTERDWTDHRWLIE, JEFE
gy, BEHHCEBEZL TS L W25 d Lhisv, AR ER, #8
PEL i -EEPRERD, XEOAS1LLANE, SHEEROH
Ho—EZBATWB L2 X5

FEH T Chomsky 2% “explicit” wEHET 5 T, ABOLBAIRED
ERCBELFLETOAERET 25—, BROTHRELT, H5 1
SBROZEELT, ETOEROTRINITBZKERE LS TV
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RHY, BT LTDIBLOFTHEBHLIOHL formulate Licoidk
EYETHH 5. L L ZOELH LI D, over-emphasize Eh s
LHIRD limit #2552 & DB, McNeil ® P-O i, LADKA
belBikinEEL, HEhed “formulated theory” %BXRG LIt
DTHH 5, £Dicd “habit formation” {3 “parrot talking” Bl
PR bV, RELIIAMOEEZER/OEARTIID Y 2 72\ (Spolsky
1973:172) (WO FBERAFORCRAGHIT 20TH 5, HOHLIH
W OFRABDOLGREBIBOETEL L VELTWIFRLZED LD,
BEIrCHREIBOTELY—-F—HELTREEL Tuhisv & v 5 5TEIK
ThEVWEWZIEWELBKEA 5, TREILIR, ABRFLVWEERVWIERLE
NEBETCENTEIEDL b HREXLOGNLFEREFTTE2TH, &
2 BRI NTCEE—ErERH W OERBECTE Vv, 5D X
51, o BEOXYRELBIT L T TEET O “imitation” T,
HOBEXRENRGEMN IS EBHLENRD, FLTEHLOBAMEIED
BLENRD, PR TRLTOXXABORKTCRETHI5 39 R
“imitation” #fF o TV OEBL S, T2 Th TEf] WO FEXIE
HIRBME > TWBDT, EEILEREREWERBE T 50TH %,

HRAEE B 5 “primary linguistic data” & U B#E3, (&%
HrCHHOERELTH, AR EcTOIELERET 5D DFE
e LTHETS (Zoz ki Oller 2% Russel OB HLU TH <ER
LTWw5b, 1973:40) = &2, WHhREREBZFEABBNLEIDOELTH ST
Whh, Erethd, FARCHENLEEYEE-Th, IR ¥R
fthitwvwEwvwd Z 2t Oller, Jakobovits 23K BXT W3 X 5 ITHBA
ThH%bo |

While a transformational grammar may represent clearly the
competence of a hypothetical construct, it cannot replicate

even the simplest act of communication performed by real
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speakers of language. (Oller 1973: 40)

There is no guarantee that generative transformational
grammar, or for that matter any other linguistic theory, will
be able to account for all the facts about language which
native speakers possess. This consideration, coupled with the
reasonable assumption that what is not known cannot be
explicitly taught, leads to the sobering conclusion that language
teaching may never become an exact science, and of course,
it is not now, or likely to become one in the foreseeable future.

(Jakobovits 1971 : 80)

SROBEOEFREONIVERIND L LALRES-EETHES
NEEXHINSEHIZDOWT, Peng 2%kD X 5RABXT5,

But if we stop to think that the child has spent an enormous
amount of time ..., more or less involuntarily for four or five
years, around people who speak to him, coo to him play patty-
cake with him, and subject him to those various seemingly
silly things that adults, especially parents, love to do with
children ..., then we cannot in earnest say that the time which
the child has spent is short, that he has mastered the system
rapidly (or painlessly), or that the child needs only a very
small amount of data. (Peng 1976: 245)

RETCEEOERE T, =D Peng ® comment #ZFFIL CTHZ X
5o
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2. —BEBIEXMBETIEL

McNeil, Slobin, Bloom RHAEDHREFXEZEDOEE, HROEE
LDOWCEESLR, WH/EIL—BILELEVIBELAVT, HRBAZLD
THRLUCERMD», L WIRENLDHERED T BBEHE L,

L LSESSKEH Lic Halliday 21 CURKIT 5420388 (1978. 5.
24) THALLLOR, HREIBAOIECHBCXHIBERLRIET 25
PLHIPLEB/BEEAL TV, TARVWHPLIEEZELID DL - &8
DEFET, FRCHKET 2ERLRE > gesture LV o TV LDTH
%, Baght device for communication CH B & ThifchizE¥hiic
CBEBLEHATWEDOTHYH, Halliday i = iz “Proto-language” &
W5 EEE LT3,

FRE R Z1EBI I 50, BuExHTIEVWELXHTS, L
5 B¥p > “protolanguage” % speech WKELBRBIZE S5 THHIM F
FTRESLH S L OEOHEMC OWT, HBROTFHMOERERTAR L 5,

OF—=F—=9?2 RinvFyvy F—-7—v7? (B-EBE)
O """ ) (Eﬂ%, ﬁﬁ‘ BENOﬁ%OR 5 %O% < X 5 Vr-‘?'éo)
(350 : 11]

OFH—F»v7 *~Fv F=2? (BB

Qe (1BFE, BOROHP XT,)

OQAI»~VFpv) F~Fry Fa?

Oeve (B, BORDHEEZE T, LirL, ThiBRIFSANGIRRE
3T 5)

O bt—Frv7 Ar~Fv Fa? (LB

Qe (BHE, BUuoE Y ROBDELXORB L 51T 3,)

O7 424, (X-BE, ZARLES,) (&rE 0 : 10]
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FiROFAIZRELXR Larua RRTH X 5, ThIFEARKT 5E)IE
ERFLYTRNEFLALLOTH S,

February 24, 1972 (L: 1; 04) Car—Laura understands this
word. I said to her, “Come on, Laura. Let’s go bye-bye car.”
She took my hand and led me from the kitchen, across the
house, out the front door, and over to the car. If I say “Let’s
go bye-bye,” she goes to the door as if for a walk but does
not lead me to the car. Although she comprehends the word
car in maternal speech, she does not have a specific word car

in her lexicon. (Braunwald 1976: 36)

CDX5T, BEOFEEELRVWERORY 5> P RABKAWEIRH
BB IDIRNED, THRIRELTHE WIE WS Z O, BEBELR
ARER 75T, ABIOGLWRBELXWERTINDOTH S, FHERD
ADBBIDBEHREFR (Ao 241 Thoto

Ovvyv, (B BOELTCWBRBOLIANRWVWISTTRDD
E, BARELINSTWS,)

Orrre (BBEDDLEVWTCEOEIRLTWSE)

O# v <4 (B, BROUDHRL,TRERETWS5, BT DHL
THAEZDERD, [Fov 4] LRBSEXTDEXDOTREV, T
BRBECHLS Ty M) EEZ 2k, THo 4] © T4 R
1l kicsted T3l RisotebT5, BRLTHEBLYDHLE TR
BELTWALDEO>TH D) [BFE0 :11]

D [Fo L] 12b6HHE, BEDL2ARELTFLOWEY—2RBTFL
1o
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Q7 —7— (BE-FB, BErbe 8B Ti{APb, B HPELZR
TS, HEHEPYRT, B TZDXI 55X E-DRILHDTT
H5o) (@50 :11]

Thi#, BRELLARHBEXRARLUR, ¥ EBSNEBEECESE
ThbotcdEq2Rd [F—F—] Wi, ZDXHMBOEREZ LY
BD “creativeness” ZRTHLDTHY, UBOXEROERELSDD
TH 5o

3 BROEBEGSAR
[y R4 RLTCH [7—7—~] RLTCH DX 5 e RACERTTRE

REHHBT A ECIR, DX ETHENTHBDTHS S D%

(1) ZOENEINHIRAEBFEDR -

(@ XoFERRCHELBVGELERSOHTZIRL TEbhT,

(3 XDEBREBCYHRCHSTCEHELITOh, o< b EMELERL
TREINK,

@) FEIhBECHLTHRARLERED > bDS5 01, RHED
BRAZEEE,

6 RFEFEEOREBCH »THREBHFELBEOFTLHRD X5
6) BETERLEDO>DL, HBLORAHOBMAZEIXE, ToFKH
HLICRAEZ 2L b,

(0 $RIEBORTHIERDHSRALBET @D L—F
CEOEHBRANLTORATHRTIFCAEWRY, £OBEHTON
bW Z &, BFAL,

SROBLNI-BELRTIE4ONB—ERHECHITI AL DD
F5 Tl EdT—IF, TXTCHRORELXZAL THOPICR L
bh, FREFARBEAS T 3ERLEFLRARCELZDOh S, B LDHREREL
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RAEEEFEEOMiMOBEEL w2, ALEESRARECRE (&<{BL&
WO EBRTR K EUALZHETE S X 5 R THREZIRS D, %
D HERBEST TR TL %,

RCHOCOREITERc- THh bR, BZOEETEOREEXKT S
B, TORBCBEELLEFFL2BTZI5070%, TORBEIRACHE
ARECHANEDBIZE, RLIBYORREEIVHT I LR T S, &
NZXoT, 2OTCTRFBIC IS THANIDLDRELMAERTE vl
ZEN, SELRBFELEVWLOR, KKRORRKCETCERTE, $HED
HAFRNDEE T RIREPICERC L VIERT S LR S,

It is through mother-child verbal interchange and maternal
behavioral response to vocalization and gesture that Laura first
begins to discover the function of language. In essence, she
learns that her vocalizations and gestures can serve a commu-

nicative intent. (Braunwald 1976 : 33)

COLTEROR2NEMoehBRic b o TENBERT A LIZESR
DOBICHOLADRIELRY, BADOEELZZLZDICF LML TE
AR EEORBEER S, TLTERZTAE IV ERRbORL X5,
EWOIBNNREIbbh3%, BRELLADEEC, ZoX53ghRoflo
DIEE DR ZBENHERNCEINT WS, (ZORRDOWTIRIINEED
1 CUHREEFE Y vECY &, ROED Proceedings T bR
KDOTFE.) TDX5HROBEDHEFERCANT, T DORR
L rh~DHELLBERL, 7720775 “innate linguistic competence”
DHENERBEBERCT A H2HEHD, TOoRERTXTLADOHFRED
5, ELTLESLD, Lot WERBRABOERFR L » TR EDM
EXHF2DREHL I D TILIEBNRRBELCRATE, Thidb T
PELVEBROPTEHEEDOVELTH DD ABD TR TR LI o icDdy,
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ABIDIRRELRBA €~ FCAMORBREDOER R oTWwB LW HTE
REZLTHLKE, $HROBEBEOTEL, AHOBRBOREOERE L
THWBDTRBEZECNLEZZIRLNDDIE, DI LTREHATRD S

TV TDO XS BRI OR, ERABRRECI> BB IEEDLS
5THH5Dh%
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Fundamental Problems in Language
Innate Theory

Motoko Hori and Fred C. C. Peng

‘ Though in some respect, the generative-transformatinal grammar
has opened a new door to the structural analysis of a language, it
should not be overemphasized or overclaimed to have direct relation
with the process of language acquisition. The common mistake
often seen among Japanese psychologists is -to quote a well-known
figure, e. g. McNeil and his pivot-open hypothesis, in describing
the process of language acquisition, as if it were a new scientific
notion in the field.
This trend, however, has ceased over the past few years; instead,
developmental psychologists and psycholinguists have now turned
away from the pivot-open hypothesis by ignoring it albeit expressing
'no overt disagreement. |
In the present paper, three weakpoints of the innatist view
concerning language acquisition are singled out for discussion. (1)
The contradiction in pivot-open hypothesis itself, (2) McNeil and
other innatists’ wrong interpretation of the child’s utterances such as
‘comed’ ‘goed’ etc.’ and ( 3) the narrow and restricted viewpoints of
the child’s language acquisition based on grammatical development.
In order to verify the above comments, some data taken from
the diary of a Japanese boy which was kept from birth to six
years by the boy’s parents will be used, giving special attention to
the child’s language development.
A good number of utterances by this child are shown in the
present paper which inevitably lead to a conclusion that language
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acquisition depends to a great extent on the input from the
environment. The willingness of the child to adjust himself to his
surroundings is the major force that drives him to use whatever
tools he can manage within his power. The verbal utterance is
one of those tools and the creative aspect of linguistic ability is
the overt result of his endeavor, which might possibly have been
of the major factors promoting the young Homo erectus to invent
and use the very first human language.

The first hominid “language” probably evolved from
communication systems that resembled those of present-day
apes. (P. Lieberman, On the Origins of Language : 158)



