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LINGUISTICS--PSYCHOLINGUISTICS:
The How and Why of Language

Introduction

Communication has proved to he an essential facet of
life. Language has been with us a long time. Every normal
prerson in the world eventually wlll talk. By virtue of
this fact, every person--civilized or uncivilized--
carries through life certain ideas about talking and its
relation to thinking. These notions, naive but deeply
rooted, tend to be intolerant of opposition because of their
firm connection with speech habits that have become uncon=-
scious and automatic. We use language to communicate
meaning or to send a message from one person to another. But
how is this "communication code" developed? Is.it acquired?
Why do we say things the way we do? How do we put sounds
and words together to form a complete thought? Why do we usé
the specific forms we do?

In both education and psychology there are strong
Indications of renewed interest in language as a subject
matter in its own right and as an important domain.of human
behavior. Beyond the applicatlion of linguisties to the
teaching of grammar, reading, and foreign language, there
are investigations of language and thought in European,
American, and Soviet psychology and education that may con-

siderably improve our knowledge of how language 1ls acquired

and how it relates to thought.
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The following discussion will attempt to define 1lin-
guistics and psycholinguistics, brlefly discuss how we
acquire language (including various developmental theories),
psycholingulstic components involved, and present a basis
for instruction in language and thought, As I have studied
and- researched this area, 1 have found much of the information
to be well above my comprehensive abilities. This paper
in no way reflects my knowledge but 1is an attempt to learn
and understand more af the complicated but very lnteresting

field of psycholinguistics.

Many teachers, speech pathologlists, and other edu-
cators are encounterlng the linguistic revolutlon. What
is linguistices? It 1s not a new phenomenon, but an old and
respected scholarly fleld. The branch of lingulstics affect-
ing educator's curriculum today evolved early in the twentieth
century. The lingulist we are concerned with 1is not the
linguist who speaks and teaches many forelgn languages, but
the language scientist who investigates how language
functions. The linguist operates scientiflcally--he
learns how language functions by observing and recording
the way people use the language and by studying the structure
and history of language.1 The fleld is constantly under-
going changes and new discoveries often contradicting
earlier information.

How 1s linguistics defined? Gerald Duffy "defines

linguistics asese.fleld which scientifically observes



page 3

language in action as a means for determining how the language

developed, how 1t functlons today, and how it is currently

evolving."2 The linguist determlnes the code of the

message, the characterlstics that distingulish one message

from another, Each method of communicating meaning 1is

dependent as a code system, Peter Jalus deflnes lingulstics

as "the study of language as a human phenomenon. The

essence of language 1s speech and the psychological realities

underlying 1t "3 "Lingulstics has been deflined as the

sclentific study of language because the empirical methods

of the sciences are employed as much as possible in order

to bring the precision and control of scientific inves-

tigation to the study of lza.nguea.g;e."LF
Géneral lingulstics 1s concerned with such questlions

as how the lingulist defines hls object of study; the properties

he assumes all languages must have; how these are best

described and compared; and especlally, how such a descrip-

tion differs from the traditional approach to language

taken in most of our school grammars. It includes a

search for the most universal features of human languages.

General lingulstics should also focus on theoriles and
descriptions of language,

Linguistics attempts to describe the structure of a
language, the elements can be used to communicate information.,
A linguistic description contains the information which 1is

necessary to understand and create utterances 1in a language.
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One simple and attractive theory of language associates
utterances as responses to stimuli. Utterances are sald to
be constructed by stringing, from‘the store of regsponseg--~
words, phrases, simple sentences--responses together. The
sequential order of the responses is determined by the
stimuli. If thls were so there would be little need for
syntax for linguistic structure would just be a catalog of
potential responses. This model cannot account for the
complexity of actual sentences. Stimull occur relatively
independently of each other, so their order does not explain
the strong sequential interdependencies found in English
sentences (Lashley, 1951).

Another theory of syntax 1s the observatlion that a
sentence may be extended into an unlimited number of new
sentences through the expansion of one of its elementary
parts%5---utterances as substitutions in patterns. This 1is
the structural grammar approach to language. In structural
grmmmar the linguist 1s concerned with the manner in which
arrangements of words can communicate meaning, The grammar
of a language enumerates or generates the sentences of that
particular language. It does this by means of a finite
number of rules, called grammatical rules. The possibility
of expansion suggests a theory in which the syntax of a
language conslists of a set of basic patterns or sequences of
substitution points--at each point either a word or another

pattern can be substituted.,
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"The structures discussed thus far (phrase structure and
transformational structure) can be linearly represented by
words... the units out of which the utterances we have
considered are composed, are well-formed.English words.
Admittedly, we have oversimplified in this, frequently
abstract markers, not words, are used., As such, the abstract
markers have no phonologlcal form, and the primary role of
morphophonemic rules is to assign a phonologlical structure
to these forms. Like transformatlons, morphophonemlc rules
are context-sensitive. The inputs to morphophonemic rules
are surface structures and the outputs are phonologlcal
representations...the surface structure provides all the
information necessary to pronounce the sentence 1t represents...
the surface structure serves as the input to the phonologlcal
apparatus, and the oﬁtput of these morphophonemlc rules
serves as the input to the actual vocal organs."34

The morphophonemlc component wlll rewrite the morphemic
representation into a proper string of phonemes.with rules

of the form X ~--=- Y., Such rules for Engllish would include;

a. walk —==-= Jw x/

be take + past =w—-- /tuk/

¢c. hit + past ====- /hit/

de /eeeD/ + past —=--- /eesD/ + / &/ (where 1 = /+/ or /4/)

and these rules must be ordered, but each rule need not be
restricted to rewriting a single symbol.35

This form of grammar takes a set of observed phenomena
(for example, "grammatical sentences"), tries to formulate

the laws by which these are related (for example, through
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phrase~structure and transformational rules), and invents a
mechanism by which we can predict new phenomena of the

same type'(for example, through the phrase-structure,
transformational and morphophonemic components, which produce
actual grammatical utterancés).36

Chdméky finds this provides us with a way of comparing
and evaluatling proposed grammars. This model should be
preferred on grounds of simpliclity--baslcally because its
generallzations result 1in glving a more uniform represen-
tation of relations among linguistic elements at different
levels.

The transformational model of grammar postulates a
deep structure in which the meaning of a sentence and the
relatlonship among its parts are more clearly represented
than they are in the surface-structure model. The surface-
structure model is a poor representation of all the syntactlc
relatlons and‘conceptualAstructures in the sentence. The
deep structure is converted into a surface-structure by the
transformational component of the grammar, Two of the
important theoretical issues in transformational grammar
concern the nature and origln of the deep structure and the
form of the transformation's which convert the deep to the
surface structure,

Choméky has said; "It 1s clear, in short, that the
surface structure 1ls often misleading and uninformative and

that our knowledge of language involves properties of a
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ways, yet he masters the exceedingly complex structure of
his natlive language in the course of a short three to four
years. It is even more unbelievable that each child, exposed
to a different sample of the language, and generally with
little or no conscious tultlon by his parents, arrives at
essentially the same grammar in this brlef span. Each child
rapidly becomes a full-fledged member of hls language comnmu-
nity, able to produce and comprehend an endless variety of
novel yet meanlngfﬁl utterances in the language he has
mastered!

Until recently, behavlorlistic psychology looked upon
language, and the task of first language learning, as just
another form of human behavlior which could be reduced to
the laws of condltioning. The linguilstic theory presented
by Slobin for understanding language acqulsition 1s the
picture of a chlld who 1s creatively constructing his language
on his own, 1n accordance wlth innate and intrinsive capa-
cities~~a child who 1s developing new theories of the
structure of the language, modifying and discarding old
theories as he go'es.L’2 This picture differs radically from
the traditlonél picture of a child whose learnlng is governed
by varlables such as frequency, recency, contiguity, and
reinforcement. There are many theoretlcal disputes involved
in language development, but the concern of this discussion

is the facts of language acqulsiltilon.
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the pivot class almost always appear in combination with
words from the open class and never alone or with each other.
Words from the open class may apbear alone and with each
other, The two classes generally have complimentary member-
ship and take flxed posltions when comblned., Pivot classes
may appear first or second in sentences, but no word from
a slngle plvot class appears 1In both places., The open
class 1é quick to take in new vocabulary whlle the pivot
class 1s slow to do so.54 For example, a‘child may say
things such as "boot in," "tape on," "fix on," and other
sentences like this. The word on 1is a sort of "plvot" here--
a large collection of words can precede it in first position.
Or the "plvot" may be 1n the first position and open class
words 1ln second position--"more cookie," "more hot," "more
sing," etc.55

The maln point 1s that the child already has a system
of his own which 1is not a direct copy of the adult system.
He has two classes of words--even though in adult language
his words may fall into a number of classes (adjective, noun,
etcs)s The child's responses do not correspond with the
adult's speech responses and do not look like reduced or
delayed imitations of adult utterances. When @wcehear: $the -
charming utterances by children~~"all gone sticky,”" "more
page, " "other fix"-—ewe must realize it 1is unlikely that the
normal parent speaks to his child in that way. More than
likely the child is already using the limited linguistic
means at hils disposal to create novel utterances within his

own simple but already structured system (Slobin).56
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The need for a learning theory in language acquisition

arose so that psychology could get away from the "mentalistic"
reasoning ahd move towards 1htrospection which was where

much of human behavioral research was entrenched until the
turn of the twentleth century.

The simplest of the learning theories is the Markov
Processes which holds that any word in an utterance is
dependent upon and determined by those words which have
preceded 1t.6o The process consists of the occurence of
left-to-right chaining of words through conditioned S-R
connections (See Appendix.). Each word has a simple,
theoretically determinable, probablility of occurrence based
on‘the strength of previous associations (hablt formation)
between any one word and those words preceding it.

This structure has been demonstrated to be an insuffi-
cient model of language behavior and of syntactic acquisition
on several grounds. The left-to-right generator only has
the "grammatical" rule that once a word (or group of words)
1s produced, the next word(s) 1s chosen from a set of
probalistically related words. Chomsky (1957) has shown that
Engllish sentences are not generated through serlal depen-
dencies; thus, eliminating Markov Processes as an explanation
of syntactlc development. Also, both the lexicon and syntax
arise only through previous experlence. Thls would mean
a speaker (or listener) would have to hear each variation
of word comblinations at least once to establish sufficlent
contingencies to enable him to speak the potentlially un-

limited set of sentences he is able to produce. Finally,
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basls of experience and learning. Slobin states, "Psy-
chologlcal learning theories are constructed to deal with
assoclatlons of stimulil and responses, but what the child
acqulres in the course of language development 1ls not a
collection of S-R connections, bﬁt a complex internal rule
system.“69

According to~Tehneberg,(1967), "The complexity of this
task has made 1t plausible to postulate that the child's mind
is somehow "set" 1n a pretermined way to process the sorts
~of structures which Characterize.human language, arriving
at something like a transformational grammar of his native
language. Therefore, the grammatical system 1ltself 1s not
gilven as innate knowledge, but it is felt the child has
innate means of processing information and forming internal
structures, When these capacltles are applied to the speech
he hears, he suéceeds in constructing a grammar of hls natilve
language. Indirect evidence for this approach comes from,
the fact that there seems to be a blologlecally determined
"critical stage" for language acquisition in humans (during
childhood) and that there probably are speclal structures in
the human brain, lacking in all other animal brains, which

perform language functions."’©

The bulk of the linguistic information used in this
discusslon have come from research done by Chomsky and

also by McNelll--both nativist.
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Chémsky holds that a rationalist approach which assumes
an innate system capable of handling language 1s more tenable
than learning models advanced by empirical psychologists,
Chemsky's basic hypothesis 1s that chlldren have no more
control over the processes governing the development of
linguistlc rules for generating sentences than they have
for, say, their visual perception. Chomsky (1965) and
Katz (1966) have assumed the existence of a Language
Acquisition Device (LAD) as one componeht of a total system

71 The following quotes from

of intellectual structures,
Chonsky portray his personal convictlons concerning language
acquisition:

"eessXnowledge of grammatical structure cannot arise
by application of step-by-step inductive operations (seg-
mentation, classification, substitution procedures,
assoclation, etc.) of any sort that have yet been developed
within linguisties, péychology, or phllosophy....It seems
plain that language acquisition 1s based on the child's
discovery of what from a formal point of view is a deep and
abstract theory--a generative grammar of his language~-many
of the concepts and principles of which are only remotely
related to experience by long and intricate chains of un-
conscious quasi-inferential steps. A consideration of the
character of the grammar that is acqulired, the degenerate

quality and narrowly limited extent of the available data,

the striking uniformity of the resulting grammars, and their
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independence of intelligence, motivation, and emotional state,
over wide ranges of variation, leave little hope that much
of the structure of the language can be learned by an
organism initially uninformed as to its general character..s.

es0s0n the basis of the best information now available,
1t seems reasonable to suppose that a child cannot help
constructing a particular kind of transformational grammar
to account for the data presented to him, any more than he
can control his perception of visual objects....Thus, 1£
may weli be that the general features of language structure
reflect, not as much the course of one's experience, but
rather the general character of one's capacity to acquilre
knowledge in the traditional sense, one's innate lideas and
innate principles.“72

McNeill also argues that the child must bring both.
formal and substantive linguistic universals to the
language acquisition situatlion. He makes his argument on
the basis of the claims advanced by Chomsky. McNelll advances
his hypothesis on the basls of the apparent fact that one
must know the deep structure of a sentence in order to
comprehend its meaning. For McNelll, a theory of language
acquisition must explain development of deep structures and
the transformational rules which transform them into more
complex surface structures. He postulates that a compre-
hensive theory of language acqulsition must account for

both comprehension and production. Hls assumptions permit
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A criticism of nativist theories 1s that they tend to
suffer from lack of secificity in theilr explanations.

They fall to explain the occurrence of certain overt 1lin-
gulstic phenomena (for example, imitation). Nativists
are also in the precarious position of losing explanatory
power by assuming too much as inmnate,

For these and other reasons, it seems most profitable
to consider the case presented in a nmixture point of view.
The universals of language are accounted for by means of
innate mechanisms and the principles of S-R conditioning.
These are seen as alding in the child's acquisition of an
intricate language system. Taylor and Swinney tend to lean
toward 8lobin's concept. "Slobin's ideas appear to be
quite reasonable and exciting, Positiné a general organ-
ization of the mind which allows for inductive reasoning,
and which can be applied specifically to language (among
other things), appears to be the most parsemonious organ-
ization of such a varied, all pervadlng, integrated organ

I‘l??

as the human brailn,
DeVito has sald concerning theorles of language acquis-
ition:
"eseAt the time of this writing, mid-1971, there
1s no psychological theory that is completely compatible
with the linguistic facts. No current theory adequately
explalns language behavior as it 1is described by linguistsSeees
seeelt should be clear that a theory of language 1is

not the same as a theory of a language user. A theory of












page 53

search for an etlology has been frequently unsuccessful and
the conclusions found highly speculative.81 Of course,
the etlology and factors maintaining the disabllity are worth
exploring, but an analysis of lingulstic behavior should serve
as the maln focus of the dlagnosis and classification. After
a reasonable search for etiologies (hearing loss, brain
damage, etc.) the next question is--What are the current
linguistic characteristics of the child? What is the quantity
and quality of the child's language?

-1, Has the child acquired any language by age four years
Wwhen language should be well developed?

2. How delayed is the language usage of a chilld as
compared with his age peers?

3. What is the status of his language usage after the
child has acquired adequate language function?82

It is more important to obtailn information about the’
child's level of language development by looking at linguistic
abilities for the child in his speech community. This would
include the developmental level of speech sounds, vocabulary,
concept formation, and sentence formation (syntax). After
obtaining a status report of the child's linguistic profile,
it is useful in planning the child's training program to
determine whether the language disability represents a
developmental retardation or was acquired after the develop-
ment of normal language function,

With all these factors in mind, Michael Marge has con-

structed a simple and meaningful approach to defining and












page 57

perceived as a functioning or potentially functioning linguistic
system; therefore, the tralning program should be based in

large part on his current and potentiagl 1inguistic capacity
rather than on the limitations which are implied by the
etiological category into which he has been placed. The
description of his lingulstic abllity and disability and not

the etiology of his disabillity should determine the form of

the management process.

One of the most promising and perhaps the most compre-
hensive diagnostic tests which analyzes language behavior
and avolds etiological classificatlions is the Illinols Test of
Psycholinguistic Abilities (ITPA). It reveals a child's
linguistic strengths and weaknesses and also suggests the
most appropriate ways to provide a remedial program.

The test appraises linguistic abilities on 1) two levels
of language uéage;-representational and automatlc-sequential;
2) three main psycholingulistic processes--decoding, encoding,
and association; 3) certain channels of communication--
auditory or visual and motor or vocal. (This is based on
the theoretical model of language by Osgood.) A clinical
model of the ITPA can be seen in the Appendix,

In developing a specific training program and obtalning
the directlion appropriate for an 1ndividuél child, utilizing
the available diagnostic data, answers to the following questions
should be sought: |

1., When should the language training program begin?
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TABLE A

Every sentence has as many derived structures as transformations
are used, This may be rerresented in the following way:

DEEP STRUCTURE

a

Transformation 1 _

—

v

Derived Structure 1

Transformation 2

N
[4

_ . R 4
Derived sStructure 2

|

-

Derived og}ucture n

Transformation n

Transformation n+l >

SURFACE STRUCTURE

(Teken from Linguistics, Peter H. Salus, page 23.)



TABLE B
Part of the Grammar of a Child 36 Months 01d
Complete phrase-structure rules;
1. 8 —==-3 [ﬁgr} (Neg) Nominal-Predicate
2. Predicate ----3 ’é},’px
3. MV -F--) Vb (Comp)
by VB «-==3 (Aux) V (Prt)

C
5. Aux ----3 )B + ing
Past
oS JAdverb
6. Comp g {Nommal <Adverb>3

7. Cop ====% B -~ Pred

e B

: Det
9. Pred ----9 jNominal
Adverbd
Locative
10, Adverb —=-=-3 y JAdv

Prep Phrase

somewhere
11, Locative =---=3 fAdvV
Prep Phrase

12. Prep. Phrase ----3% Preposition nginal

13. Nominal ~--==2 {?ome f%ﬂ?)lg)
14, NP --—=-3 (Det) N '

Two transformation rules
T1. WH incorporation for maln-verb sentences
WH-Nominal-Vérb (Nominal) - some ::::%? WH +.somgl-
Nominal-Berb (Nominal) ' :
T2, Affixation of Past
X-Pst-V-X::::? X - V+Past - X

(Taken from the Acquisition of Language, David McNeill, page 33.)




TABLE C

word I word II- word IIT word IV
girlese. BN A1l oo
boy...“==:::::;alke Oesee

d bat..l S'IOl home..

Th - pitcher, itens 10W1y- ’ 0

‘..ll...l Shouldlll LI B BN BN BN BN BN

(Taken from Principles of Childhood Language Disablilities,
"the Onset of Language," Orlando Taylor and Davld Swinney,

page 55.)




TABLE D
Estimates of Prevalence and Incidence
of Oral Language Disabilities by Type
(Ages 4-17)

Type of language disability Current Prevalence® IncidencebP¥

I. Failure to acquire any language

A. Age 4 A. 22,854¢ A. 0.6

B. Ages L-17 B, 4b,7h5d B, 0.08
II. Delayed language acquisition 3,467,784 62
III. Acquired language disability 139,830°f : 0.2

Total 3,652,3598 6453

(Taken frem Principles of Childhood Language Disabilities,
"The General Problem of Language Disabilities in Children," Marge,

page 91.)







ITT.

Iv.

Output

A,

B,

Semantlc

Basic Concept Inventory

ITPA-~Verbal Expression, Manual Expression, and Auditory
Vocal Assoclatlion Subtests

Meeting Street School Screening Test

PIAT-~General Information Subtest

Syntactic

1. Word

Berko Test of Exploratory Grammar .
ITPA--Grammatical Closure Subtest
Measures of Verbal Output
2. Sentence
Measures of Verbal Output
Meeting Street School Screening Test
Northwestern Syntax Screening Test
Overt Response
1. Rules

8.

b.

Phonological

Berko Test of Exploratory Grammar

ITPA--Grammatic Closure Subtest (with examiner
interpretation)

Graphological

Doreen Diagnostic Reading Test of Word Recog-
nition Skills

Durrell Analysis of Reading Difflculty

2., Production

e

b.

Oral

(1) word :
Goldman~-fristor Test of Artlculation----

Sounds-1n~Words Subtest

Picture Articulatlon and Language Screening Test
Predictive Screening Test of Articulation
Templin-Darley Tests of Articulation

(2) Co=-Articulation
Goldman~Fristoe Test of Articulation--

Sounds=in=Sentences Subtest

McDonald Deep Screening Test of Articulation
Templin-Darley Tests of Articulation

Gesture

Full-Range Plcture Vocabulary Test

Goldman~Fristoe-Woodcock Test of Auditory
Discrimination

ITPA-=-Manual Expression Subtest

PIAT~~Reading Recognltion, Mathematics, Reading
Comprehenslion and Spelling Subtests

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

Broad-~comprehensive

Communication Evaluation Charts
Houston Test for Language Development
Utah Test of Language Development
Verbal Language Development Scale









FOOTNOTES

1Duffy, Gerald C., Teaching Lingulstics, the instructor pub-
1icationB’ inc., NoYoj lm; Pe

21pia

5Salus,.Peter H.; Linguistics Bobs-Merrill Co., Inc., N.Y.,
19693 p. '

@Dinneen, Francis P., An Introduction to General Lingulstics,
Holt, Rinehsart and Wlnston Inc., 1967, p.

5Durfy, Gerald Ce.y Ops ciftey P

6
De Cecco, John P., Readingg-The Psycholo of Langusge,
Thought and Instruction, Holt, Rinehart and Winston, iNC., 1972,

Do

7Duffy, Gerald C., op. clte., Do
8Dinneen, Francis P.y Ops clte, p. 20,
°Ibid, p..35.

101vid, p. 35.

llDuffy, Gerald C., Teaching Lingulstics, the instructor pub-
lications, inc., N.Y., 1962, p.

181p14

31414

14Irwin, John V. and Micheal Marge, editors, Principles of
Childhpod Language Disabilities, Appleton-Century-Croi'ts, Meredith
Coroporation, N.Y., 1972, p. llo.

15

Ibid
161p14, p. 12.
17McNeill, David, The Acqulsition of Language, The Study of

Developmental Psychol{nguisiics,‘Harper and How, N.te.s 1970,
Pp. Ibo-154.

lslrwin, John V. and Micheal Marge, op. cit., p. 12.

19pimmeen, Francis P., ope clt., D. 63,

QOIrwin, John V. and Micheal Marge, op. cit., p. 1l3.



2l1pid, pp. 15-16.

22Duffy, Gerald C.y Op. cit., P. 25
43pe Cecco, John P., op. cit., pP. 24
24711d, pp. 28-29.

25Ibid, p. 29.

QSSlobin, Den I., Psychollingulistics, Scott Foresman and Co.,
Illinéis, 1971, p. 16.

271bid, p.17.

28Salus, Peter Hey, Linguistics, Bobsa-Merrill Co., Inc., N.Y.,
1969, p. 23.

291pid, p. 254

3ODinneen, Francis P., An Introductlon to Gemeral Lingulstics,
Holt, Rinehart and Winston Inc., 1967, pe 573,

5llrwin,Jonn V..and Micheal Marge, editors, Principles of
Childhood Lan&uage Disabllities, Appleton-Century-Crorfts, Meredith
Corporation, Ne.Ye, s P. 18.

Chomsky, Noam, Language and Mind, Harcourt Brace and World,Inc,
N.Y.’ 1968’ p. 52.

33
McNeill, David, op. cilt., p. 145,
34Salus, Peter Hey Ope clte, Pe 33

55cnomsk'y, Noam, Syntactic Structures, The Hague, Mouton and Co.,
Ne¥Ye, 19857, pPe32.

56Dinneen, Francis P., op. cit., p. 374.

3731lopin, Dan I., Ops Cite, P« 22,

SSSalus, Peter H., op. cilt., p. 57,
459De Cecco, John P., Op. Cit., Pl

4OChomsky, Noam, "Aspects of the theory of Syntax", Cambridge,
Magas., MIT Press, 1965, p. 8.

41Irw1n, John V. and Micheal liarge, op. cit., p. 213.
42510bin, Dan I., op. cit., p. 40.
4OMoNe11l, David, op. cit.s p. 7.

441pia












	Psycholinguistics & Linguistics: The How and Why of Language
	Recommended Citation

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17
	18
	19
	20
	21
	22
	23
	24
	25
	26
	27
	28
	29
	30
	31
	32
	33
	34
	35
	36
	37
	38
	39
	40
	41
	42
	43
	44
	45
	46
	47
	48
	49
	50
	51
	52
	53
	54
	55
	56
	57
	58
	59
	60
	61
	62
	63
	64
	65
	66
	67
	68
	69
	70
	71
	72
	73
	74

