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. ABSTRACT

Bost rese;rch on the acqguisition of yes/no gquestions in
Bnglish as a Second Eanguage (ESL) has disregarded the fact that
a learner can produce a syntaétic form without necessarily
knowing the appropriate uses or functions of that fore.
Researchérs who focussed exclusively onrsyntactic fotns:

hipOtheS{iéd that uninverted foras of yes/no quesfions would be 7”7,

acquired before the syntacticaliy Eore complex invérted foras.
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fhegés, the prototjpical information-eliciting function of
_ } . ;
yesi&g/ﬁﬁéstions should te learned before the confirmatory and
expréssive functions. Thus, inverteﬁ forms should be learned
before uninverted forams. |

Native and nonnative Erglish speageré' ability to match
functions and fornsrofryes/no questionsjwas tested. -Subjects SR j
listéned to each of 53 passaées designed to evoke the ‘ i
information-eliciting, confirmatory, or expressive fnnciion. For
_each passage, they chose one of three yes/no questions as the
appropriate next reéponsé. The test was validated by 40 native
English speakers. As predicted, the invefted fors was used to

elicit irnformation, the uninverted form with normal intonation

served a confirmatory functioﬁ, and the uninvértedwforn with

&*
Bt

A

‘stress-shifted intonation was used to express surprise or e :

dispelief. T 7;5"*’f T ' i
The form=-based and funétion—basedfacguisition hypotheses

were coapared by anmalysing results for two groups of ESL

iii
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learners, ue vho spoke French as a first language and 46 from- a
variety of language hackgrounds. A twovuay analys;s of variance
vith repeateq\:easures was useﬁ to investigate the effects of
sex'and group, the two between-subjects factors. ?uﬁction was
the within-subjects factor, its three levels corresponding to.
subjects® sco:ee on tﬁé informatioﬁ-elieiting;,qonf;:petory,—and

expressive subtests.

Results favoured the function-based“hypothesis.

&

Part1c1pants scored better on the 1nfornatzon-ellclt1ng subtest

“+hqp on the conf1rnatory or expre551ve subtests. Inverted forns

.were mastered before uninverted forms despite their syntactic

complexity. The results of +his study provide empirical support

4 _
for function-based models in ESL teaching and research. The

1nstrunentat10n developed here provldes a nodel for controlllng

i

larguage functlons ‘as an experlmental varlable in discourse

ana1y51s.,

iv.
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Rationale for Investigation

- o »

] —

g S e e

" one important area of research and pedagogy for English as

Ve

a second'ianquégg (Est)‘centres on developing methods for
'Affom*f'~;W'elaiﬂ&&i&gj&r183££££45:Gﬁﬂgiﬁl:ﬂifﬁﬁé;tlégéiila&éﬂ&g&r:&MHLig%:;;;:::
"this research has focussed on,thé acqaléitiop of syntactic .

foras. The rodels for shch Studiéé‘are'Bréwn's (1973}’and his"

cdlleagués' (Brown, Cazden & Beliugi, 1971),investiga£ions of

t he first langdage acquisition of 14 English morphesmes, gegdtiﬂg

forys and ihterrogative forms. More recently, ESL researchers

S o Dhla?’aﬁa”sﬁft']197ﬁa,m197ﬁbi”Iﬁ?égtigated’thé”iégﬁiSiiibﬁ”biﬁéf”’
of 11 Erglish Qorpﬁéles for nonn;;;ve speakers of English.

Acquisition studies of this kind assume that a speaker's\

-~ , . :
progﬁcfion of a form (to a specified criterion) is evidence that
he has acquired that fore.

'However,,aé 5a§ner-Gough>(1975) argued, evidence that a

speaker can produce a fora is not sufficient for concluding that

the speaker knows the appropriate uses or functions of the forn.v

A teacher or researcher must take a speaker's knowledge of

linguistic functions as well as foras into consideration in

order to evaluate language proficiency. Although *his is a

valuable pfopo'éa’l in theory, it is iapractical gi'Vé'ﬁ"ff}’é' 1ITTent

1



function as well asxgorn could be identified for EgL learners,

tﬁey‘could only be evaluated intermnally in teras of a partichlar
stage of langunage orrihterlaﬁgoage. Further, external - : ;
evalpation, or comparison with the target language, is inhibited r
because +the target-rule éystoms are not currentiy defined or %
understood in terls of both forn and functlon-, f | »f B ’ "§

' The two lajor sources of 1nfornatlon on the Eng11sh rule

oo
systen currently avallable to ESLvresearchers are the (f

g:annai;ca;,desc;;pxlons,pxoxlded,hy -structural. llngﬂlsilgs,andh::;::::¢g

" twWwo problems with current grammatical description from the point

by generatlve- transforlatlonal llngulstlcs. But because of the
-limitations 1lposed‘by their phllosophles of language and their
»techniques of rule dlscovery, the najor schools haye not
prodoced'descriptions of English vhich are suitable for the
éurpooegof ESL research into rule-governed oehaviour. There are
of view of applied)lingnists in ESL. )
| First, the philosophy cf language uhderlying linguistic ‘ é
descriptions in Hofth America, Hhéther empiricist or |
rationalist, hasrfocﬁésgg mainly on linguistic fors and }gnorod
1inguiétic function. Formal or grammatical competence has been

stressed at the expense of functional competence, the

appropriate use of language. As argued above, a rule systesn

suitable for ESL research and pedagogy would incorporate both- ~—
, ; ' v

. Hatch & Long, 13980; Celce-Murcia, 1980). ;

form and function of linguistic structures (Wagner-Gough, 1975; ]




Second,- altheughxgenerat&ve—qranmartansfciatm that
+ransformational rules represent native speakers' intuitions,
thearuleé derived in most analfées are based on the logical
inferences of 1inguist§; These grammarians usually have a
sophisfieated uetalinguisric auareness of the English language.
Enpirical invesfjgatioas of transformational rules have shown
that native speakers’ 1ntu1tlons do not aluays natch 11n901sts'
intuitions (Greene, 1973, Celce~-Murcia,. 1980).

~ Thus, current formal descriptid!é/;f English fail to
proriﬂe—a modei of language- which can support—a *echneiogy of-
ESL teaching. These descriptions 1gnore the approprlate
contextual nse of language, and the rules do not alvays stand up
to empirical verification. Some progress i§ being made in
evalﬁating the role of linguistic forms and functions dnder
dlscourse conditions in the acqulsltlon of Bnglish as a secoad
"language (Hatch & Long, -1980; Celcefuurc1a, "1980). But until
researchers and gragmarians deccribe rhe English rule system in
terms of form and functlon, it will not be p0551ble to evaluate
ESL learner rule systeas based on form and functlon in terms of
the target 1anguage. | '

The conlunlcatlve and notlonal functlonal approaches
.evolved in second language teachlng lalnly as a reaction against

-

unsuccessful structural approaches.‘Accordlng to ﬂllklns {1976,

1lportant than mastery of language as an unapplledrsysten." A

functional approaéh to langﬁage teaching presupposes this



viewpoint. The commuhicative dna”ﬁ5fiﬁﬁii?fﬁhﬁgibﬁﬁi‘apvtﬁichES"”**L“*ﬁ
. - >
concentrate on providing the learner with communicative

competence, the ability to produce contextually appropriate

language. This view of functional competence differs from
Chomsky's formal view that‘competénce is the ability to generate
éranmaticél language.’

Theoretical support for the emphasis on laﬁguage use is-

provided by the work cf Halliday (1964) in linquistics, Austin

3
i
;
{
?

(1965) and Searle (1975) in philosophy, and Hymes (1971) in

anthropology. Tough f}977y'and Bates (1976) have undertakem = =~ = 4
empirical ithstigations of the development of functionms in
childvlanguage. In view of the growing recognition of the
ipporta;ce'of both form and function of utteragces,-thé teaching
ﬁateriéls based on'fornal descriptions are guickly becoming
obsolete in the sense that they are now nisnatchedrwith a nev
théﬁryroftwhat nusf beracqui:ed;r

Until ve knov a great deal more about the relation

bet ween linguistic foras and their function in\speech ve
shall have difficulty ir drawlng up_a ‘functional!
syllabus in formal linquistic tersms. We may teach *he
learner to form interrogative sentences, and fail to
teach him how to ask questions in an appropriate way.
‘{Corder, 19375, . 439)

—

Given tkhe new support for a rule-orlented deductlve-cognltlve

approach over an 1nduct1ve—behav1cnrlst approach to ESL
}u:‘w
instruction'(Celce—uurcia, 1980) and the new elpha51s on

functioral approaches to language learnlugl(illklns, 1976; van

Ek, 1976; Sampsor, 1982), the lack ofgi llnguls+1c descrlptlon

of BErnglish based on form and function is a serious impediment to



= |

research'anﬂ'pédagGQY“in teaching English as a secdﬁﬁ’ianéuagé?””'

Specific Probler and Rationale for InvéSt;gat;gg

I

A more concrete illustration of these highly controversial
.issues and a rationale for investigating them is provi&ed by an:
examination of research on' the acéuisition of yes)no questioﬂ |
foras. The so-called yes/no gquestion forms are questibns which

require a yes Or 1o answer as opposed to the wh= or constituent
. . : #

gquestions which require a ghg, what, vwhen, ggeré,,vhx, etc.
answer. Taker literally, the yes/no guestion seems to be
eliciting a yes/no answver, but yes/no is not always an
arpropriate ansver to omne of these QHestions;

1) Are ybu going to school tomorrow? {Yes/no answer

appropriate) .

2)7Can you paés the salt? (Yés/nbranswer inéppropriate)
To complicate matters, applicétions of different intona*ion and
stress patteras (étress—shift pattérns) toéihe same éyntactic
form can result in guite different meanings: |

3) Are yéu going to school tomorrow?

4) Are you goirg to school Yomorrow?

S)Ahré‘you going to school tond;rsy?

The description of yes/no gquestion forms is further complicated

by the existence of different syantactic forms. There'aré

inverted foras like (1) througk (5) above in which the subject )
and auxiliary verb are inverted. However, there are also



unidierted j;;/no gquestion forms ihicﬁ h;vé a”statené;;"f6rni5ﬁ;ﬁﬁﬁ
rising question intonationﬁ,
6) You're géing tc school tomorrow?
Thererare'also a uhole,raﬁge of yes/no tag questions:
7) You're going to school tomorrow, aren't you?
*8) You're going to school tomorrow, are you?
9) You aren't goirg to school'tonorrow, are you?
In addition, a range of stress-shift patterns can change the

meaning of the uninverted and tag guestfbns. 9

Redefining the yes/no question férns‘tolnake a distggéfiéﬁrw
bet ween forn$4for vhich yes/no is an appropriate versusla
literal answer is cne objective’of this thesis. The differencé
betwveen inverted and uninverted forms and their relative order -
ofbacguisition fill be,discusééd at length. At this point, it is
sufficient .to note that the litéralnessrof-yes/no questions, the‘
complicated array of stfess-shifts, and the'differen} syntactic
fofms of yes/no guestions are all potential sources of confusion
for *he ESL learner. It will be argued below that the different
forctions of yes/no gdestions also inflnence the learning of
these forms. |

The acquisition order of yes/no forms was initially raised

as a research issue in studies testin§ the psychological reality
of generative-transformational ru.

{Brown, 1968; Xlima & Bellugi, 1966) and in ESL studies modeled

if0£~inzerrogatiizfiopaa;ionﬁAﬂ

| &
|

after these (e.g., Ravem, 1978). Following the methodology

establishea by the morpheme acgquisition studies, BSL researchers

\

Ca ¢ | | | o



focussed on the acquisition of yes/no gﬁesttonmforHS‘Hud“igﬁoréd'”“”

question functicns. As Vaoder Brook, Schlue and Canpbéll>(1980,
p. 56} observed:

The acquisitioo of a.nunber‘of different morphemes has

been studied in second language acgqgnisition research...

and it had been assu®red that the acgquisition of '

inversicn in yes/no guestions would follow lines 51m11ar

to those for the acquisition of other morphemes.
vander Brook et al. (138D) are referring to a study by Concino,'
Rosansky and Schumann (1378) who investigated the acquisition of
nega*tive and intergogative structures in a longitudinal study of
six Spanish speakers learning English. According to Vander Brook
et al. (1980), in an original unpublishéd reporting of the
Cancino et 51. (1978) study, Cazden et al. (1975) failed to
diocover a hypothesized developmental progression {rom the
uninverted +o the inverteé-form of the yes/no question. Cazden
et al. (?975)’were unablé to explain their results, but
suspected that inversion might be contingent upon discourse
variables such as context and function.

Vander Brook et al. (1980) undertook to explain why second

.

language researchers encounter problems in evaluating the
acquisitioh of yes/no guestion forms by determining discourse

conditions for the Cancino et al. (1%}§nf§a;a. They ansvered
' ' ‘ N . -
~his question by proposing what they called a more meaninful

-

(irsightful) analysis. The generative approach to describing the

acguisition of yes/no questions in terms of a progression from

the use of unlnverted to the use of 1nver+ed forms #as not

&

sufficient to-account for a discourse analysis of the ESL data.



B

Varder Brook et al. (1980) found that when context of utterance
was taken into coﬂéideration,'they'could describe the data more
completely and capture more significant"generalizations about

the data by placing the fcfms on a cortinuua defined by the

speaker's presupposition of a yes ansver. They discovered that.
the main factor involveﬁ in détermining the speake;'s selection
of the "yes/no gquestions is not bina;y, but is best seen as a
continuun" (Vander Brook et al., 1980, p,58)..vander Brook et
al. (1980) found that an analysis of yes/no questions based on
both fd:m-and funétioh suggested a continnum approach rather
than ayiinary approach. The continuum ccnstruct developed for
the analysis might be expected to exhibit a cdrtain |

psychological validity, because the analysis was based on a

corrhideration cf discourse conditiors.
.
iy

The discussion which follows will begin with a reviewv of
the éiudies_which devéldped aﬁd féétéd the hypothesiS-thdt the
acquisition of uninverted‘yeé/nc guesfions would precede the =
acquisition of inverted forms. Tﬁe review will conclude with an é

evaluation of the validity and usefulness of the Vander Brook et

al. (1380) coanstruct which places yesgno guestions along a

-

contiruue according to the strength ]?Va speaker's

_presupposition that his listener's answer vill be yes. The

Varder Brook et al. (1980) analysi§rgi};‘ygmg;tendgd wvith

evidence from the fields of psychology, philosophy and

psycholinguistics. Similarities between the'prototype theory of

categorization (Mervis, 1380) and the continuua construct will

B a1t . 821 AR o



be pointed out. The psyéholoqicél reality of fﬁé’d&ié%fﬁéf’iiil'”"”.

‘be evaluated in terms of Grice's (1975) qaxims of.copversqtional N

implicature. | | |
Evaluation of.the Vander Brook ét‘al. (1980) counstruct

resultedvin the forrulation of a functional rather than a formal

g hypothesis for the acql{%ition'of yes/ﬁo questions. It will be

hypothesiied that a speaker'sAseleciion of yes/no foras depends‘

in part on that speaker's relevant knowledge of the subject Qf.

inquiry in a givén speech context. A speaker with low relevant

e

information will tend to use thé information-eliciting funétion
éfryes/no quéstions; he will select inverted forms. A speaker
with high relevant information will tend to use stress-shifted
uninverted forms for the expressive and coﬁfirnatory fanctions.
These predictions will be tested empirically with native
speakers of English.

A different set ofrhypoihéées"will be used to ekaﬁine {‘ -
nonrnative speakers? acquiéition of yves/no questidns. It is L
predicted that nonrative speakers will acquire'invgrted forms
before the uninverted forgs, becéuse the more pro*otypical
information-eliciting function vili be learned befors the less
prototypical ex;ressive and confitnatory functions.‘This
hypothesis c;;trasts ¥ith the generative position which suggests

that the uninverted fornsﬁyillrpgiagguired beforé the inverted

foras.

oA - -

-

The implications of this study for ESL research,

set hodology and pedagogy will then be discussed. The methodology



/62;; in thiS‘stu&ymis"desiqned'tO'controi*buth”fuﬁctibfé*and*”*’”'*”"*"”

forms'experimentally.“This wvould be an imbortant”éqntributioﬁ £o
ESL néthodoiogg since discourse variables such as speaker
intentions or fﬁnctions must usually ‘be inferred. Until nov;
support for the coamunicative énd notional~functional approqphes X
to curriculunm de;iéﬁ inﬂESL has been mainlj practicpl.or_
theoretical. Confirnéiiga of the importance of form and function
in this'acquisition study would provide elpiribal sapport :or

the incorpdréggon of langﬁgge functions iﬁto cufricnlar |

materials.,

10




II. Literature Review

The Acquisition of Yes/No Foras in L1 and L2

Roger Brown is only one of several psycholinguists who
,stqdied language acguisition in the 1960's and 1970*s. This
revigﬁ‘bfj%he literature on the acquisition 6£ yes/no guestions
for'ﬂative/and nonnative speaké:s of English begiuns ﬁith an
examination of Brown's (1573) work for two reasons. First,
Brown's work is the result of a thorough,longitudinal study
vhich replicat%d findings of other devélopmental _,,,;7
psycholinquists Sécond, the hypothesis that ESL learnets will
acguire uninverted forms of yes/no gquestions before invefted
forms seems to-be based on Brown's evidence for tﬁis ordef of

acquisition in first language learners. In fact, Cazden,

. 9
originally the principal author of the ESL acquisition study

which directly tésted this hypothesis (Cancino, Rosansky &
Schunann; 1978), helped to transcribe and analyse much of the

data in Brown's long-teram study. , 4:;_JNL£

According to Brown (1973) children learning English as a

first langﬁage'progress~through~fiVe*iﬂentifiable'stagea. At

Stage I tte child develops semantic roles similar to those - £

described by case grammar. These are based on knovledge'acquired

during what Piaget (1952) called the sensorimotor stage. At

11



Stage I the child learns to modulate meanlngs ulthln sinmple

'sentences. ‘He 1earn= the use of a nunber of grammatical

morphemes including pronouns, 1nf1ections and prepositions. Many

acquisition studies for both first and second language Yearning
are based -on the methcdology and order of acquisition that Brown

observed for 14 English morphemes at Stage II. At Stage III the

child begins to ;hire the iajo: senténce modalities including

yes/no interrogatives, consti tuent (vwh-) questions, imperatives

and negatives. At“Stagé IV the child learns sentence'énbédding.

And at stage v the Chlld learns sentence coord1nat10n and

certaln prop051t10nal relatlons, e.g., and, but, if, then.‘

Although Brown (1973) outlines each of the five stages in A
Pirst Lanquage, only the first two stages are desoribed in
detail. More colplete descripticns of the acquisition B{L}Qﬁ%
guesfion modality appear in ﬁrovn.(1968), Brown and Hanlon
(1970) and Brown, Cazden and Bellugi (1973).

Brown (1973) states that children show some evidence of all
four major sentence modalities as early as Stage I. However,
vhile.children‘at Stage I pioduce utterances identifiable as
yes/no gueStions by intonation and context, they do not

utilize the rearrangements of order belonging to the
adult forms. Our children, Adam, Eve, and Sarah in fact
did not produce well-formed yes-no questions until Stage
IITI or later. Probably what these results mean is that ‘

the yes-no semantic is available to Stage I children but-
that there is a difference of difficulty in expressive

seans-such that intonation is more-easily grasped than
rearrangements cf crder or the affixation of particles

(Brown, 1373, p. 180).

Brown's Stage I&I is the most relevant for the present

12
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S discussidn; at,thisfstage”childmmi1mginm$ogaastexfyeszno
* queStions. | | | e
Question development was discusséd in detail by Brown and
Haﬁlon (1970). The following table is composed of several ta@ies
describing yes/no guéstioﬁ acquisition for childrenfin the study

{Brown and Hanlon, 1970, pp. 31 = 32):

2
e

Table 1

/r* Number of Yes/FNo Questions Produced per 700 Utterances
? _ ... ._at Pive Stages of lLanguage Acguisition

/
y

Stage' : “Adam Eve = Sarah
I 0 1 y 0
1T - | 0 - 0 0

TIT B A 1 : 0

BN ‘ 115 11 2
v | 2s 28 . 27

-7

o

*111 these guestions began with D'you vant.

\

The boxed figures represent "threshold of emergence" for yes/mno

éﬁééti6ﬁ§;4§iiéh the investigators Set at six. (Six vas the

lovest number of any of the guestion types under investigation

produced in a 2100-utterance sample of the mothers' speech).

%
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Efe;nandﬁ&él?n(1970,’p?.22--2#%.¥efe¥efk2&q¥ith~
vgeneraﬁive syntactic déscription of yes/no’gueétions. Accgrding‘_ i
to this modelf fes/no‘guesyions are derived 5y applying several |
transformational rules to a ﬁtrinq prodﬁced by the hase'rﬁles of

the graamar. For exahple, the question 'Did we have a‘ball?iais o ]

derived by the applicatidh of (1) ankobligatory ruie which

transposes thev5quectvand guxiliary’elenents in questions, (2)

i i
'

an obligatory do—suppbrt rule which inserts do to support

[ S

free-standing affixes,nandr(B) norphophonénic rules which

pfodnce—the~pronouneeahlersuzfacérstting,won!nraaﬂvﬁanlonfa—fr,v~c2afw;::

(1970, pp- 22 - 24) illustrate the derivation as follows:

Q -‘we,-'Past - have - a - hall 3;,J~"vi4¥

. B, 24
) .,
5

q1
i

Q -‘Pést -~ Wwe - have - a - ball

g un

o = do+tPast - we - have - a - ball%

pid - we - have - a - ball - ? £ {~
. L3
Brown and Hanlon (1970, pp.18 - 19) inmvestigated the order in = 7=

which the following sentence types were dcquired:

1. Simple, éctive, affirnat@ygl]iﬁ{;rrogative (Q)
2. simple, active, negative, interrogative (N)
3. Simple, active, negative, declarative {(Tr)

4. Simple, active, affirmative, declarative, truncated (Tr)

5. Simple, active,,neqative, interrogative (NQ)A «

6. ‘Silple, active, affirlative,,intérrogative, truncated

e oo

(TrHQ) | ’

7./  Simple, gFiive, negative, declarative, truncated (TrH)
- Simple, active, negative, interrogativé,‘truncated

14



uthors, made a count of the numker ofcgransforlations

required to derive each of the forms. This gave an index of
P F-4 :

erivational cbuplexity, a leading hypofhesis in

investigating the psychological reality of transformational

‘Tules at that time. Brown and Hanlon'(1970 P. 1u)‘then

hypothe51zed that‘gerlvatlonal conplexity vould be a good - o

predlctor of acqguisition order:

Since a graamat foraa11zes adult knowledgé; it is
reasonable to hypothesize that the child's knowledge

- -of - the-structure of--his - langunage- 41:0&5 —from - - N

derivationally less complex grammar to
derivationally wore complex graammar.

0f the eight sentence types describedrébove, four are jes/no-
questions: | ’

Q: Did we h;ve'a'ball?

NQ:VDidn't we have a ball?

TrQ: Did we?(Also used as affirmative Eﬁg{'””r

’TnHQ; Didn'f we? (Also used as negative tag)v‘
The prediétions'qoncetning the relative order of acquisiﬁion

for these types:based on derivational complexity were:

" SAAD < - 0 < N¥Q, TrQ, TrCNQ
snan < NQ < - TrNQ
sun < TrQ <. TrNQ %

These predicticns were confiramed. Houeier, Brown and'ﬂanlon

(1970) acknowledged that the relative frequency with which

the forms cccutred in the mothers'! speech was also a good

-~

predictor of acguisition orijg. Ih_retrospect, the frequency g

15



S Ww,o;{_ga;ns in the mothers" speeeh waPﬁfeﬁeu

explanatlon- Experﬁnental ev1deﬁce later failed to supportz
"the derivational theoty of conplexlty. .

. Exper;ments to test the stroag. hypothesxs that
- speakers use transformational rules when matching
- -~ sentences (Miller and McKean, 1964), memorizing
sentences (Savin and Perchonock, 1965, Mehler, 1963)
and evaluating the truth value of sentences
(McMahon, 1963, Slobin, 1966, Gough, 1965, 1966)
failed tc find an exact one=-to—one correspondence
betvween the-complexity of transformation and
performance, owing to the effect of semantic
;factors;..(sreene, 1972, p. 138). S -

”questlons w111 appear before the inverted forms did not cone
froalgrown's dat; on yes/no quest1ons that children ut%ered
at Stage III. Rather, this idea seems to be based on quun's

(1968) remarks on the development of wh= guestlons. In
another- paper reportlng the results of his longltud1na1
study of Adan,rEve and Sarah, Brown (1968) presents ev1dence”
that children often produce unlnverteéxcﬁggs of vh-
questions before they learn how to correctly transpose
subject'and'auxiliary.'The hypothesis that acquisit{on of
‘ ygs/noiguestion foras progresses from uninverted to iﬁverted
Vforis appears to be’based on the evidence for wh~ questions
in conjunction with Brown's observation that children

s

prodnced’uninverted yés/no gquestions identifiable by

The hypothe51s that ‘the unanei::E\forns of yes/no v_'(; |

AszMf7memf Lntonatxon andfcontex%~a5—early—as—S%agégli4¥beSe

. observatlons‘forled ¥he.basis for a lanquaqe acguisition

unlversal propoeed by Dan Slobln (1913, p-,199) "Universal

D1: structnres requiring pernutat;qn pfvelelents will first

P

P
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'appearfiﬂ;i' non=- peuntei,fmf!iinhe, i T R B
generatifé-transforlatiohal position; vhich assumes that the
bnon-pe:nuted form is the base for further transforuations’is
apparégt'in‘this'fornulation. I

Cancino, Rosansky and Schumann (1978),app1ied Brown's

hypothesis to ESL learning in a study of the acguisition

interrogatives and negatives by native Spanish speakers
Déspite the égrlief discrediting of*thertheory’of,z*f
derivational conplexity»(Green;, 1972), Cancino ét al;'.

(1978). hypothesized t?@t uninverted forms would be acquirédrv

‘before inverted forms. The'researchers observed both

‘spontaneous and elicited speech of six subjects during a

ten-month longithdinal stud y. ?he'subjecté were tvwo
5-year-olds,’two';dolescents and tvo adults. The authors
\plainedvthat the subjects® lea:ning nés "naturalistic", but
since the four youngest subjects were enrolled in public
school it is fair to question the claim that these subjects
vere untauaght. | |
: banciﬁo et al. (1978) investigated thé acquisition of
both wh- and yes/no gquestions. They wanted to determine
‘ vhether uninverted forls‘aﬁpear prior to inQerted forms for

each of the two guestion types. They also wanted to discover

vhether inversion in yes/no guestions would precede

iivefsion in wh- QHéstionsjigiziéAgga?géllugi (1966)

observed such a progression in an analysis of data from the

original Brcwn (1973) study. Ingram and Tyack (1979),

17
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however, did not find evidence of this developmental order. — - i

j a
3
L

f

-

Ingram and Tyack (1979, p. 337 - 338) reported that "the
computation of percentages of inversion did not reveal any

subjects inverting auxiliaries in yes-Dno questions but not

in wh questions." Furthermore, the Ingram and Tyack (1979)f-
data shoved that even subjects whé wvere only beginning to
acqnire'auxiiiaries still inverted thea. - = ' :
Canéino et al. (1978) reported two contradicfory | ' ;
findings. They claimed that ﬂuninvertgd y/h guestions
consistently appear pribr to inverted Y/n guestions"'
(Cangzuo et al., 1978, p. 220). At the same time'they G
maintained that "bbth y/n and wh-questions appear in the
uninverted form, but there is no sfage in which the
uninverted form consistently apbears and the inverted is not
present™ (Cancino et al., 1978, p. 220). The éecond ' .
statement is more fepresentative of the‘compléte data. It is
only possible tc discern a stage at which ali yes/no foras
are uninverted if the do forms are excluded from the data. |
"Excluding early do- inversiorn Qe sée téb stagesAin the
development of the yes/no guesiiop:‘i) in éhe firsf?s}age

there is no inversiot..." (Cancino et al., 1978, pf 228) -

’

The researchers argue that the preposing of do is not really

inversion because it precedes the inversion of other

auxiliaries. Instead they "speculate that do may simply be a

question marker, a memorized chunk, or a production pattern

observed in the input™ (Cancino et al., 1978, p. 229).

18




Generative grammar describes the prepos1ﬁg*of'doii57*”*'
inver51on of subject and auxlllary, folloved by do- support
of the free-standing tense marker (See derlvatlon, p. 4
above). In order to produce a gquestion contalnlng,gg,,both
rnles must be utilized; subject-aux invoision is a |
precondifion for the operation of do- support. Yet evidence
in the gancinorgt al-'(1?78) study shows that do is inverted
befcrevothér kinds of auxiliaries are inﬁerteq. This is‘
unacceptab;e from the generativé position because it is odd
fhat subject-auxiliary inversion should be léa:ned first in
conjunction wvith do~- support. It does not make sense that
the de:ivationallj sore complex production of do questions
(two rules) should preCedé the derivatjionally simpler
production of éuestions involving simple subject-auxiliary
inversion (one rule). Cancino et al. {1978) the forced  a
generatlve descrlpt1on on the data by disallowing the do
forms. In doing so they overlook evidence of tvwo poe51ble
dcquisition strategies.

Like Brown's (1973) subject, Adanr (see Table 1), fhe
subjects in the Cancino et ai. (197BL study use holophrases
or memorized chunks as an early question=-foraing stratégy.
Several ESL researchers (Zobl, 1378; Sahpsonyg1982) have

suggested that the learner subsequently analy=es these

prefabrlcated foutlnes, break1ng +hem into thelr corstltuent

parts. Cancino et al. (1978) found both prefabrlc%;ed gg-

patterns and single do's together at a stage befofe other

19
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j'
auxiliary foras appear. This indicates tﬁdqﬂfﬁé’iééfhéyr
first uses Iénorized chnnks such as ‘

-10) Do you want?

11) Do you like? (Camcino et al.; 1978, p. 228)
and eventually notices, .through co;farisbn'uith foras such
as’ |

12) Do they want/like?
that do is a serarable element. Thefleatner.could then‘
hypothesize that dg is a question marker, as Cancino et al.
(1978) suggest. The learner would later have to modify this
‘hypothesis to accsunt for the prepqsiné of other
auxiliaries.

In other words, what generative grammar efficiently:

xdescribzéras inversion may not be inversion at all, but

simple preposing of the sentence element which carries thexﬂ///

sentence modality. This is juét hov Halliday (1970, pp.. 161
- 162) describes this . essential feature of yes/no gquestions:

If we ask a guestion, it is usually because we vant
to kno¥ the ansver, so that the typical theme of an
interrogative is a Ttegquest for information. Hence,
we put first, in an interrogative clause, the
element that carries this request for information:

" the polarity-carrying element in a yes/no
gquestion... ’

Theme is a key word ir this passage. According to Halliday, ‘

(1970) preposing of the auxiliary is a kind of thematic
tppicélization, a manifestation of the textual function of

language.

20
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; If the do forss are not eliminated from the Cancino et
al.;(1978)‘data ghere‘is no evidenée for the claim that
uniéverted fornsrproiide tke basis for acqguiring inverted
foris{ both are present at the éarly stages ofVacquisitioﬁ,

'iécording to Vander érook.et al. (1980), in an Ariginal-
unpublished reportin§ of the Cancino et al. (1978) stuéy, :
Cazden et al. (1375) failed to discover the.hypothesized »
developmental progtession fromrthe unin%ér?ed to the
inverted form cof the yes/no question. Cazden et al. (1975)
were unable to explain their results, but suspeéted that

inversion might be dependent on discourse variables such as

conte;t and function. .

2 .

Tt
e s :

The Acquisition of Yes/No Quéstiog Fugctions in L1

-
<

Function is cnrrently'f popular though ill-defined concept

in second language teaching. Part of the difficulty in defiﬁing
the concept lies in sorting out different theoretical
pérspectives and ip distinguishing betweeﬁ genend?’and>specific
language functions in order to establish a functional hierarchy.
Another problen is diffe;éntiating among language functions{
connunicai}ve functions, language uses, notions and speech acts.
These ter;; are not usually defined at all but only applied to
different taxonomies. Evaluating them is not a matter of
coiparingidefinitions but contrasting qonpéfiig lists of

notions, functions, uses and speech acts which overlap to some

21



extent in content and levels of génerality;

Punctioné have been approached fron-anthropological,
sociological, linguistic and psjchological perspectives.
>"Halinowski's;ethnographic_account of the fuhctionékof language
was based on the distinction between 'praéuatic' and 'magical?’
(Halliday, 1970, p. 141). Jakobsen (1973) described six
functions of language: the emotive, the.réferential,.the
conative, the poefic, th; bhatic and the‘netalingual. Accotdiné
to Halliday (1970), the structure of language reflec*ts three of
its general functions-=the ideational; interpersonal and the |
textual. Tough's (i977) functions (the directive,
interpretative, projecti§e>and relatibnal) are based on the
psychological approaches of Piaget&(1960) and Vygotsky (1962).
Like Halliday, Tough (1377) nakeslégdistinction between function
and use; but what ;ougﬁ‘(1977) calls usesvare called fanctions
by almost everyonéielse. o

Laﬁguage funét;on is a general label for a‘verbal behaviour
which involves ‘a éersonal or social use of languagg}tb achieve a

~ certain purpose. A language function is a broad catedory of

verbal behavigur, a general schema, while a language use is a

particular realization or instantiation of the behaviour throﬁgh.

the manipulation of language. As EBEEh (1977, p. 46) states, "If
the functicns of language are ccncérnedigjth,difte;ggtggigds of
meaning, or thinking, the means by which this will”pe rade

evident is through different uses of language.®” Vander Brook et

al. (1980) use the term function to refer to uses of yes/no

i
!

L
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questions, What Vander Brook e+ al. (1980) call f&netions; Tough
(1977) aouid call either uses or strategies_depending on the
level of generalization. The need to differentiéte among levels
of fnnctiéné arises bebause_there appear tb be macro and
microfunctions ofblgngdagé.vfot example, a mbre general purpose
. of the co&firnatory use of language appeérs to bé a phatic
colmunicaiive fdnction, For'the'purposé of this thesis,.:he
distinction between form and function is more inpoftaﬂt than the
distinctions that can be made betwveen funcf&on, use ané
strategy. Although the existence of a functiocnal hierarchy is
recdgnizea, language function will be used as a general label

" for all levels of verbal behaviour which involve a pe#Sonal or

. ' 5 : s i .
social use of language to execute an intended commupicative

e
Ay

purpose.
van Ek (1976) and iilkins.(1976y have presented taxonomies
of l;nguagé functions for incérpo:atioﬁ into ESL teaching
syllabi. These taxonomies are inteﬁded to represent'the basic
level of functiocnal competence inﬂifglish. Howe;ery no special
attention is}jiven to question asking as a partic&larISuhgroup_
in these taxonomies. The }ist of functions is typically
gqualified with headingé designed to cover question asking such
as "imparting and seeking fégzghl information", "expressing and
find;ng out about emotional atfitudes“ etc. (van Bk, 1976, pp-
45 -7u7). -
| In a review article on question asking Kearsley (1976)

presented taxonomies of the forms and functions of '‘yes/no
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'questidns; In Kearsley's (T?Tﬁ; faxanouy'6f’questi6n”fﬁris7"”"’"”
yes/no questions are described in the following nanﬁer, each
characteristic correspeﬁding to one of four branching nodes in a
tree diagrai of questienvforns.\ﬁirst, jeS/no guestions are
verbal rather thas nonverbal. Second, yes/np questions are‘raiﬁ‘
claﬁse,(direct) not enbedded (indirect) questions. Thirgd, yes/no-
questions are closed rather than open. That is, the response to

a yes/no question is restricted to yes/no or a modal quaIifier.A[
Fourth, yes/no questions can be simple, t*ag or_intonated‘iﬁ
form. ¥No mentioh is made of inverted and upinverted forrs_ -
althpugggxearsley's (i976) intenated form example is inverted.
-It appears thé£ bnlg the second and fourth characteristics cited
above pertain to the form of yes/no guestions in the usual |
sense.'The first and third-characteristics in Kearsleyfs tree
pertainsto discdurse. _

Accordlng to ﬂéérsley (1976) , the overall gnmct1on of
guestlons is the elicitation of responses. The four najor
subfunctlonsvere echoic, epistemic, expressive and social
control. Echoic questions are.syntactic echo questions. This
fora appears to be a syntactic type rather fhan a functional
type. In fact, Kearsley (1976) adrits to some problems with
fnnctionel overlapping of confirsatory and expressive fnnctions
for this echoic questlon category. The eplstemlc gnest1ons serve

the 1nforlat10n-e11c1t1ng function. Express1ve quest1ons are

used to convey attitudes. The social control qnestlons are used

to exert authoritye.
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According to Kearsley (1976, p. 367) "there has been little
empirical work done to test the existing ideas about guéstion
formation and selection, ;nd there is a relative paucity of
theoretical devélop-ents to encourage such efforts.” Aithough
several experinentél studies have investigated yes/no question
anéuening, few have treated yes/no gueﬁtion asking (ﬂik&ye & |
Norman, 1979). This situation exists because, until now,
{nvestigators have fbcusséd on the'gcquisition of gtannaticai
competence rather than functional cohpetence. Invesﬁigations of
syntactic development have shed little light on the discourse
cénditions that Qnst exist f&r the selection and formation of
questions. Hovever, investigatioﬁs of the functions associated
with guestion asking are beginning to identify these»discoﬁrse
conditions. |

In the Broun_and Hanlon (1979) study of the acguisitionbbf
yes/no question foras, uninverted yes/no questions were |
considered ungrammatical. The possibility that uninverted yes/nb
questions could be modeled on grammatical uninverted surface
structures in the mothers' speech rather than abstract baSe
structures was not considered. In this thesis the graamatical
uninverted forms will be associated with the confirmatory and
expressive,functicns; There are no grounds for ruling these out

as functions utilized by adults in speaking to children. In

interactions by Holzman (1972) anrd Tamir (1980) have

- I
demonstrated that a variety of functions are represenf¥ed in

/

=
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mothers' and childrens*® speech. - » e

The Holzman (1972) study is particularly relevant, because
it is a_rean&lysis of Brown's (1973) ofiginal data from a
.functionai perspective. Holznan'i1972) did not distinguish
between yes/no guestions, tag questions apd wvh- qugstions in her
anéiysis, so0 unfortuhately no direct linkd,can be made between
'he; study and the research on yes/no questi é presented in this
thesis} However, Holzman (1972) reported so uuch\original data, -
that'it was possible to déternine that yes/no questions vere |
repreéentéd in each of the fiverfuﬁétichal;categories she
out lined. Holzman's (1972, p. 313) interrogative functions fér
mother-child interactions are:

A. Requests for information

B. ' Requests for behavior

C. Questions designed to display or test the knouiedge of

| th.e hearer _ - |
D. Interroéatives in yhich what is'guestioied is not in the
3

verbalization

E. Uses ;f the inte:rogativeifbrm for purposes other thaﬂ
guesiioning |

Holzman (1972) illustrated each of these categories with data

from both the mothers and the children in Brown's (1973) study.

The original data presented for the mothers represented two

stages at vhich the mean length of the childrens' utterances was
" two morphemes and four morphemes. The first function discussed
by Holzman (1972) is requests for information. According to

@ -~
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Holzman i1372, p- 316) "™the e%sentiqlconditionsvfhata'gmaﬁﬁ4uy
aust géet ;n order to fall in~this category involves its
sincerity. A sincere reQue§t for ih:o:nation asks froﬁ the
hearer information the speakér doeS'not have and believes Fhe
hearer to have;"

The yes/no.qﬂesgions cited as examples of requests for
béhaviour.are direcf yes. In cases where the mother is in a
teaching role, she uses yes/no questibns to test éhe child's
kﬁowledge.'hccording to Holzman (1372) thes;Eguestibns are not
sincere, bécanse the guestioner. knows ihe ansuér,t; her question
and sometimes knows thét the child knows the ansver. Holzman
(1§72) relegates interrogatives li&e Huh?, %hat? and éyntactié
~echo quest{ons to the categdrj 9f interrogatives in which what
is questioned is,nof ih the verbalizatipn- She dces not appear
~to identifj eche questions with any confirmatory or phatic
functions aé'?ander Brook et al.'k1980) have domne.

_PuréoSes other than guesfioningffor which interrpgatives
are employed are directives ﬁsed to make suggestions about the
child's~ﬁéhaviour, énestions which evaluate a child's behaviour
regatively, andrguestions ihich pfovide brrreport infbrlatioi.
Examples of this category provided by Holzman (1972, pp. 319 -
321) are: | ‘

: C e
1. Ddd you tell Ursula what kind of train that is?

(suggestion)
2. Is that all you have to say all the time? (evaluation)

3. If it's hot, won't it burn you? (repbrt)
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~ The original data presented for the childrenbrépresepteq ‘ o

v e e |

the stage ‘at which the mean lsngth -0f their utterahces vas three
morphemes. Even_éo, Holzman\j1972) was able to identify all fiie>
‘categories of interrogative uéé in the children's utter&nces.

Holzman (1972) observed that most of the intéfrogatives used in

mother-child interactions vere idiomatic. According to HolZman

(1972, p.f335) "their force is learned by theAchild~through"

T

thedr actiﬁn, pérsonal relation 66rre1ates."rls>ﬂolzman (i9f2;M
p. 32#) pointéd:out "tﬁere are two ways in which the child " ;
learns th,ev v‘arious uses of the ig’te,r,r,og,ati,v,e,,f,o;:ms. 'The first is . .
simplj becoming aware of the uses by others. The secohd is by |
the,résﬁbﬁse gis interrégatives d&ll-e}icit from others.” This'
view of language;developnent as the acquisitiqn of funcéions :

<"

through the social use_of language is guite different from the
generative position that'acquisition is dépendent upon the
child*s increasing knowledge of gramsar. K - . ?*
Two key points inplicit in Holzuan's (1972) anal ysis H;}l |
be,further developed in th{é thesis. First, Holzman's (1972}
results suggest that the trziéger'of'rélewant information ié
important in ihe usevof.interrogaﬁives. In ceftainx ‘

interrogatives information is sincerely regquested, while in

others'knowlédge is tested or even supplied. Second, Holzman's

e R ey e e e bt 2

(1972) analysis suggests that the possession or nonposseésion of

inforeation BY -eitber speaker or listener and the assumptions

made by either about who possesses or does not posses that

information are both important in determining the use of
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intertogatiieéﬁm”’
Tamir's (1980) study of guestion asking provides evidenceo
whioh'supportsrthese observations. Tamif (1§86) investigated'the
structure, content anad function“of uothefs' questions in teras
of a ohild's fesponses in a case study o§,a.e€ther and chilqrat
16, 17,18'end 19 months of age. famir‘(1980 p- 418) isolated
~ four nein function of questlons' knougﬁansver,
information-seeking, request gquestions and other-funotion

guestions. Routines and naming were tvo subfunctions of

'guestlons in the known-ansver category. Informatlon-seeklng
gquestions in vhich the. answer was ypknown formed a separate
- category. Directives and confirmations wvere subfunctions in *he
' reguest gquestion category. Evaluyative and didactic guestions '
fell into an other-functions category. Tamir (1980 p-. 418)
éeported that "relevant-approprlate responses do not vary

] systenatlcally wvith the mo+her's functlonal strategles of

gue:tlonlng.“ In other words, children were making appropriate

responses to numerous interrogative functions even at this early—

- stage of development.
: N
Since questioning is generally associated with
infornaticn-seeking, it is interesting to note that the

known-answer questions outnuomber the infornation-seeking

‘ guestions at all four stages of the child's development in

Tamir's (1980) study. The following taole was constructed by;

addlng together the percen*ages of the Toutines and nanlng

=)

/
éi«, subfunctiops to form the knovn-answver coluan; the unknoun-answer
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colunn ¢onta1ns the inforlatlon-seeklng functlon percentages

{(Tamir, 1980, Pa aie), ‘Other. functions have been disregardedAfdr;

the construction of the table. -
- Table 2

Percentages of‘Func%gonS'in

Mother's Interrogatives
N , L o
Child's Age Knovn-answer " Unknown-ansver
in Months Irnterrogatives Interrogatives

16 ; - 44.7 18.0

17 ~ 35.5 , 29.7
18 - ‘ é%ﬁ.o ) : 17.0
19 38.6 24.0 e

e

- These data suggests that many of the mother's early guestions

are not sincere but test questions. Tamir's (1980) gesults also

indicated tbat the info mation-seeking questions during this

stage of development eXfcited a lower level of

relevant-appropriate responses. Accdrding'to Tamir (1980, p.

419)

The mother is apparently intent on saintaining [ the
information-seeking] question type at relatively high
frequencies in spite of a generally low elicitation of
relevant-appropriate responses. The lov degree of

arr A e Y i it - b e it e sty st o i g b

ST

mresponse*approprtateneSS*layng‘dueftn*the*chti&*s
inability to recognize that the mother does not knovw

~before-hand all his needs, desires, and interests.

In other vords, learning the function of this question type

'
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depend% on the child's ability to discover that he has -

ihfdiiation that his nothér, the questioner, lay not have.

Tpe requests for confirnatidn in,Tanir;s data ranged from
9.9 to 17.5 bercent of the mother's total interrogatives and
paradoxically elicited "the highest overal}ifrequency of both
no-response and relevant-appropriate responses™ (Tamir, 1980, p.
420) . According to Tamir (1980, p. 420), "the high freguency of

]

relevant—apptopriate responses indic;:gg/ﬁhe child's early
recognition of the social quality of/ this guestion type,\vhich
reguires no especially complex linguistic ability in order to
respond." The child is frequently unresponsive to fhis‘kind qf
questioﬁ Ssince it really reQnires no informative or behavioural
response. Again, it isrihpottant to note that the functional
approach to acquisiticn research emphasizes the cognitive and
social development of fhe,child, while the generative approach

deals with developmental complexity, not of a child, but of a

particula:-theory of syntax.

The Acqguisition of Yes/No Question Functions in L2

Vander Brook, Schlue and Campbell (1980) reanalysed the
data gathered by Cancino et al. (1978) ¢to determine whether

‘discourse factors affected the subjects' acquisition and use of

-

yes/no qﬁestions. vander 3rook.etﬁéi;“1i§ébj7¢6mcéntfatéd on two

discourse factors--speakers'! presuppositions and question

functions. In their reanalysis of the Cancino et al. (1978)
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daﬁa, Vander Brook‘et;al. (1980, p;:SJ) initiallggnrgneﬂﬁ!xhat
if languége is rule-govérned béhavio;; the choice betvween
inverted and statement forms should be systenatiéland’therefore
{p:edictable;" However, when £hey tried to systematically predict
khe s;eakers' selection of iﬁvérted and'uninverfed‘(statenént)
'~ forms, they were unable to accoun* for a portion of the data. It
*is unfortunate tha;‘Vahder Brook et al. did not describe the
charaéteristics of fhese.data, since it was on this basis th&t‘
they abandoned the two category (binary) a?pro&ch in favour of
éhe continoum approach. | ‘ 7
'According to Vander Brook'et al. (1980), the inverted and.
~uninverted forms distinction was not the major distinction
underlying the differentiatién among yes/no forms. Rather, foras
conld be better described by placing theam alopg-a.cofitinuum
accofding to the sreaker's strength of presnppositioﬁ that his
listener's answer will be yes. It is important to note that in
this analysis, unlike RoSt produc tion-based analyses, +*he fors
is characterized in teras of its use by a speaker;listener dyad.
Experinenteré usually ignore the ;istener in production-based

analyses.

The Continuum Construct apd Prototype Theory
The notion of ordering linguistic foras on a continuua is
extremely interesting in light of recent work on the prototype

theory of categorization, according to which members of a

32
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category also exhibit varying degrees of categprzﬂ:;:géfship.

-The,proﬁotype‘theory lends support from philosophy and

psychology to the Vander Brook et al. (1980) cla{nAthat the

continuue provided a more complete and reasonable description of -
p . A , _

the data. This clnégtis analysed in the following discussion

where the‘tradition theory of categorization is presented

-

" first in soeme detail. Next, the propoéed'prototype ﬁReory df‘
categorization is conttasted'iith the traditional theory. s .
Finally, the similarities between Vander Brook's et al. (1980)
continuusm approach and the protbtype theory to categoriz;tidn
'aré discussed.

The protptype crvbést-example theory répresents é
divergence froﬁ category theory which developed in the
Aristotelian_tradition. According to Mervis (1380), one of the
first psychologists to-diSCuss category thegry vas Hull (1920),
wvho defined a categoryjas a set of criterial attributes. "A
criterial aftribute is an attribute that all the members of the
category being defined possess and that is not possessed by any
nonmemaber of that category™ (Mervis, 1980, p. 280).

This has two implications. First, since every member of the

category is by definition a full and equal member in the

category, there is no hierarchy of membership withip a category.

Second, since members do not share any criterial attributes with

any nonlenbefs, category boundaries at the same level of
classification are absolute. The different levels of

classification can be ordered hierarchically, as in a decision
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tregz but categories are disjoiatfat the sanme le#el of
classification. A potential member of a category either meets
the category definitions and is included‘oﬁ does rot neet’thé
deéiuitibn and is excluded. |

The traditional theory of ;ategorization was enp;oyéd by
generative linguistics in the distiﬁctive»feafure theories of
phonolbgy and later in generative descriptions of semanmtics. In
generative treatments 6f semantics, fot example, lexical entries
were described aé bundles of binary (+ =) oépositions. It is
probably the traditional theory of categorization as eaployed in
geﬁerative gramnar Hhich Vander Brook et al. (1980, p. 58) are
addressing when they say "our work shows that the main factof
involved in_deternining the for; of yes/no questions is not |
binary but is.best seenras a continugum."™ ' 7

The philosopher Wittgenstein is credited by Mervis (1980,
p. 283) with first ad§ancing the tenets of prototype theory.

Hittgensteiﬁ (1953) has claimed that categories may be

structured as "family resemblances.™ According to

¥§ittgenstein, a family reseamblance occurs when meambers

of a category are related by a series of overlapping

attributes (e.g., member 1: .ab; member 2: bc; meamber 3:

cd) but do not all share a criterial attribute.
Empirical support for Hittgenstéﬁn's notion of "family
reseublancés" has been provided by Rosch and Mervis' (1975),
Mervis, Catlin and Rosch's (1§75)7and’Rosch's (1975) studies in
the acquisition of colour and furﬁituzé category concepts.
Through a series of experimental studies in which participants

rated attributes for members of semantic categories for

prototypicality, Rosch and Mervis (1975) were able to
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demonstrate that family resemblance provides a viable
alternative to criterial features for category definition. They
vere also able to demonstrate that for artificial categories,
prbtotypicalify was correlated with ease of learning. This

. ! ¥
finding has important implications for the present proposal,
since it suggests that prototypicality of a form in representing
a category may be a critical factor in its acquisition.

Recent research in ESL has applied the best-example theory
to the investigaticns of syntactic categories. -
Could we talk about degfees of membership in~grammatical
categories, with there being prototypical and peripheral
members? The analogy between such a view and recent work
in concept formation (e.g., Rosch and Mervis, 1975) is
intrigquing and has not escaped notice (de Villiers, in

press; Bates and MacWhinney, 1978). It is a proamising
.area for collabeorative research between psychology and
linguistics, since independently motivated linguistic
evidence has been used by Ross (1973, 1974) to argue for
nondiscrete graamars based on implicational hierarckhies

(Hakuta, 1381; p. 6) :

The«fgiiét%dies of this type investigate syﬁtactic categories
like subject, but there is no apparéht reason why categories of
syntactic types cannot be investigated in light of prototype
theory. '

The construct proposed by vVander Brook et al. (1980) shares
scme important similarities with the notiomn of category employed
by prototype theory. According *o prototype theory, boundaries
bet ween categories are not absolute. When Vander Brook-et al.
(1980, p. 59) attempted to assign'data to the two catégories

inverfed'and uninverted, they "noted a succession and overlap of

one form to the next as they related to shared knowledge."™
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Prototype theory alsoiéiedicts uneguai degrees'of categéfyrr

membership. This is implicit ir the investigators' notion of
‘continuum based on different strengths of a speaker's
presupposition of a st answer and in their claim that

it is meaningful to speak of the behavior in question as
systematic or predictable only when the factors are at
the extreme ends of their continuuas... When they are
not at the extremes, a particular behavior does not
necessarily reflect a quantifiable amount of the factors
(vander Broock et al., 1980, p. 58).

a

Another significant similarity between the Vander Brook et al.’

(1980) proposal and prototjpe theory is that both take function

T

as well as form into consideration. Mervis (1980, p. 285)

reports that
Smoke [1932] has again pointed out that the traditional
theory has not considered the role functiorn plays in
determining categorization; in fact, the traditional
theory experiments have almost always used
- "functionless" categories. Because real-world categories
almost always have both form and function, it seeas
incumbent upon a categorization theory to consider both,
at least until one might be shown to be irrelevant. '
Converging evidence from philosophy, psychology and
psycholinguistics has been used to substantiate the claim of
Vander Brook et al. (1980) that, given an analysis of yes/no
questions based on forl'ahd discourse function, a continuum
anpalysis provided a more meaningful descripticn of data than
the systematic approach. Now the correctness, validity and
B a

usefulness of their ccastruct will be examined.
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Literal and Appropriate Ansvers to Yes/No Questionsg

Evdluétidn of tﬁe Vander Brook et al. (1980) construct -
begins by defining its terms. By continuunm, ﬁhe'investigators
mean a series of degrees iﬁ the strength of presuppositions that
the listener's ansver will be yes. fes/no foras are those
questions for which the speaker anticipates a yes/no answer. -
strength Qg'ggesﬁggosi;igg refers to the magnitude of the',
speaker‘s probabilisticrbelief that'the listener will'supply:a
yes -answer to his question. | |

In the Vander Brook et al. (1980) study, strength of
presupposition ranges from lo¥ to high for a yes ansver. The
investigatbrs‘do not indicate why they have chosén'to represent
the preéuppositidns along a yes dilension‘only,,but perhaps the
Cancino et al. ({978) data ias limited to_exanplés of this type.
No provision is made for the ptésupposition of a no answer. The
LOW point in their costinuum is aétually the NEUTRAL point, the
point at which presuppositions are neutral as to whether a yes
Or no answer is expected. But it is possible to ansver no to a
yes/no Question: |

13) Are you a Liberal?

14) You aren't a Consefvative, are you?
In order to extend their continuum to include a full range of

presuppositions (NO - NEUTRAL - YES) their continuum can be

redrawn as follows:
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NEUTRAL strength of presupposition of yes/no HIGH
‘Pigure 1.
Continuun Construct for Representation’

of Yes/No Questions
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‘Their cons;ruct can then be restated in a more general fashion. ' §
The category‘of yes/no questions may be described by assigning :
the foras piaces along a continuum according to the speaker's ' i
strength of presupposition of a yes/no ansver. -
There is one more item in théir construct that must be
further défined. What counts as a yes or no ansvér?.This is a
problem for tbé,fander Brook et ai. (1980) anélféis; because
they haﬁe failed to make a distinction between literal and .
appropriate yes ansvers. In the Vander Brook et al. (1980, p.
59) analysis, the high presupposition of a yes answervis
typified by "echo"™ questions in which sEeaker B echoes A's -

utterance:

155 I'm studying poetry this ternm.

16) You're studying poetry fhis tern? : é
According to the iﬁveétigators, the near certainty of a yes
answer frees the echo question to perfora other (here the
confiraatory) functionas. These include thg expressive functions A

indicated by the stress-shifted forms (Vander Brook et al.,

38
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1980, p-. 63) which inqluﬂe sa:c&sm, disbelief, encouragement,; a
etc. o

According to this line of reasoning, one might expect that
yes/no questions like the follouing.uould also be considered to
holad é“high yes presupposition: |

17) Can you tell e whaf time it is?

Since the form has high yes presuppdéition, it is freed to serve
other (here-the directiie) functions. Héwever, Véndef Brook ét
Kal. (1980) regard questions of this type as'havifﬂ'; low
supposition of a'yes answer (néutrai in the tethaHn model). The
source of this confusion is the failure to distipguish clearly
between yeS/no ansvers which are literal as opposed %o
‘appropriate.‘;hus, Vander Brook ét al. (1980) miss the more
general observation that directives as vell as éyntactic echo
ques+1ons are freed to perforn other functions by v1rtue of
their high yes presuppos1t10n. o , . E

In the present thesis, directives will be considered to
hold high yes ptesuppositiqn like &he forms used for the
confirmatory and é¥pressive functiods. These fo:ns are used
metaphorically ire the sense that they require an eitraliteral
interpretation by the listemer. In order for such questions to
function metaphorically, the speaker must be able to assume that
the listener will not sﬁpply the answer required by the literal
questlon. The work of Searle (1975) and Grlce (1975) is helpful

r ' , S
in explaining how thls could work. :
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The fact that all Eggkggntencesrahove-ﬁilj thrbughwill) — ;
vexcépt (15)--aré considerédvby grammarians to be yes/horforns
indicates that the presupposition of a literal yes qnswef is‘an
inportapt_defining feature of the category. ihis is one of the
very fe;;definitions_in grénmar'which designatés‘a éyntactic
.category by identifying listener's fesponses. The
speaker-listener dyad is not generally the basis for grammatical
description.rThg fact that,tiig'kinddof de initiqn exists for
yes/no questions is)conpelling evidence for\:akingvdiscourse
factors such as,speaker's presuépﬁsitions and listenerts _ ' ;::
tesponses iato consideration in ihvestigations of yes/no
questions. | | - _’,' (7 v

The usefulne;s of the literal‘yes/no definition is
supported by basic ideas in speech act theory.'According to
Searle'(1975), an,utterance haé a direct locutiohary (literal)
ueaning-and.nayrhave an indirect illpcutionafy (pragmatic}
meaning. Searle (1975, p. 62) says ﬁa speaker perforas the’
secondary.illocutionary act by vay of utteriné a sentence thé
LITERAL meaning of which is such that ifs literal utterance
constitutes a perfornance of that iilocutionary acf." Thé
issuing bf a directive like (17) is an example of an ihdifect
speech act. In this case; the listener's Eq&pliance with the
~directive conétifutes,its answer/performance. |

The literal yes/no definjtion provides a means of

" describing the yes/mno forms SYﬁféétiFaIIY;'but'lt is unlikely

that speakers operate on the pres&pp%sition of a literal yes or
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10 answer. fhehl‘teral yes/no hypothesis is discredited as é
psychologically real consttuét by ghe probleas posed in
bconsidering the féquired appropriateness of an ansver. According
- to the.literalvyes/no definition,::egardléss of whether a yes
ansver to B'§ question would be appiopriate,rB‘is sa d‘to ho{d
hi§h‘presnppositioh that A's ansver vili'be yes. Th sAis
potentially a source of cornfusion in the experimental setting
vhere partiQipgnts aré'likely fo téke approﬁriateness'of an
answer into consideration. For example, participan€§\are not
likely to supély yes as the answer to'f16y'ot 17y above. Thus,
it is inikely that the psychological reality of the literal

yes/no definiticn cculd be demonstrated empirically; subjectén

)

: .7
The literal yes/no definition prowides a means for

vould respond appropriatgly rather than literaily.

describing yes/no forms syntactically, but a psychologically
plausible explanation of the linkfbéiueen'speaker'beggiiour and
linguistic form is missing. Could presupposition be sonéthing
other than foreknowledge of a literél yes/no answver? It will be
suggested below that the selection of yes/no forms is ultinateiy
a function of the speakerfs knowledge that the listener will
ébey certain conversational maxims, in partiéulaf naxins.
relating to levels of infofmation shared‘byvthe speakef’and
listener. The distinction between literal and appropriaté yes/no
answers will also be further cla;iéiéd.fr - |

| Given the literal definition of yeé}no queétigﬁs, the model

(see Fig. 1) says that as the strength of presupposition
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increases, the chance of a literal jéf aﬂéwer.alsérincreases.
But it has been argued above thatAaé the strength of ' r7
presuppositig;}iicreases, the prbbability of actually eliciting

a yes answer (i.e., the chance of yes being given as an

afppropriate anéwe:) decreases. This fcllows becanse the,literal

yes is nypderstood”. Inrguestion {17) above, fof example, the /y_
speaker may be requestiﬁg thé/fime because he has jusfrseen the A - '§~
listener checking his uatch.‘In vhat sense is.the literal yes

"understood"? In the sense that it is implied by specifif prior

knowledge (i.e., informatiom) that the speékétvhés,aﬁou the
topic, aboufrlinguistic.structures>and aboufbhis listener!

”?hovledge of these things, in addition to tﬁe listener's ability
to make inferences ébbut the speaker's intended mean;ng. If a

literal yes is implied by specific prior knowvledge, then

selection of yes/no question foras is ultimately a function ofgﬁiﬁf
speaker information. The importance of foreknowledge and .

i YR
Es T

relevance of shared information is acknowledged by Vaﬁd@r Brook

et al. (pp. 58 - 59). . | ‘ BN o

The model (see Fig. 1) can thus be redrawn to show the

relationship hetweén-speaker information and the selection of v

yes/no forms: : , - '
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HIGH

INFORMATION

LOW

& , — -

NEOUTRAL o ) * HIGH

Presupposition of a literal yes/no answer
. ' Figure 2

Information and the Yes/No Question Continuum

Accofding to the model (see Fig. 2);va'speakef with low
information would tend to select a yes/no form which is neutral

/

4\\\\ in its presupposition. This is plausible since, if a speaker has
2iﬁiimited information,: he Bas no basis for p:esnpposition and )

: \’ealiylis,seeking i#forQation-,The nentral,qnéStion form is
selected with the least information available, thué it should |
ﬁave the highest yes/noAiﬁfbrpation~eliciting potentiﬁl. Yes/no
should be a§<appropriate ansver to a neutral yes/no question,
because low contextual information is the speaker's motivation
for choosing the information-eliciting function.

In teras of the model, a speaker with an intermediate level

of relevant information will tend %o choose forms with a

moderate presupposition of a literal je§7ho answer. This is also
plausible, since a speaker vho only has a hunch based on an

e ) - - .’} M -
intermediate amount of information will nct be guite sure that

the listener's answer will be yes/no. Sfill, yes/no vould be an
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~appropriate answer from the guestioner's perspectlv%ﬁ/

{

The model (see Fig. 2) predicts that the speaker with a
high amount of relevant information will tend to select foras
with a high yes/no gresupposition. In high information contexts

the speéker vill be less likely to request inforlation'and more

likely to choose one of the non-lnforlat10n-e1101t1ng functlons ;
of the yes/no foras. This makes sense, because the more
information available to the speaker, the less information of

the exact, same type will bexreguested.'This épeaker,is more

. likely to select é'fzﬁb;whicﬁ is nonliteral. A nonliteral form

is one which is likely to elicitran ansver other than yes/no in
that context.

Ih térls of speech act theory, neutral yes/no gueétions are.
direct speech acts. They mean what'thef say. However, the high
yes presupp051t10n forls are usually 1ndlrect speech acts thch
serve a functlon other than elléltlng a yes/no answer. These
forms do rot mean what they say. That is why the literal yes/no
form is appropriate in the 1ow,inforlafion context, yhile the
nonliteral yes/no form is appropriate in the high information
context. This link between information and form is~iade through

the mediating function. In an experimental design, it wounld be

appropriate to-say that the informational context is

operationalized by the speaker's selection of a mediating

funrction. ' ' 7 o -
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‘Presuppositions and Levels of Speaker Information

It is a ba=1c tenet of speech act theory that quantity and
reievance of information are primary considerations in the
selection of speech forms {Grice, 19795). According to Searle
(1975, p. 60) ’
In direct speech acts the speaker coamunicates to the:
hearer more than he actually says by way of relying on
their mutually shared background information, both
linguistic and nonlinguistic, together with the general
powers of rationality and inference on the part of the
hearer.

According to Grice (19795), speakérs and'lisfenersicooperate inla

conversation by observiﬁgrthé‘fonr paxims quantity, guality, R

relation and manner. Grice (1975;_pp- 46 - 47) describes these

maxims as follows: .

1. Quantity

7 a. Make your contribution as inforhativé as is reqﬁired
(for the current purposes -of the exchange).

b."Do not make your contribution more informative than is

4 required.’ . - ¥
2. Quality | - |

a. Do not say wvhat you believe to be false. P
b. Do not say that for which you lack aﬂeguﬁte evidefice.

3. Relation

a. Be relevant.

4. Mmarner - - - - —_— S e =

a. Avoid obscurity of expréession.

b. Avoid ambiguvity.
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c. Be brief-(avoid unnessary prolixity).

d. Be orderly. N
¥At‘first glénce these maxims seen~rathervsinéliétic, but they
prove taiher pouerful in explaining langquage Eehdiiour including
the selection of yes/no foras.

Grice*s maxia of guantity is especially interesting in
light of the hypothesis that speakers select yes/no question -
forms as a function of relevant (Grice's maxim of telation)*
information. According to the quantzty maxim, a speaker's
contribution should be neither more nor less 1nfornat1ve than is
required. This aéplies to gquestions as well as to statenents:
ask for neither more nor less infornation than is reguired. If
this maxim is observed the speaker can ask an appropriate
question and the listener can supply an appropriate ansvér.
Furthermore, it is necessary that the speaker and listenér both;
believe that the other is obeying the maxin. N

According to the quantlty paxim, a speaker should select a
yes/no ihéﬁtion appropriate to jthe amount of information he
requires. Fof example, a speaker wvwho réguires a yes/no answer to
a question shoula select a question form-designedvto;elicit just
that information. He should ask a guesti;n-uhich will be
interpreted literally by the listener. The speaker will seleéf

his-fore in accordance with Grice'sAmaxinTuknouingﬁthatnthefwA.

listener will also behave in accordance with the maxim. The
listener's response will be based on a comparison between the
information which he assumes the speaker knows and the

-
- ~,
- h
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infornatibn,whichvthe speaket.is tequesting.

If a listener assumes that a speakerlposinq_a yes/no
question dqeé not possess the infornation he is asking for
(i.e., that the speaker is conforning to Grice's maxim), then a
literai interpretation of tse questioniis possible, rendergng a
yes/no aﬁswer éppropriate. Consider the following example. A.is
‘a psychology student dolng a survey on’ p011t1cal afflllatlon.
She wants to know if B, a man onh the street, is a Liberal. She
asks the literal yes/no question, "Are you a Liberal?" Since B
has no reason to believe that A already knows his politicai
affiliation, he believes A is operating_in accordance with the
guantity maxim. OrT, as Holznan (1972) put 1t, ‘B believes A is‘
making a sincere reguest; Thus B gives a face=-value or 11tera1
interpretation to A's question and(responds appropriately with a
yes/no answet.‘ | , } | ’ 7'> .

But ihat happens when the speaker seemingly violates_the
guantity maxim? The listener tries to_construct‘an
interpretation of tﬁe speaker's utterance which would place the
speaker in confcrmance uith thé\naxin. If the listéher\knovs
that the speaker doés gbssess the yes/no infarmation he is
literally ;equesting, the listener assumpes that the speaker's
request has ancther nonliteral neéning vhich does conform to the
guantity maxim. This is how yes/no questipns,gre able to s_;!é
functions other than the elicitation of a yes/no answer.

The evidence reported by Holzman (1972) and Tamir (1980)

indicates that the incidence of known-answer questions is higher
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than the incidence of infornation-eliciting guestions in
mother-child interactions. For the adult, however, the
information-eliciting function séens to be prototypical. In
order for yes/no guestions to sérve other functisns, the Speaker:
must rely on the.listeper's ability to make an inference\about
his intentional violation of the'maxil. The»follouingfexanble
illustrates how viclation of the maxin light_bfing about a
nonliteral responée. |
Suppose that A checks bhis watch for the time. B asks i,

"€an you tell me the time?" A knows that ﬁ saw him checking his'
watch and can safely assume that B knows hé is capable of
telling time. A literal interpretation of B's request would
place B in violaticn of tge gquantity maxim. Hovéver, A knows
that B, as a profiéient speaker of English, wéuld probably nb
7yi§late that maxim. Therefore, A selects a non-literai A
interpretation of B's question. In this”case; since the form is
highly routihized, A has no trouble inferring that‘B is
requesting the time. | |

| There can be no doubt that some nonliteral yes/no foras
have become so highly conventionalized that their use ard
interpretation is antbngtic. For bighly conventionalized Qr
routinized yes/no guestions, it is doubtful that the |
speaker/listener.would have tc engage iu this kind of
inferencing suggested-by the theory of conversational
implicature. However, speakers/listeners are,capahlegnf,nsinék,

and interpreting unconventionalized indirect speech acts as
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well.

A recent study by Ackerman (1978) provided empirical
evidence that children are able to extract extraliteral --
directive.neaninqs for unconventionalized*utterances as a
 function of conte}t'and Speaker intent. According to‘Ackerlan

T ) . »
}1978}} a sentence like

(18) Billy, I'm going to do;my homework now.
may have either n literal or en extraliteral inferprefetion
4depend1nq on. context. Ackernan (1978, p. 317) constructed
_paragraphs to indicate either a literal or extra11+eral readlxg
In the stndy, one of theseaparagraphs was read to a part1c1pant.
~The participant vas required to determine vnether any of three
suggested events could happen next. The three events represented
a literal reading, a ponliteral reading and a distraCtor.

Ackerman (1978) found'thar children as well as adults wvere
able to assign CO;rect interpretations depending on context,
Ackernan {1978) reasonedkthat t he participant_had}to ma ke an <
inference from context tec interpretation in order to select the
correct ansver. Thus, the study prov1ded sonme support for the
‘position that listeners can make 1nferences about speaker intent
depending con contextual'infornation. Thishis important in the
investigarion of yes/no guestionms, Since‘the speaker’'s selection‘
of a form depends on his presuppositions concerning the
listener's ability to make such inferences and provide the

desired response.
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It is gemérally acknowledged that information-eliciting is

associated with question asking. However, much psycholinguistic

‘research in this area seems to have allinited'perspective,on the

function(s) of yes/no questions. In a recént paper, Akiyama et
al. (1979) iﬁvestigatgé the gpplicability'of,severalv
verification models to the aﬁsuering of yes/no guestions. This
poinf of view aSsules that every yes/no question.contains a
‘proposition vhich can be regardéd as true or false.'AnSHering a
‘yes/no question inveolves the verification of that proposition.
The Akiyama et al. (1979) study ignored all but one type of
yes/no question, the type which bégins with some form ?f the
éqxiliaty BE. The study also neglected the yes/no direé@ives,
vhich fall into the performative (Austin, 1965) categoé; and are
not regarded as true or false. Despiterthe‘lilited scope of the

Akiyana et al. (1979)°stndy, evidence linking infofmation to

question asking is provided, since verification must be based on

informa tion.

Mikaye and Norman (1979) investigated specifically the
\ 2
relationship between existing levels of knowledge and difficulty

of learning task in an experimental study of guestion asking.
~ - N . -
The researchers observed the number and kind of questions asked

by pre-trained and untrained subjects learning to use a computer

text editor. Mikaye and Norman (1973, p. 358) hypothesized that

- . .

Vhen there are two presentation levels of the same

material, easy and hard, the learner with the ample

knowledge structure should’ask more questions on the

harder presentation and fewer on the easier one; the

learner with little knovledge should ask the most

gquestions with the easier presentatior and not many wih
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the harder presentation.
These predictions were confirmed. The data also revealed a
tendencj,for confirlatory statements to increase vithbdiffidulty
for the trained learners, but to decrease with difficulty»for
'the.hoviceé. This would lépd support to the proﬁosal that
confirmation would be associated with speakers posséséing higher
levels of.inforiation. However, this interéctioﬁ wa s not
statistically reliable at the .65 level. Mikaye and Norman
(1979, p.;362)-éoncluded that "a théory dffggéstioning that-
suggests that people ask questions to fill in their {nbuledge;
;tfnctgres isrtoo sinplisti¢.kpéopie do rot appear to be able to

cope with material too far beyond their'pfesent knowledge.ﬁ

P~ 8

Prototyrical Forms and Functions of Yes/No Questions

‘Thus far, the predictions about spe;ker behaviour which
have been made have been based on a minimum of specific language
data in order that the hypotheses would be formed on theoretical
arguments rather than on a specific ccrpus of sentences. This
vill be inport;nt in‘deggrnihing whether language caﬁ be treated
as a ranrdom effect in t#i}eipirical portion of this theSis.'Real
laﬁguage examples will ndw be examined in order to identify
aspects of form and function of yes/no,qdestions. Thé-
predictions made earlier focussed on the expected behaviour of
ﬁative speakers. Now the focus will be redirected toward

predicting the acquisition behaviour of nonnative speakers.

According to prototype theory, the prototypical members of a

51 \\
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_category will be learned before the less prototypical members.
Thus, the following>exanination of yes/no guestiohs vill be i

directed at determining the prototfpical form(s) and function(s)

‘of yes/no questionsi.s

R ‘ ‘ : ' i

e aE

Several yes/no guestion functions have been identified in a
+he papers revievéd ahové. Kearsléy {1976) suggested four major
dimensions underlying qu;stioh asking: echoic, epistenric,
expressive and social cggtgg%,vfhe echoic dimension is prohably
not a function but a‘s;ngéiig'type. ﬁowever, Kearsley's (1976)
relainihg fhree dimensions are supported with evidence from the
studies by Holzman (1972), Tamir (1980) and Vander Brook et al.
(1980). °

Transfer of information appears to'be the baéis,for the
first category of question-asking. All four of the papers agree
on this,function. The guestioner'nay knbw the answver to his
question, in which casé the question becomes a test or
knovn-answer gquestion common in mother=-child interactions ’ g
(Holzman, 1972; Taii:, 1980). When the guestioner_does not know
the,answér, the guestioﬁ is sincere (Holzman, 1972; Grice,' |
1975). Questions reguifing_rgpetition or asking for confirlation
probably belddg to thi;)inforiation-bésed category. In |
mother-child interacfions, some questions cén evén be uéed to
provide information (Boiznani-1972). ‘

A social control dimension appears to underlie the second

category of question asking. Such guestions are used to make

suggestions (Holzman, 1972; Tamir, 1980), polite requests
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(Holzman, 1972; Tanir, 1980;.Vander—Brook et al.,i19805‘an& to
issue commands or directives L?énder Brook et alf, 19b0)-

The expreSSion of attitudes underlies thé third category of
gquestion asking.'ﬁolznanw(1972) and Tamir (1980) identified
evaluative quesfionbfunctions,vuhile'Vandet Brook et al. (1930),'
identified questions which expressed surp;ise; sarcasu_and
disbelief. |

. There does not appear'to be any one-to-one correspondence
'“ Qetween function aﬁd“forn of‘guestioné atkthis gereral level of
cléssification. However, at the next level down, there does |
appear to be sﬁch a correspondence., Vander Br90k et al. (1980,
p- 63) attempfed to match specific syntéctic foras fo specific
uses of yes/no guestions.

Vander Brook et al. (1980, p. 63) have suggested that a
number of specific functions are associated with each of the
levels bf presupposition. Accoréing to vander Brook et al..
(1980), the neutral form 1is usea to elicit ipforiation. The
ngntral form is inverted and hdé the singqular function of
"eliciting yes/no}information. It is important to nmake A
distinction between the more general term, eliciting
information, and.the specific notion of eliqiting yes/no
information which is a pérticular‘use of the neutral form. The
neutral form is also ﬁsed for topic changes. This seems
reésonable; in the case of a topid change, the previous context
will have no bearimg on the selection of the yes/pro form. Since

previous context is not relevant, this will be a low-information
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sitdation in ihich,the nehtral‘fo;n would be éxpeéted. Vg@ﬁgr
- Brook et al. (1980f indicaféd a further function bf the‘neutral
form--clarification of a previous yes/no question’vhich has been -
ansvered inappropriately. The researchers also included asking a | é
'directed guestion (directive) in thiévcategory,“but this has

been challenged eatlier. According to Vander Brook et al.

(1980) , forms with intermediate:st:ength of presupposition of a
yYes answver are used to check an unstated assumption. These forms

are also inverted. Forams with a high yes presupposition uiil be

AP N SO

‘selected to confirm understanding, express-disbelief, Su;prise'
‘or sarcasm, or to elicit infotnation'other than a yes/no ansver. - ;
According to Vander Brook et al. (1980) these will typlcally be
uninverted foras, partlculatly syntactlc echo questlons.

In summary,” Vander Brook et al. (1980) suggest that forms
with neutfai'presupposition will be used to elicit information,
.change topics and clarify. Forms wiﬁh inférledipte -
presupposition will be used to check an unstated assumption,
while forms with high presupposition will—be used for
confirmaticn or expression. This Classification.differsAfrom'the.
one suggested above in which information-eliciting aﬁ; -
confirmation are information-related functions, while expression
appears as a separate category. . |

It is possible to 1dent1fy certaln phonological’ and
syntac*tic features of the forms vhtch lark membership in the
neutral or high=presupposition groups. One uayﬁinduhlshmyesfaef i

forms are marked is through constituent order. The more neutral




forms tend to have normal question inversion, whereas the Higﬁ
yes presupposition-forms may-havé,fhe statement (ﬁﬁinver;ed)
fora. A |
19) Are you taking.poetry thisxsgmester? (guestion)i'
~20) You're taking poetry this seneéter? (confirmation)
: Tt is.intereﬁting that the guestion ﬁith high yes\presupposition
7%%) is more statelent4like_than question-like. This is jusi ’

e

vhat‘wouid-be expected when the'quésifan is not reallyAa
question butfa.éphfirnation. - |

Anotﬁer‘way i#,vhich Yes/nd'fOrns are marked is throuéhv
stress pattefns. The more neutril forms tend to have normal
question'intoﬁation, vhereas the‘expreSSive forms tend to have

. . . R Q
stress=-shifted intonation.

21» Are you takingjpoetry this semester? (guestion)

'22) You're taking|poetry this semester? (expression}'

Another interésting differehce“in marking is the use of
plain iﬁverted forms versus tag guestions. Neutral questions
tend to use'éhe plain icpverted forms,_while tag qneétions are ,
used to express a range of biases concerning the listener's |
résponsef
23) Aée you taking poetry this semester?

24) You're not taking poetry this Semester, are ydu?
25) You're taking poetry this semester, aren't you?

Questions lay-he narkéd as'négative, but this does not

alvays assign a negative interpretation. In some cases, the

_specific lexical iteas used are the best clues to
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interpretation:

ZQ) Don't you agree? (You agree.) '

Zf) Don't you hate snakes? (You hate snékes.)

 28) Don't ;ou'lovevcandy? (Yoﬁ love candy.)

29) pon't you like:candy? (You don't like Candy.)
.Hoveﬁei;‘tgé.interpretation qf some negative utﬁerances depends
on context. the fo1loﬂing senfence‘cén have’eiiher‘of'tuor &
interpretations depending upon.contexé: 1
' 30) Aren't you hungry?.(Yoﬁ're hungrj like'T am.)

31) Aren't you.hﬁngry?.!iéu don't act like you're hungry.)
It uoqld‘he'very difficult to handle the semantics og thesé
sentences within current graamatical déscriptions which fodhs,on
syﬁtactic patterns and ignore context.

The use of particuléf 1exica1 iténs may also indicape»thé 
speaker's knovledge‘qf a sifu#tion. Cdnpare: o

33) Are you having a géé;;ég with nyrhusbandé

34) Are you having an affair uiﬁh my husbard? \

In (384) affair marks the fofg as being on thevyes side pf
neutral. The higher information indicated by (38) is associated
with high yes-ngsupposition.\PreSumablyrthe usé‘of iexiéél

‘items like maybe, possibly, surely, correctly, etc. would also

-

mark forms.

There is also a tendency *o use less specific lexical iteas

o

with neutral questions, while more specific lexical iteas are

reserved for use in contexts which presuppose higher amounts o§

information:
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- 36) Are you going somewhere? (neutral - specific)

|

.
35)‘Aré you going anywhere? (neutral - noﬁ-spécific)'!,;'
' 36) You're going somewhere? 1high - specific) . 5
37) *You're going anywvhere? (hlgh'-’non-spec1f1c)
This serves to reinforce the connectlon between less exp11c1t

[

(lower) 1nforlat10n and inverted forns and more exp11c1t ~
(Q%gher) lnfo:uatlon and uninverted forls. _

A somevhat _more’ subtle wvay to mark forms 1sqjgrough the\QSe
of deflnlte versus 1ndef1n1te artlcles. The neutra; forn will
tend to Uif indefinite (or no) artlcles, vhlle the hlgh yes .
presupposi*ion forams will use definite articles.

'38) Can you pour coffee? (question) |

39) Can yé& pour the cpffee?_ldirective)/
Recent.inVestigatidns Ey Dale, Loftus and Rathhun (1978)
1nd1cated that chlldren could be lead more ea511y to repor?\tha+
they had seenh an }teu thch they had not seen vheh\they were .
asked yes/no questlons contalnlng definite articles. This
provides‘evidence of a link betueen the use of definite articies
and listenervexpectations.

The vargpus fﬁ&;tions and fotﬁs'of yes/no:qﬁestions ha ve
nov been discussed. All of these ideas will be incorporated into

the de51gn of . test items for 1nvestlgat10n of the predlctlons

lade in this the51s. TheAgrecedlng discussion also prov1des a

basis for hypothe5121ng the ptototyplcal forus and functions of

R ——

yes/no questlons. Two aspects of the questlon fprn nust be
* 4

con51dereq, stress (normal 6r sttess—shifted)'and constituent
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“order (inverted ’Q{)ﬁi{i?erte&) -
The evidence for the,prototypidélity of the
inforlatioh-eliciting function of yes/ncrquestions is
Aessentially usefulness as indicated by freguency of occur:enée.
However, syn£a ic and functional exponents of yés/no guestions
also played an important part iﬁ determining prototypicality.'
Accd;dingkto prqtgtyée,theory, the best example ofia'categoryi
should share the most featuies with other>§ategdry iélbéré Aﬁd
share the least features withACOlpetiqé éategories.rthisf :
eliwinated the uminverted forms fros consideration as best
exanples because they share the statement fora vith the category A
of ordimary declaratives. The inverted qﬁestioh also hualified | ,‘af//)
as a best exanple in the sense that its use was more ea511y
identlfled; it was the "nentral“ forn ({Vvander Brook et al.,
1980) most likely to be used for the purpose of reqnestlng a
lllteral yes/no ‘answer. The other functlons of confxrmxng,
expressing, or eliciting behaviour overlap with competing
categories of use. | \
It seeas réasonable to assume fhét the yrototypical yes/no
question fora is inverted with:noraal question intonation. This
conforas to our genefal concept of gnestions. Stress-shifts

. : ~N
indicating emphasis are not restricted to use with yes/no

qnestlons in Engl1sh. lnd, asklng questions is not the typical

function of an utterance with statement word order.

It is a lzttle RCIe dlfflCﬂlt to deterltggaéhe prototyplcal

function of yes/no questions. It is probable that eliciting

.
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nvlyes/no ihfqu&tiﬂh—is a more typical function than the - -
'cgnfirlatory or expresSivé‘}ugctions, as their name ilplieé;
Hsﬁevér, issuing directives is also a very typical use of the
yes/no guestions. In fact, their use is‘so'typical that a number
of directivés-have becoae routinizegl Directives will not be’
considered in this thesis because of the;discrepancy beé;een
vander Brook's et al. (i980) and 2y view on their placement on
the continuﬁm. However, ‘some suggestions for investigating the -
achisition of directives will be discussed in'the section
describing ¢the limitations of thi; thesis. Gibbs ¥(1981) is

currently investigating the discourse factors involved in the

selection of directive foras.

Hypotheses for Investigation

»:Several testable predictions have heen'iade in the course.'
of the preceding review and discussioh.>7ander Brook et 31.‘
(1980j have suggested that speakers vifh low presupposition of a
yes ansver will use neutral yes/no questions fo:‘the purpose of |
elicit;ng infornation. Inverted yes/no gquestion foras are
aséociated vith this infornation—eliéiting function. Vander
Brook et al. (1980) have sdggested that speakers with high

presupposition cf a literal yes answer vill use yes/no questions

for confirmatory and expressive functions. Uninverted yes/no

foras are associated with these functions. The confirmatory

questions bhave normal rising question intonation, while the



expressive questions have stress~shifted intonatien.VThese”“'r
predictions will be’tested in an empirical study which is
designed to'metch forms and,runctions of yes/no Queétions.

It has been ergued abore that it is anlikely that epeakers‘

operate on the fresupposition of a literal yes or no answer. It

B S U T LR

is unlikely that the psychological reality of‘the,l;;g;g; yes/no
definitiop could be demonstrated empirically; sub jects would
respond appropriatelyArather than literally. Relevant
information has been suggested as.a substitute for literal o
yes/no ansver presuppositions. A speaker with low relevant
information will use yes/no questions for the purpose ef
eliciting information. Hevﬁill use t@e inverted forms. 2 sp;aker
with high relevant information will use yes/no forms for
confirnate:y.and‘expressive/functiors. He will use the statement
forms. | | |

- Polloving an argunent ba sed om.prdtotype_theory, it is”’
assumed that native énglish speakers will exhibit the most
similar (i.e., stetisticelly‘predictable) behaviour for the
prototypical pembers of a cétegery. The inveréed
1nfoggat10n-e11c1t1nq yes/no questlon was selected. as
prototyplcal in adult BEnglish. Thus, speakers are’ expected to’
~ show the least individual variation for the selection of the
nornal =tressed, 1nverted yes/no forn serv1ng the 7
1nfornat10n-e11c1t1ng function.

If these hypotheses are'conf1rmed, the natlve speaker data

will prcvide a reference point for the evaluation of nonnative

y

o
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speaker acquisitiOh data.vThe sane'experinent uiil be used to “ -
efaluatera different set of.hypoibeses concerning L2 learﬁer‘
behaviour. Two hypotheses will be compared. According to the
o:i@ig;i hypothegis based on generative presuappositions, the
acquisition of yes/no forms should show avprogression_from the
uninverted (stateneﬁt) form to the inverted form. chording to - .
the poéition developed in this theéis, the prototypical yes/no
'question form(s) and function(s) should be acquired first. Thus,
inverted foras shouldAbe-acquired before unin?erted forms.

In fairness to the generatiiegposition,'it ié cdnceded‘that
;thesé hypotheses are not necessarily incompatible,.beéause théy
are based on'a different intetpfetation of what is learned in
language acguisition. Theegénefative position reﬁuifes only that'
the statement fbrn is pro;}ced, regardlesé of whether it is used
correctly. Since the generative grammatical description is
form—baseﬁ, this theory'of acquisitidn is also form-based. In
hypothesiiing a progression froe the inverted form of yes/no o
questions, the researchers Hére suggesting‘that the stafément
foras of all ﬁtterances would be mastered first, without
consideration of fuanctions. In-ctger wvords, the fore of .
uttérances determines the learner's order of acquisition. The
present experiment treats acquisition as the acguisition of-

linguistic formas and functions.

e
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III. Netlods

Participants

]

.The native speakers of Canadian English who part1c1pated 1n
| the study were all unpaid volunteer undergraduates at Simon
Fraser University. The 20 female participants were enrolled in
education courses. The 20 male participants were enrolled in
education, beginning foreign language and beginning linguistics
courses. Since participants vere tested at the beginning of the
semester, it was assumed that students enrolled_ in linguisticsq
classes had not yet acquired a knowledge of linguistics that .
would heve provided an advantagerin takihg“the test. The 40
native speakers rqnged from 19 to‘u1'years of age with an
average age of 28.

The 92 nonnative English speakers who participated in the
study‘xere all unpaid volunteers enrolled in BSL classes at 4
Capilano College, Kwantlen College and the University of Brltlsh
" Columbia Language Institute. Two main types of ESL learners were
represented. One group spoke Prencﬁ as a first language. The
other group came from mixed language backgrounds.rwwr '

The French salple vas readlly accessible and represented a
major class of ESL learners imn Canada. of the najor non éggl;sh

first languages spokeh in Canada (French, Chinese‘and Punjabi)
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French is the most similar torSpaniSh; the first language of the
subjécés in the Cancino et al. (1977) and Vander Brook ét al.
(1980) studies. Thé French sample could be expected to represgnt
a student populaticn that vaS’reiatively homogenoﬁs~ig social,
cultural, education and ﬁinanéial backgrouﬁd- However, fhere was
some doubf~that the results fo: the Prench college Students
‘learning Epgiish'cculd be replicatéa for leérners from othér
,1angﬁage backgrounds; Thus, a secondlgronp of nonnative speakers
from mixed language béckgrbdnds was tested in 6rde: fo pake the
results more generaIiiabié withbut’directiygaddressing the
. problem of first language interference; The possibility rénains
thaf first language interfe;énce could cause learners from
- different language backgrounds to.behave.differently on the
teSt.“ ’ |

The Prench speakers whd participated in the study were.all
undergrad&ates from Quebec enrolled in French Lahguagé Summer
Bursary Programs. The 46 participants, average agé 21, were
enrolled étﬁthe beginning level. The 23 fesales and 23. males had
’received an average of five years of secondary and post
secondary instructioﬁ inVBnglish.'The participants repofted tﬁat
they had lived in ap English speaking cpnnunity an aver;ge of.
less than a je;r. The 46 participants were selected fron ; total
saléie of 54 composed of 30 felales'and 24 males. To establish
the sample of 46; 26 feiéleé‘and 17 males who had been assigned

to the beginners' level on the basis of the same test were

selected. An additional 6 males were selected at random from a
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claés in ihich a different p}acenenta%Lst was used. Then three
of the 26° fenales were randomly deleted.
The nonnative speakers fron mlxed backgrounds vere all

enrolled in 1ntermed1ate and advanced ESL classes at Kwvantlen

a /-.-AM

College. The decision to test students at these levels was based
on the recommendaticns of the classes® 1nstruct rS. The 46
-pariicipants, aeerage ageF27, @ad received an aj%rage of three
years of;fornal instructien in English. The 23 females end 23
rales had resided in English séeaking communities an everage of
_three yeers.‘The»RS participants vere selected ffol,a total
sanple of u7Atested. The results of all 23 males vere used. One
female's results vere dropped after she éxperienceafexﬁreiet |
difficulty in coopleting the E?nsent form and questionnaire.
The mixed group reported a.wide variety of language
backgrounds. The fezxales spoke Chlnese(S), Punjahl(u),
Geénan(3), Korean(Z), Bungarian(2), Pollsh(1), Czech(1),
Spanish (1), Filipino(1), Croat;an(!), Japanese (1) and
Armenian(1). The nales spoke Chinese(8), Punjabi (5), Korean (3),
vietnamese(Z); Polish (1), Czech(1), Spanish(1), Portuguese(l).

and French(1).

Instrumentation

This study used a relatively nev type of analysis called

contextual analysis. Celce-Kurcia (1980) recently wrote an

article justifying and describing contextual analysis'in vhich
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she setbguidelibes for research in this aréa. Her
‘recommendations provided the basis for the control of variabiés
in developing the iethodology for this study. The nethodology
was designed to control the discourse variable language
functi;n, in this case the intent of the'SFeaker in produéing a
yes/no questioh; Usnally the,speakér's intentﬁmust.be inferred
Afroh coﬁtext, and thié,has beenrbne disadvantage'in,discoutse
analysis. The ugthodology.developed for this study attenpted to
correcf this geakness. The development of instrunénf&tiou ié

described in detail for the benefit of researchers who may wish

to explore language functions in further research..

Construction of the Questions and Contexts

" The major problem encountéred in designing the test
instrunent’ias{selecting particular foras to represent the

potentially infinite nuaber of possible yes/nogquéstions. Every

- effort was made to ensurevthdt lamguage could be treated as a

random effect in this study‘Tg}ark, 1973) . Thus, it was

. inportant that the test include represehtative yes/no guéétion
types so that the cchclusions draup would be genéralizahlé
beyond thg‘specific co:pds used. However, this objective had to
be balanced vith a consideration of thg ;e;ativg Qiffi?ulyyﬂof
potential questioms. Introdhcing.too much diversity could add
sources of confusion for“the'nonnative pérticibaﬁts ;hiéh”;ighfj

be unrelated toc the probler under investigation. The test had to
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include the maximum variety of esseﬁtial yes/no guéstion

features vhile minimizing,other kinds of syntactic and semantic E
variation.
The selection of particulér léxicaliitens, noun and verb

phrase types and kernel sentence types to be used for yes/no

guestions and contexts presented a problem because it is - !
difficult to evaluate the relative chplexity of_the poésible . q
structures. Some conéiderations in evaluatiné complexitf are A _ 3
(1)fréduency of the structures in thé target~langua§e, (2) the V
rumber Sf ubrphemes*at‘the deep or surface siructuférlevel,
(3)the/semantic complexity of particular lexicél items and
(u)tﬁe difficulty of tense éon;epts. A discussion of all such
possible metrics is beyond the scope oﬁ the .present papef if not
modern linguistics. Although a more intuitive approachcto
sentence complexity was adopted, fhé problem of test
cénstruction»vés apﬁroachéd systematically. The test was written
in four stages. | )
At thke first stage of test consiruction,,fodr essential
categbriés of sentence—initiﬁ} auxiliaries were identified.,The
primary syﬁtacfic feature'nafking questions in English'isrthe
inversion of auxiliary and subjeét. In consfituent questions a

wh~ word precedes the auxiliary. Conjunctions and preposed

adverbials cr noun plirases may also -occupy sentence-initial

position, but these are not essential features of yes/no
questions. A distinguishing feature of inverted Yeé/ﬁayduésiiéﬂé
is what occupies initial position as an auxiliary. There are

£ .
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five main varieties of initial auxiliary constitﬁénts. They are:

f. Foras of BE |

2. PForms of DO

3. Modal verbs

4. Foras of HAVEV

5; Trahsitive and intramsitive verbs‘
0f these, the first four categories were included in the test to
ensure representativeness. The fifth cafegory contains only
archaic forms and fragments. |
| Unfdrtunately, thére is not a one-xo-one'correspondence
betveen these foﬁf categories and verbals in English. The
category (i)Fdfus of BE, for exagple,'héy derive from senfences
in which BE 1is (1) copular, (2)perfective cr {3) progressive:

1) Are you Mr. Brown? (BE + NP) |

2) Are you married? (BE + V ¢ =EN)

3) Are you going? (BE + V + -ING)
Modals carn occur in irnitial position'(u,S), but fransitiye and
intransitive verbs must be supported by a fo;- of DO (6,7):

4) Car you fly?’ ‘ |

5) Hill»jou cble?

.6) Do jou wvalk to vork?

7) Didvyou wreck your car?

Thus, in addition to representing each of the surface forms,

some attention had to be giwven to the types of verb phrases of-

wvhich the auxiliary is just one part.
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The second step of test consfruction focussed on verb

phfase'fffgs. By»spediffing a limit of three elements per verb Ji

phrase of the uninverted question form (or the base string of

the question in a generative analysis) it was possible to

S

represent,theffour types of initial auxiliaries described above

and'éb represent the major simple tenses and aspects of English. é

.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

In the third phase of test construction, complements were

TENSE 4 BE + (completer) . ' ' _

TENSE

TENSE

:ENSE’

TENSE

TENSE + Vv (intrans)

+ MODAL + V

T AN TR

+ (HAVE + -EN) + V-

SETRN:

+ (BE + -ING) ¢+ V

+ V(tranS)‘+ (completer)

9

developed for the BE and transitive verbs, modals were-selected,

ténses vere asignéd, and three verb types were dupli@ated. The

folloﬁing inventofy of ‘15 verb phrase types was constructed: .

1.

2.

PRES
PRES
PAST
PRES
PRES
PRES
PRES
PRES
PRES

PRES

+

R . . . ]
b H

BE + NP
BE + ADJ
BE + ADV ’ | B
CAN + V(trans) R
WILL + V(intrans)
(HAVE ¢ =EN) + ¥
(BEt -ING) + V(intrans) B
(BE + -2N) + ¥ (intrans) o |
v(trans) + NP

V(intrans) ’ -
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11. PAST ¢ V(trané) + N

12. PAST +,V(intransf »

13. PRES + ' (BE ~ING) + ;(trans) + NP

14. PRES + V(intrans)

15. PRES + vrtians) + NP
There are several kernel sentence types-vhich can be constructed
aroﬁnd a copular BE. BE was conhined with é no;n,phrasé, an |
adjective .and an adverb (ifens 1,2,3) .

The modals capn and will were selectéd to represent the

modal category (items 4,5). The hodal will (with the. meaning of

intention) was chosen because it also represents the simple

futuré tense of English. However, inr the upinver ted ﬁorm; will

contracts obligatorily vjthra preceding pronoun unless special

emphasis on the modal is required: |
10) ¥ill-you lend me your car?

11)v10u'll lend nme ydur car?

For this reason, cap was selected as a nroncontractible modal.

The che:,godals-uere excluded because fﬂey'uefe archaicy,
polite, slang, contﬁined particles or were indistinguishable as
clearly present or p;st tense Hithout‘supporting context.

The prog:essije and beﬁfective as;éc£s ;f Englisﬁ vere also
represented (items 6,7,8). éoth regular éndlirregular participle

foras vere represented vhen the actual lexical items were

selected. Though the productive form is_by'definitiéh the

regular form, the irreqular foras are more frequent in ordinary

usage; the fieqnency of their use helps to preserve then iithout

4

~



*y

-

change.
It did not seen.nécessafy tpiproduce two s;ts'of ’ ,Jl’ }
constructions contrasting past tense and precént tense. Past
tense wés assigoed to just one of the BE foras {item 3). The
past tense of transiéive and igtransifi;e verbs was cepresented
(iteas 11,12) along with their Fresent tense (items 9,10).

Modals vere not converted to past'ténse,“beCause‘past iéhse R

nodals are snbjunctlves {could, would), a likely source of.

.,rcpru51cn for the ncnnatlve par+1c1pant. Sllilarly, the past

J:

perfectives and progre551ves Here not tepresented in past tensé

N

because of time reference conplexlty. It would have been
d1ff1c 1+ to ccnstruct 51nple three line contexts for these
tensesflﬂh\vJ

Three additional test itens'(13,1u;15) vere selected bj

determining that the present progressive, the transitive and

intransitive verbs vere less likely to create difficulty for ESL

-learners than other verb constructions. The present progresive

" {ING) is one of the first grammatical morphemes acquired in L1

'hn'gutge:"” T T T T e e

and L2 as ﬁrownv(1973) and Burt and Dulay (1978) demonstrated.

o5 B

Cancino et alm (1978) showed that Yes/no guestions beginning

with do (used- uxth tran51tlve and 1ntran31t1ve verhs) are

acgulred f1rst }n the acqu151t10n of English as a second
!

> £

Inf%hef£ou;£h~stage—oégtestfcoast%net1oa7—%he—45—pa%*£HHH}—————————
1dent1f1ed above {p. 5) were used for the constructlon of 15

sets of contexts and blocks of yes/no questions. An effort was f
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test. consisted of 45 ite;s?representing~15 thele$,~Each of the

sade to use bnly“ﬁhése ve
,éon{exts. However, a'few élbeddings were also allowed. Hosﬁ of
the sentences ?eré'sinpla; affirnative,;deCIarative,abut a few
negatiyes»and questiops-were usedfw;tpinltke &onfexts. Coniexts

consisted of three lines of three to five sentences. The initial

themes was devglopépEinto the three functions,':

information-eliciting, confirmatory and ‘expressive. Por‘exalple,

P

Pl

b constituent types in constructing

—

the followin§ passages represented the NIKE JONES theme:

+ .
- LS

Hary’wants to see Mike Jones. ‘
' N\

She does not know Mike Jones.”\W*-Inforjatidn-eliciting 4

A»strapger says hello to.ﬁagy,

o

naijAvants to see Mike Jornes.

-

Ed

A man says: Let me help you. Confirmatory
I'm Mike Jomes.
Mary wvants to sée‘ﬂike Jones,f
Mary thinks that Mike Jones_ié a nén.'Y) Expressive
A woman says: Hello, I's Mike Jones.
* ) r‘
- — i
5y '
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Evaluation of the Testing Instrument

The test was evaluated in four stages. At Stage Y, 20
participahts evaluated the original uShtest items representing
:ihg»inforpation-eliciting, confirlatcry and expressive veréian‘

—.w o of 15 themes. At Stages 2 and 3, 20*participénts,evaluéte&’“’ T
rearittén itels. At Stagé 4, 20 subjects evaluated the final
-ver51on of the test. Thlrty-three itenms represen+1ng the three

functlons and 11 theles were chosen for the final versxon. The

crlterlcn for 1nc1u51on'of an item was 80% or better subject

'‘agreement with the predicted function. The 33 test iteas vere
randomized in order to hinder comparisons among théne-related
passages.

Part1c1pants in the test evaluation were regulred to read
each of the short passages des1gned to elicit one of the three
functions and ansver two multiple choice questions. A sample
val}daticn‘fask is presented belcv. Th@s passage was-designed to.
elicit high judgements of certainty and the confirmation

function:

John and Bob are at. a party.

N

W¢+f@@fLWffwmmAﬂiphnLismleazinggagned54ng ring.

Jobn is talking about his chiidren.

. r . I3
%, . ,
2 _ Z S
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i

A

Hov certaxn 15'3&p that John is narrxed’ B

>2) Falrly certain.’

3)ANot at all certain.
*f'\.. .

|

|
'

‘Bob speégs next. Bob isr;igely to:'
1) ask Jobn whether he is married.
2} confirm his.understanding thai Jchn is married.
3). - express enfﬁfise,Of disbeiief tﬁat Jokn is

married.

The first leltiple choice qﬁestioh in each test item was
designed to link level of infernation with the functional tenbr
of the passage. ‘It was hypothe51zed that low levels of relevant
information Hogia\be associated with the 1nfornat10n-e11cit1ng
function, while hxgher levels would be\iffoc1ated with the
conflf;;tory and e}pre551ve functlons.\lt vas assumed that high
certainty would be an indication of high information. )
Particifants uete expected’to choose ansvet numbegx (3) whenever
the informatiom-eliciting function was predicted' they vere

expected to choose ansver (Q%;gr {2) when the confxrnatory or

t)) Very céfigln. ~ : , . ..

expre551ve functlon= vere predicted.

Por ana1y=1s -0f the certainty jﬁdgenents, the 33 item test
vas %ivided intc three subtests of 11 itewe each, representing
4

¢
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the.infdrnation-eliciting, confirmatory and expressive
: # v . v
functions. Subjects received a point for choosing a predicted

ansver; a perfect score was 11 for each subtest. The means,

standard deviations énd standard errors of the scores for the 20 :

.subjects were calculated for each subtest. ; . ' 85

~

Table 3
- Descriptive Statistics for Certainty Judgements

by Native English Speakers

-Subtests

‘Information Confi;;g{:ry Expressive
/- . ) . ‘
N B 10.50 - ) 10%80 . 2.50
so 1.5 .41 \, 1.43
SE | - .26 . -09 , .32

rl

The hypotheses for the inforuati&n-eliciting and
confirmatory functions were confirmed. Participarts chose ansver

(3) an average of 95% of the time for items designed to

-

represent the information-eliciting function. Participants chose |

ansver (1) or (2) an average of 98% of the time for items

¢ ivs skt i

designed to elicit the confirmatory function. The results show

that the infornation-eliciting and confirmatory functions belong
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_to an -information-based fanily‘of yes/no‘functions; 4&Q’
In accordance with this finding, adjusting the levélﬁof
information proved to be an effective revriting strateqgy for

these items. Décreasing explicitness was an effective way of

\

™

;inproving.the tendency of subjects to select the predicted
infornatibn-eiiciting fuﬁction. Function a§rgemént for
confirmatory item was‘inprbyed by indreasing éxplicitneSS to
raise‘infqrnhtioh,levels. The importance of confirmation for
phatic éomnunicativevpurposeS-ﬁas ang noted. Rewriting passages
to éstablish communication befveen speaker aéd listenéf proved
torbe an,eféecéive rewriting strategy. . o
- The expected connection between high information
{certainty) and the expressive fuaction was not confirmed.
Participants chose ansver (1) or (2) in only 23% of the
insténces vﬁete°the_gxpres$ive function~was predicted. Subjects
chose answer (3) in 77% of the items writtenm to elicit the
'expressi;e'funcyion. But this dces not necessarily indicate a
link between low info;uatién and the expressive function. |

| In SOnchases where subjects agreed that disbelief or
-surprise would be expressed, tﬁey could not be "certain" ébout

N .

+he information provided in the passage. For the following iten,

;

90% of the subjects agreed that Susan would -express surprise or.

disbelief that Billy was married, and 95$vsaid that Susan was

, T - e e
not at all certain that Billy was married. = . >

,v _- ,\
™,
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Susan is a. teenager. ) : ‘ ' s
. 2
Billy says: I'm four years old. 'l gf(,‘—-‘\

I'm already married. | - é

In such passages, certainty no longer measurgd idformafion per
se, but indicaied truth or faléity’of the information provided. %
False information was not considered to be infdrnaﬁion in ferns |

of certainty. This would seen to iﬂdicate a conpection bétveed

uncertalnty and the expr9551ve functlon.

However, the expressive function was not always assoc1ated

‘with uncertainty.

John and Mary are students. Mary hates math.
John and Mary register together.

Mary registers for a math class.

Por this iteﬁ, 90% of the subjects agreedrthgt John ﬁas li?ely
to"éxpress surprise or disbeliefithat Mary was taking a léth

| class, and 95% said that John ués fairly or very certain that
‘Mary was taking a math class. |

Since the predicted connection between high information-and

the expressive function was not snpported, it is not snrprising

<

that adjustlng 1nforlat10n levels falled to be an effectlve

rewriting strategy for these itees. Subjects were partlcularlya

reluctant to express urprrse or disbellef in cases where
(1)exbressing surprise or disbelief seemed out of keeping with a-
f
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particular professional role, (2)wvhere a person of lesser age, .

~authority or social status might be considered impolite,’or

(3) vhere strangers were involved. Adjusting the social roles and
circumstances to eliminate these probleﬁg vas effective in \
revriting-these itesns. A |
The second multiple choice guestion in each test item wvas

designed tofde;erhipe wvhether the passage as written uonid evoke
thé intended function of eiiciting'ipfﬁfnation, Confirnation or
expression. Subjects vere'expected io choose ansver (Ji for -7
itéms designed to represent theviﬂfornation-eliciting,fﬁhqtidn.

They were expected to choose answer (2) for items written to

‘elicit the confirnatory'function. They were expected to choose

answer (3) for items designed to elicit the expressive function.
Por analysis of the function judgements, the test wvas 5gain
divided into three subtests of 11 items each representing the
threé functions. Subjects received a ‘point for choosing a |
predicted answer; a perfect score yas.11 on.each subtest. The
means, standard deviati;ns and standard erroré of the scores for

. . . * )
+he 20 subjects were calculated for -each subtegt. A t test was

performed to determine whether the passages as written had

evoked the intended functions. The observed amean was evaluated
against the claim that subjects wculd ;gﬁie an average of 10

points or better (average score 31%) of the possible 11 points.
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 Table 4

Descriptive'statistics for Function Judgements

byANative English Speakers

- : Subtests

. !
- Information  Confirmatory " Expressive
" 10.75 10.00 9.85
SD , .55 1.26 1.642 :
SE | 12 .28 | .32
~

The hypcthesis was supported. The means for irnformation and
confirmation met the 10-point criterion. A t test revealed that

the mean of 9.85 for the expressive items failed to differ

- reliably from the criterion mean of 10, t(19) = .47, p > .50.

Subjects scored an average of 90% or better on each of the -
; R f /

Ssubtests. This was taken as evidence that-all 33 passages could

be included on the actual test. 7 /?

Construction of Piral Test

The final test consisted of 33 items representing 11

themes. The test was divided into three sections for

N

construction. One of the passages (information-eliciting,

S

confirmatory or expressive) representing each theme was assigned
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_to:éachﬁsection in aorder to prevent participants from making .
comparisons amcng theme-related passages. This procedure also
helped to equalize the number of infornation-eliciting,
confirlatorj and expressive'bassages in each portion of the
test. Within each séction the .order of items was randomized vith
the constraiat that no more than fwo pgssages in succession
could represent the same function. This rapdoiization'order vas
appliéd to each section 6f the test,'helping to lainéain maximan
distance betueeﬁ theme related passages. |
Sincé 11 themes vere represented, 11 different answer
blocks were requiréd. The three theme-related passages were
matched with an ansver block containing three yes/no questions, -
Each ansver block ccntained an invefted'guestion fora with
.nbflal intoration, ar uninverted form with normal intonation and
an uninierted fora with stress-shifted intonétion. The foliouing
ansver block was pairedi;ith each of the passages representing

the Mike -Jones theme: -

1) 1Are you fNike Jones? ’
2) You're Mike Jones?
3) You're HMIKE JONES? '
= s N

Normally the intonation'differences between (2) and (3) above

would be represented with intomation contours and diacritics as

follows: i -



2) You're Mike|Jones? < , S

/

3) You're|Mike [Jones?

 Hoiever, this kind of marking would probably have created
addiéional_cogsusion fér the test participants. Insteéd, the
confirmatory statement forms with normal intonation vere 1ef£
nnnarked,%and capital letters wvwere used to indicate the
stresséshifted intonation for the expressive statement foras.
?his eliminated the need for a pre-training session to‘eiplain'
the diacritic marking sysfem. The order of yes/no questions was
randomized within each blqck. Then‘gach of the 11 ansver blocks
were combined with each of the three appropriate theme reiated,
passages. e

The éntire test including directions was tape recorded by
an adult male rative speaker of Canadian English. The recording
vas done on'ﬁ cassette record ing system in a sbund'proof
recording rooa. The 11 anéuer blocks iere«recorded first to
ensure that the set of‘ansuers would be the same for all three
- theme relafed'éassages. This also ruled out the possibility of
the speake; providing clués about fhe correct anéwer since he
had not yet read any of the function passages.

- & L. -
The speaker vas coached into producing the desired

g

e

I .
s ibamretan g vagmirke st
; i

intonation for each guestion with the help of drawn intonation

contours, hand sigiéls dési&igiing ribing agd falling pitch and:

voice models. Mo instructions-pertaining to functions vere
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given. The speakerrvasrdelibera€elyA393‘33k§d to proaucé
- sentences as if he were confirming of expressing surprise drv
disbelief. However, the speaker soon Edopted,a,functioqal
strategy of his own,devising. | | 7 | 3
The stress-shifted ihtoﬁation patterns produced on tape
vere clearly exaggerated{/;his‘vaé dope intentiorally so that
theré ﬁouid be no doubt'that the nonnatiye participants coﬁld
perceive the difference b;tueen the statement form uith normal

-m\//

intonation and the form with stress=-shifted intonatione.

:
Procedures -~ /j

The native sgeakeré of Bnglish who p;fzzcipated in the
study vere tested inrdividually and in small groups. For group
testing tﬂe tared test vas plaied for the entire group in a
class:oon set£ing. Iﬁdiviﬂﬁalrtesting vas done in Simon Praser
University language laboratories where barticipants listened to
the taped test through headphones. The test directions were |
taped to ensure stdndardisgtion of adminstration.

A\Participants simultaneously heard and read each of the 33
passages designed to evoke one.of the three functions,' |

information~-eliciting, confirmatory or expressive. For each

+ questions. Then they chose one of the gﬁestionsias thg,'

appropriate next response and circled the nulberidf tha+t

guestion on their ansver sheet.
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Dnring a pllot test of 19 native English speakers it became

'apparent that too luch 1nfornation regarding the matching of the
uninverted =ttess-shifted forns with the expressive passages had
been disclosed during the.test 1ntroduction and\fi;lding of
gueetiens. In subseéuenf testing the taped‘directions'vere‘
played'before any verbal instruCtionsvvere Qiyen.,Then the iape
was Stopped; the volume was adjusted and quee;ione vere

answvered. Very few subjects had difficulty dnderstaqding the s

directions. Native speakers were advised that long'spacing ‘had

: been lef+ between iters and that intonation had been exaggerated'

- =

for the benefit of nonnative speakers. The entire procedure
including the signing %fﬂ’c;nsent forms took abou+ 30 minutes for
native speakers.

The nonnative participants were tested in small gtoups in
their classrooms. Participants signed a cpnsent fora and filled
out a short guestionnaire prior to testing. Since the test vas.
originally designed for administration to university studen%s‘
learning English, it was necessary to clarify a few vocabulaty
iteas for the mixed group.. The foilowing vocabulary was

intrcduced prior to testing: appropriate response, first

impression, hostess, psychiatrist, terrified, instructor,

stranger and Sahara Desert.
Pollowing the introduction of vol?bulary the test

cvenr s b 8

directions were played, and the tape was stopped for

clarification of directions. Most participants had no trouble

ORI |

understanding the directions. When problems did arise,
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'1nstructors were helpfnl in clarlfylngrlnstructlon, gnd in a

fev 1nstances a clagheate’ prov1ded clar;flcatlon in the

S hd
part1c1pant's natlve language. Part1c1pants vere advised that
they.could stop taking the test at any time if the Ehglish~'
became too Qiffiéult.,The entire proceduré\took'30;to 45 minutes

for nonnative speakers.

Design

Different designs were used for the stu d ies of native !

speagers and nonhativegspeakers s}nqg different hypoéheses hgd
been proposed for‘each grdup. Native épeakers wete exbécted to
score very high On.the.test'beqause their role in the
exéerinentat;on'vasqto confirm the p;édictidnslthat had been
made cqncernihg thgfnatching gf funciions and foras. If the
predictions~uere_confiraedv thé~dist:ibutioﬁ of the rative.
speakers' scores vodld be nécéssaril&.skeued-toward the high‘;nd
ofithe scale dhd they wou{g exhibit. lltthe varﬁ?pce. The scores
of nonnative speakers vere not, expected to be as high nor as N
aniforaly distrlbuted as the native speakers, and they %E:e.
expected to exhibit mare ‘variance. Coab1n1ng the ‘native ‘and ‘

nonnative speakers®'. results in an analy51s of variance would

. violate two basic assulptlons for'paranetrlc tests---noru-llty
LS ’ :

of distribution and homogefeity of variance, '.;.

”THE’BHtiVE*SPEHkEI‘StﬁﬁY‘ﬁasma"UHE‘fHCtDI‘EiPEfiIEﬂt with

—~repeated measures (férguson, 1981, p. 317). The single factor
\ , »

7/
/



'was functions with three levels. The three repeated measures

vere the subjects' scores on the information-eliciting,

~confirmatory and expressive subtests. There were 11 items in

each of these subtgsts-'Sex wvas not used as an experimental

&

~confirmatory and expressive Subtests.. "

ya:iéple since it played no theoretical role in the 'study. When
the Friednéq test isrused‘tq analyse the reSulfé, this design is .
cailed'a tib-way*ﬁnainis Qf'variahcg in ranks design (Ferguéon;‘
1981, p. a10). x

The nonnatlve speaker study wvas a tvo—factor experlnent
with repeated measures. The between ‘groups- factors wvere-SEX with - . .
tvo levels and GROUPé with %wo lefels. The two GROUPS were |
subjects Hho spoke Prench as a first languag; ﬁnd subjects who
came froa mixed ‘language backgrounds. The . within spb]ects factor

-was FUNCTION vlth three levels. ‘The three repeated leasures vere

the part1c19ants' scores on the 1nforlation-e11c1t1ng,-

~
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IV. Results amrd .Discussion

=
(]
[xg

ive Speakers of English

&

The native speaker data was analysed in order to evalumate ~ - -
specific predictions made about the matching of'yes/no question

functions and forms. Por preliminary analjsis, the 33 item test

V’Has d1v1aed 1nto three subtests of 11 1tens each representlng
the infotnation-eliciting, confirmatory and expressive
rfnnctlons. The first step inr the analyels was 51np1y to tally
the frequenc1e= with which each of the three vyes/no forms wvas
" selected for each yes/no’questicn funé&ions. The results for 40
native Eglish speakers answering 11 itens each on the thres
Subtests are reported in Table 5. Question 1 was the inverted
fotn iith normal intonation, gﬁestion 2 was the uninverte& fotm
vlth nornal intonation, and guestion 3 was the unlnverted forn
v1th sttess—shlfted intonation.

~In accordance iith’z;e predéZ;ion; the inverted fora

(question 1) was the most frequent selection for the

infotlation-eliciting contexts. The 428 responses represen*ed

unlnverted form with np;lal intonation (guestion 2) as the most

frequent response for the confirmatory contexts. The 345

responses represented 78% of the total responses with the
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. chose the qnlnverted:stress-shlfted form~1gnestlon 3) with the
highest frequwency for the expreésive contexts éS'p:edicted: The
QOJrresponsés repregehfed 90!\of the total with tﬂe‘ |

, n6rla1—stressed uninverted form accounting for 8% of the
reléining responses.’ | ' ’
| Table 5
Frequencies of Yes/No Form Selection

by Native English Speakers

d, ' Subtests |
3
Question Information Confirmatory . Expressive - F
1 ’ ; : 428 40 - . Y . o )
2 1o, 345 | 35
3 2 55 : - 401"

¢

Individual test items 9 and 28 were examined to determine
wvhether they vere scurces of difficulty on the
inforlation--eliciting subtest. In yes/no guestions wifh .
tran51t1ve and intramsitive verbs, the auxiliary do does not

__appear in the CODflIlatDIYAfDII441nIﬂAlnltlal;dofis—alSO—dEOPPMLg—f——fA*

fgqgﬁgge informal inverted fore. Thus, gge informal inverted and

con firmatory uninverted forms are the same. Pérticipénts might
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form given the infornation-eliéitingrcontexts in iiels 9 and 28.

Hovever, all 40 participants chose the inverted form for item 9,

and 38 participahts responded correctly on it

The frequency tally indicated that while the'data ténded to

sy

exist with the confirnatory items. The individﬁalkifens,oh'thev7
confirlatory subiest Hefefexanined to determine vhether the
lover agreénent 6f native speakers on these items vas due tbﬁ
'probiens vith,iﬁdiviahal iteas or problems with the predicted
match of form ;nd fundtion. ;

Inspection of the confirmatory itenms revealed that eight of

the items had elicited the expected match between form and

function with 90% or better/subject agreement. However, items 5,

6 and 18 fell short of the 90% mark with 79%, 58% and B82%
- e , L
subject agreement respectively. The confirlatory'cgntext for

test itenm 5 apreared as follows on the test:

John and Bob are at a party.
John is wvearing a wedding ring.

John is talking about his children. -

\\

t:support the predicted matches of function and form, problems did

3

- :
i bt . b e (oMo e £l

] rhame ok E s i S

s
o o= 14 e it s e

On item 5, 10 participants selected question 1, 26 participants4

selected the expectéd'qhésfiéb 2; and four participants selected

éuestion“3. In revwriting items during the test development, it
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~instead of the confirsatory gquestion 2 for this item.

vas diécoigted that confirmatory judgements vere easier to
elicit‘vhén coﬁversation h;d already bgeﬂ initiated andbuhen
confirmaticen vohld ;toduce an§echorguestion; Neither of ‘these
conditions vas satisfied by item 5, explaining why 10
particiﬁanfs chose the conversatidq?ini%iating question‘1

<

The confirnétory contexts for 'items 6 andl18Aappeareqﬁasr

follows on the test:
- Y
=~ John and Mike are at the zoco.
John says: 1 like snakes.

John is a biologist. _ .

Mary wvants to see Mike Jones.
A man says:. Let me help you.

I'm Mike Jones.

on item 6, four participan@s—choée question 1, 19 participants
chose question 2, and‘17 participants chose qugstion.B. on itenm
18, Qné garticipanf chose question 1, 27‘pa£ticipan£§ chose
gquestion 2, and 12 participants éhosé question 3. The tendency

of participants to infer the expressive function for these iteas

vas unexpécfed;7éEEEicuiafif”Eéééﬁsewsufb}iégivas so difficult

to elicit at the test development stage. On the final

validation, subject agreement with the predicted confirmatory
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 the test before further analysis was undertaken. There is a:

ﬁ . e e ”'f"

function was 100% for iteam 6 and J90% for item 18.

This unexpected tendency toward expressing surprise in
confirmatory cqntexfs is attributed to the exaggerated

intonation for the stress-shifted yes/hO'forls on the taped

o

test. This exaggerated intonation apparently emphasized the role

!

of surptisévor disbélief on the feét, leading subjects to be

less reserved in inferring the expressive function. Both items 6 7 i

and 18 appeated in the test prior to their counterparts deéigned
to elic%tvexpression: It is not entirélj unreasonable that ' : {ﬁ‘
subjectévshould express surprise that someone likes snakes (item %:
6) oi\Express disbelief that someone is Mike Jones (item 18) if %
'd ) 2

they are on the lookout for items which express surprise or
NG .
disbelief. i :
L . ) T
The problematic items 5, 6 and 18 and their theme-related

information~eliciting and expressive contexts were deleted from

) .fbroblel with excluding these three items since all iteams had

' ‘hpreviously ect an 80% ckiterion of subject agreement with the

o

ptédicted function. However, the task of overtly deté:nining
functions on the validation was probably less diffi;ult than the
task of matching inferred functions with specific forms on the
final test. The differences between the validation task and ﬁhe

final test could conceivably produce difference% in function

judgenenfs on certain items. The”bfbbie;r;ith item 5 has been

.and 18 have been attributed to differences in the test task and
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test procedure. Including these items in the analysis of

L »

_nonnative speaker data would prejudice the results in favour of

the hypothesis that inverted forms wvould be acquired before the

-

uninverted forams, since their presence could lover the

F

confirmatory scores. In fairness to both hypotheses, only the-

trouble-free items should be included in the analysis.

" Por further evaluation, the remaining 24 items were divided

into three subtests of eight items each representing the L -

information-eliciting, confirmatory, and expressive functions. ‘

Participants received a point for choosing a predicted answer; a

per fect score on each subtest wvas eight. The means, standard

deviations and standard errors for the 40 participants! scores

are reported in Table 6.

Descriptive statistics-fqr iatiye Speaker Q‘Scores

Table 6

T

on Three 8-item Subtests

+

/{ Subtests ,
Information ;Confirmatory' " Expressive
N 7.83 6.83 7.28
sb - 50 1.38 1022 S I
.22 «»19 o

SE -08
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" The .observed =ubtest means were evaluated agalnst the i o ‘ i
_strong claim that participants would score an average of seven :
points or better on each elght-polnt subtest. The

;nforlatlon-elloltlng nean of 7.@3‘and the expressive mean of

"7.28 exceeded the seven-ooint criterion. The confirmatory mean

of 6.83 failed to differ reliably from the seven-point

.crlterlon- t(39) =-f77, P > .40. The predictions concerningcthe .

e

patching of form and functron are supported by these results.
Subjects chose the inverted form with nornal 1ntonat1on to
elicit lnfornation. They chose the uninverted form with normal 'lrgifi
intonatlon to express confirgation. Sdr?rise of disbelief was
expressed by the unlnverted forn with stress-shlfted intonation.

performance on 1nd1v1dual themes Was also measured.

Subjects received a score of 1, 2, or 3 depending on the number
- of items which they had correctly ansvered for a given theme.
The descriptive|Statisttcs forrsabjects' scores on eac£4thene
vere then.calculated. The means of +hese scores ranged from 2 63
for the MATH theme to 2.88 for the FLY thene, 'indicating that
participants had correctly completed at least‘tﬂo out of three
items for each theme. 1 paireo't test revealed that the .25
difference betveen the means was reliable; t(39) = 2.51, p <
.02. However, it is guestionable wvhether this-is an iaportant
difference'betueen tpe means. Only one t test of the naxlnally

d1fferen+ means was performed since variances for the renalnlng

means dld not vary apprec1ably.

. -

.

e
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,to coapare the means is questionable

Since the inforlation-elicitingifunéfion wa COnsidered i
p;§%otypicel,fnative‘speakers were expected to score higher and
show less.variation on the inforiation-elicifing function than
oneﬁhe confirlatory'OI expressive functions.‘The'results .

-reported in»Tahle 6 indicate that native speakers performed to a
-specified criterion on all three fufictions; nc important

differences between means should be expected. The use of t tests

51nce the data violate the basic assunptnfns of dlstrlbutlon of ;
normallty and honogeneity cf varlance. For these reasons, 7 -
Priedman's two-way analysis of variance by ranks&uas used to -
evaluate_ this final-prediction concerning native speakers.
Friedman's. test is appropriete because'it is noﬁparanetric
and betause it preserves ieforia;ion about each participant's'
performance on the three subtests that is lost irn calculatlng an -
overall mean across subjects. The Frledman ana1y=1s assigns .
ranks according to perforuance.for each subject, suas the ranks,
and determinres whether the differences in nean_renk sums are
reliably greater than chance expectatione So, fhe Friedean test
would reveal whether participents cohsistently scored higher on
one subtest than on the others e;en’thougp the ove;allsuk:?st

means might not differ in gn important wa;E
3

The scores for each of the uo part1c1pants vere calculated

and each subjects' scores were ranked 1, 2, or 3 accordlng to

his rela*lve perfornance on the three subtests. Hldranks were

assigned in the case of ties. The ranks were input as data to an
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SPSS programr which performed a Friedman's tﬁo-way‘aﬁ&lysié of -
variance by ranks. Therénaljsis produced a néan rank.of 2.3§ for
the information-eliciting subtést,'1‘65 for theyconfirlatory
subtest, and 1.97 fbf/;he expre551ve subtest. A .005 level of
significance was reported for the chl—square of 10.55 indicating
that gt least two of the mean ranks differed reliably. |
_Pldnned comparisons and post hoc procedures can be used
, the Friedman analfsis. Marascuilo ;na McSweeney (1977, p;
369) recommend the use of multiple matched~pair Wilcoxon tests
in place of the'Friédnén anaiysis "provided that one is uiliing
.,to restrict the analysis to planned comparisons only." Hultlple
Wilcoxon ma+ched-pa1r 51gned-ranks tests were performed to
evaluate the natlve_speakers' scores on the three subtesls.
Participants scored reliably higher on the informatitheliciting
_Subtest than en.the confirmatory shbtesé;'i = ~3.91, p < .01, |
Participants also scored reliably”higherron the T
1nfornat10n—nllc1t1ng cubtect than -on the expre551ve subtest; z
= f2.51, p < .01. The SCores for the conflrnatory and express%ﬁe
’

subtests failed to differ reliably; z = -1.38,jp-< -08. All

probabilities were calculated for a one-tailed test. The results

supportéd*the prediction that participants would score better on

‘ tﬁé prototypical infornation-eliéifing function than on the

conflrnatory and expre551ve functlors.

C o e
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peakers of English

4

v

?relininary'analysis of the nonnative, speakers' results
began vith a4tally of the frequencies with which each of the
three yes/no forms was selected for éach guestion funcfion. The
results for 92 participants ansvering eight items on each
subtest are given in ?abier7; Question 1 was the:inverﬁed form
with normal intonation, question 2 was the uninverted forn/uith
normal intonation, and question 3 was the uninverted form with
stress-skifted intomation. | A - E
Table 7 ~

Frequencies of Yes/No Fora Selection

By Nonnative English Speakers

.Subtests

‘Question : Information ‘Confirmatory Expréssive
} T , A R
1 616 297 < a o221
2 . 100 : 307 o 88 v
3 . 20 . 132 427

i

For the information-eliciting subtest, nonnative speakers

-

agreed vith_native'gﬁéékeré inrdhbosiﬂérqhéSQiéﬂhl asughe ;gét:
frequent response. The 616 responses. represented 84% of the

total. Question 2 accounted for 13% and guestion 3 accounted for



3% of the remaining responses.

 Like the native speakers, the nonnative speakers favgﬁred

guestion 2 for. the confirn;tory %ubtést.‘ﬂqwever, the”307 .
responses made up only 42% of the fotal with question 1
accounting for a closeruox of the'total'responses. Question 3
7 represented the relainiﬂg-181.

'Nonnative speakers selected question 3 most frequently on

the expressive subtest. The 427 responses accbggsed for 58% of :

the total with question 2 represénting 30% and guestion 3
accounting fdr the remaining 12%. This pattefn of ;esﬁltS'
prdvides{prelininary éupport for thérhypothesis that inverted
- forms would be acquired before uninverted-fofns.

Por further analysis, the 24 item test was divided into

three subtests of eight items each. Participants received a

' point for choosing a predicted answer. Three sScores representing

performance on the information-eliciting, confirmatory and
expre%sive subtests were calculated for each participant. A
tvo-way analysis of variance with repeated measures was

performed on these .scores. The two between-groups factors vere
‘ ~

sex and group with tvo levels. The first{\group was composed of .

23 females and 23 males vho spoke Prench as a first language..

The 23 females and 23 wmales in the second group came from a

variety of langmage backgrbunds. The within-subjects factor was

et e b v
4 :

function with three levels. The repeated measures were the

participants' scores on the three subtests. The UBC ANOVAR

(1378) ﬁtogran was used to perform the analysis. This progras



-

treats the béiiééﬁ;SUBjééié factors and the within-subjects

factor as fixed effects. The results of the analysislare -

reported in Table 8.
Table 8 - -' A‘ - . — . -

Analysis of Variance of Nonnative Speakers' Scores.” o

on Three 8-ites Subtesfs

Séurce of Sum of Degrees-of . Mean " F
~variation 5 Sqdare; Freedom; Squares Ratio P /x\;?

A (Sex) 0.230 .. 1 0.230  0.035  .852

B (Group) 63.132 B I 53.132  9.560  .003

AxB -~ 4,189 1 %iﬂ;}éb © L6348 .u28
s-vithin . 581.145 . 88 7 Y 6.604 \\1 , |
C(Punction) 527.546 2 263.773  67.795  .001

axc o 7.962 3 331 1.023 362 .
BxC 14.538 . 2 7.269 1.868 . 157

axBxC - 9.231 2. 4.616  1.186  .308
CxS-within 684.773 176 3891 ~

The F of .035 for the main effect sex was not reliable,
indicating that sex differences played no independent role in
the study. Purther, the interaction of sex and group was not

- — E; - - —— - [ ———— ———
reliable, indicating no sex differences within or across the

French and-lixed groups. The F of 9.56 for the main effect group

vas reliabple at less than the .01 level indiéating that one
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group had parfnxjed,hetter thaﬁr1hemnthezgongihe#iesi,gxhegggggﬂ
rellable F of 67 795 for the naxhueffect functlon indicated
differences in the‘participants'

. However, the F- of 1.87 for the. first-order 1nteractxon of group
and functlon vas not rellable. whlle one of the groups

outperforned the other overall,

on the subtests was the éﬁng.”
The means,
tvo groups vere calculated. The descripfive statistics for the

- French speakers are ;eported,,iﬁ,,,’l‘,a,,lilg P

5

Descriptive Statistics for French Grbuvagores

standard deviations,

—

T

Table 9

-~
5

perfornance on the suhtests-r’

the pattern ‘of the1r perforlance

and standard errors for the H

B JER

on Three 8-item. Subtests. &£

X i

. e %
- Subtests. - ' - é

Information ‘Confirmatory Expressive
M 6.87 4.07 5.17
_sp 1.47 - 2.03 - 2.32 _
SE 22 - 30

<34

.

The statistics for participants frow mixed language backgrounds

are given in Table 10,
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'Descriptive Statistics for Mixed Group. Scores

on Three 8~item Subtests.

LR Subtests
‘ S T 7 § :
!\ Information’ Confirmatory Expressive
n 6.52 “ 2,61 611
sD . 1.50 2,35 . 3,03
SE .22 .35 <47

¥hile the french group scored hlgher than the llxed gtoup
on all three subte=ts, the pattern of tesults for both groups
€as the same. The f0110u1ng t tests were calcn1a+ed ing the
Bonferronl t: teet statistlc for. repeated neasures designs -

(Ayers, 1979, 'p. 301 - 302). The error tera for this statistic®

is based only on the tvo functions undergoing coeparison. For

"+he Prerch group, the inforuation-elicitihg mean of 6.87 was s

rellably greater than the confirmatory mean of .07 £(u5) =
7.12, p < .01. The 1nfor&atlon-e11c1t1ng mear vas also reliably
gteater than the expressive mean; t(u45) = 4.15, p\z ,01: For the

mixed group, the information-eliciting ream of 6.52 was relieﬁly

"greater“than’the*cbnfirlitbry‘leaH‘Uf‘?iﬁﬂt‘tTﬁSf‘f‘ﬂ:617‘p‘<“i““““

- g’.—gl - E I- ]- -|- 3 . AAJ. ]] 0y ! g ll -

expressive mean of #.11; t(45) ="4.56, p < .01. The better
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ugxerali,perjgrggn;ELgiwrherzregghwgrggprigrprghgbl; dne‘to\their

acadenic abilities as university\students and to their Eng11 h

tralnlng. The French students reported an average of five years - 3
of Ehgtlgh instruction compared to an -average of three years ' 3
reported by the mixed group. ' #

Although the French groﬁp dbutscored the mixed group, the

-
'

difference—infresnltérfprrthertub—gronps-ves guantitative rather . .°
than gualitative. In both groups, participants performed better -~ |
on the infornation-eiiciting subtest than on eirher the

—m— B == ——o EERE A

express1ve/§ubrest or the confirmatory subtest.fThe results for
these very different groups of ESL learners are surprisingly
si-ilar, The results provide support for the hjpothesis-that the
prototypical inverted inforlation-elieiting fdrn-vonldehe ‘

2 R F

acquired before the less prototypical uninverted confirmatory

and expressive foras.
" _ For both the French and mixed groups, the expressive .. ..

subtest mean exceeded the confirmatory subtest mean. For the \ -

—

French stddents, the expressive mean of 5.17 was reliably \_/

, gréater,fhan:the confirmatory mean of 4.07; t(45) = 3.15, p < ‘ :

.01. For the mixed gﬁﬁ:g, the eixpressive mean of 4.11 reliably
‘EXceeded the confirmatory mean of 2.61;'t(u5) = 5,15, p < .01
' The difference cah be explained by comparing the yes/mo foras.

The information-eliciting form is inverted with normal

-~~~ - intonation. The confirmatory mean is uninverted with norsal

- ?nionationegsince4hoth4for:s4ha1e4nbrnal4in1nnatinn+41heren1;4444444*44j4;

feature dist;nguishing thea is word order. The'expressive fors
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‘testing situation, helping to distinguish it from the other .

is uninverted with stress-shifted intonation; it differs,

the neutral form in both intonation and vord order. This extra
differénce gould serve to distihguish it»ncre‘clearly from the
inverted fora in the language learning setting. In addition, the

exaggerated intonation called attention to this form in the

forms. Both factors probably faciritated the better,perfotngnce

of participants on thé expressive itenss.
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V. Discussion

Iz
>

Implications of igg esearc
This thesis chellenged a basic assumption of ESL

acguisitidn research. The assumption that language learring is

tied lalnly to the developnent of syntactlc conp1e11ty persists

in acq0151t10n research despite the discrediting of the

derivational thecry of coaplexity. Acquisition studies typieally‘

-

focus on the learning of syntactic forms, and syntactic

complexity is still a major factor in hypothesizing vaqisition'

order. The resnlts reported in this fhesis show that the focus
on *+he developing complexity of syntactic foras is not
justified. Both form and functiorn must be taken into
consideration in analysing the learning of English as a second
language. The Tesults shows that it is ilportant to consider the
usefulness of a fora as vell as its syntax.

This study is pot the first to deronstrate the importance

of function in acquisition studies. . There is a growing trend in
ESL research toward discourse or gontextual analysis. Such

7 #
5Ty

analyses are mainly descriptive because very little theoretical

|
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basis exists for forming hypotheses about the acquisition of
functiors. In this thesis, prototype theory vas used to

formulate an acquisiticon~order hypothesis for functions. It was

«
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hypothesized that prototypical forms and functions would be
acquired first. Prototype theory was successful ir explaining

‘the results of this study, and it provides a viable alternative

based|on syntactic complexity.

The refearch reported'here can also serve as a model for
the controlled study of fuﬁctions. In previods studiesvlanguage'
functions had to be inferred frce context. In this study the
functioné wereYa controlled variable, validated prior to -

testing. Admittedly, the level of language usgd in the test

could conceivably be developed for‘beginners by using nonverbal
contexts such as-pictures or sounds for eliciting functions.
Developnent of the testing instrument was reported in
detail to emphasize the problems that can arise in test _ ¢
constructign. In this test, syntactic cbmplexity of the verb
phrase, time reference of the verb, and vocabularyivere,
isportanrt considerations. Other factors emerged during the
revriting of items at the various stages of validation. Social
factors sufgh as age, sex, and the relative social status of |
speaker d liétener influenced the responses of native speakers
on the validation. The rog; of forms in initiating and
maintaining conversations was also noted. Thus, in addi*ion to
form and function, social factors nuét be considered in
conséructing instrumentation for'ESL‘acjuisition”stndiESi’””*v”””mf;‘mf
»7,

?he;theSisfzesniisrhavefgeae;alr1]Plica$ionsgio;~;hew7

teaching of ESL. Many teacheré bave been using a functiomal
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approach to ESL despite the lack of empirical support. The
results réported in this thesis provide expérinental'evidence
that functi%ﬁ ig important in language learning. |

The thesis results also\have specific»inplicatiohs'for.the
teaching of yes/no questions in English. The results indicate
that the syntactic features which differentiate yes/no questions
signal functional differences among the foras. The tvo syntactic
devices examined'in this study were intonation and vord order.
Insights gained about the meaning of these syhtaétic,devices in
diifﬂﬁrse are rresented in the fqiloving paragraphs. The
inforlatioﬁ presented can easilyvbe incorporateé into a-lesson
on the use of yes/no questions. | |

Intonation may be rising qr‘faliing. Rising ‘intonation with
yes/no questions signals that a regponse is required. Ris}ng
intonation may signal a request for informaticm or for behéviour
as in a direétive. Falling iﬁtonafioﬂ indicates that a response
is not necessarily reguired. ESL students who have noi mastered
English intonation may freguéntly be asked whether they are
asking- or telling their message. If the student understands the
basic meaning of rising/falling intonation, he will avoid this
problea. | |

Intonation in yes/no guestions can be normal or

exaggerated. Normal intonation indicates a socially neutral

attitude toward the propositional content of -the gmestion. Thus, —

norsal intonation is appropriate for making sincere inquiries,

confirmirg hunches eviously-stated infbrlation, and for
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making polite reguests._ﬁxaggerated or st;ess—shiftég_;ggggg;ngT
‘indicates a nonneutral attitude like suiprise;'Sarcasm, or
disbelief. Stress-shifted intonation should be restricted to use
in Yefy informal situations uithisocial equals. A speaker will -
be pgrceived as impolite if he uses stress-shifted intonation‘in
speaking to a listener superior in age or social status.

¥ord order in yes/no questions can be inyerted or
'uninvérted. The inyersidh is related ié the amount of new
information contained in the questibn. If a speaker séeks B
infornatidn vhich is nev to him, he will use the inverted o;der.’
If the request is genuine, it will be a reguestvfor information. -
If the request isvgpt genuine, it will be a request for
behaviounr. Grice's (1375) work cn conversational implicature
syowsbhow listeners nay‘detefnine whether requeéts are ggnuine.

If the information in the guestion is not new to him, the
speaker will use the vninverted statement form. The uninverted
form may be used to confirnm hunchesvor to check understanding of
information that has previousiy been supplied. The ESLilearner‘
who has mastered the confirmatory use of the yes/no questioﬁ
would probably énploy it frequently>to check his understdnding
of the English he hears. The syntacfic echo gquestion, which
repeats previously-supplied information, is uninverted. Rising
r}ntonatidn used with a statement form indicates that a response
1/ is required. However, it is unlikely that a yes/no answer would - - ——

be appropriate given the speaker's relationship to the R —

propositional content of his guestion.
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The role of various forms as conversational devices should
also be notéd. The inverted fore is used to initiate »
conversations or to change toplcs (Vander Brook et al., 1980) in
, conversatlons»already ;nltlated. The conflrnatory form is used
whe; cohjersation is underwvway. The syntactic echo‘guesﬁion‘is
particularly useful as a device for naintainihg communication.

If an ESL student masters this use of the uninverted yes/no

) .
question, he will be better able to sustain conversations in
English. - ' . ’\\\\\\,

,Lin‘tatgggs of the Research; Upanswered Questions

A\ The main faults with the test valldatlon by natlve speakers

'Have to do with the generallzatlon~of results. It could he
arqgued that college students are ﬁot a represqntatlve sample of
native speakers. It is quite*possible that they‘have'a gteater
facility for attending to the literality of language forms. Thi's
is impértant because the target English for the BSL learners may
not match the experimental target. fhps, the native speaker data
pmay not provide the best reference point for'eialuating their
learning. An attenpt'coﬁld'he rade to identifyaa moIe suitable

target populatlon for future testlng.

‘The main problen with the nonnatlve speaker study is also

tte choice of subjects. The subjects' formal training in English

makes it impossible to rule out an alternative explanation of

the results. The subjects mright have scored higher on the

q A
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,inforuation-éliciting function becausé they are taught only thai,' 5‘ -

form in English classes. If this is true, the reason thaﬁ the
inverted.forn is taught becomes'ilportant. Salané.(1973)
collected data on the frequency of yes/no quest1ons in
student/teacher 1nteract1ons and found tha+ 1nverted forns vere
used more freguently thanfunlnverted forms. She :ecomnended tgat
only the inverted fora be taught in ESL ciasses. If £he ESL
teachers based their decision to téach the ihverted~forl 6ﬁ'so§é
criterion of usefulness,-their decision is ir line with the .
functional hypothesis developéd in this thesis. Inverted |
questions may be mastered first because teachers4recognize ﬁhé;
prototypicality gf’the form. It is likely that the teacher at o
least recoghizes the usefulness of the yes/no qﬁestion as ar
teaching *echnique. However, thls is speculatlve. The proper vay
to determine the confoundlng effect 1ntroduced by the teaching
of the inverted form is to test subjects with no formal English
training. '

Another problem is tr&ing to determine whether subject%
made errors in natéhing functions and forms or in inferring the
functions themselves. For the present experiment, it is not
critical that this be deterlined, since it has been argued that
part of the conplexlty of using the less prototypical forass
corrgctly is the ability to make more complicated fg;erences.

For future iesearch; hovevet} it would be fascinating to- e
discover whether and how the ability to infer £u#ctionsﬁ o o B

transfers across languages.
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Anocther difficulty with the nonnative speaker study is the

use of a cross-sectional ather than a longitudinal study. The
use of a q;oss-sectiobal study presupposes that learners at

certain stages of proficiency (as measured on standardized -

fests} will exhibit similar leaﬁning strafeqiés. This has yet to

be demonstrated conclusively for ESL.:V

;t'is alvays important- to justify the use of elicited
1angﬁage data as opposed to naturalisticﬁlanguage data in a
psycholinguistic study. Elicited language data is usgd in this
study because of the problems involved in at;énpting’to control
for relevant inforlation and fﬁnction in a natural 1angdage
setting. Vanée: Brook et al. (1980) reported that itrwas’
extrerely difficult to infef”speaker,ihtent or language
functions fronm naturéliStic languaée data. However, Ackerﬁan'
(1978, p. 312) pointed out that caution must also be exercised
in inferring lanquage behaviour from elicited data.

It should be pointed out thét these procedures focus on

children's reflective knowledge of language use and

context in that the children were asked to make

interpretive judgements about.a speaker's intended

meaning. The tasks do not measure immediate
comprehension of intent, and, thus, are not a dlrect

measure of children's ablllty to comprehend

a?gﬁbzggneoucly the conveyed meanings of indirect speech
act n a natural dlscourse setting.

It was important to ccntrol functions in the'preseht study in

order tc confirm predictiofis about the Iatcﬁing of foras and

functions. Now that thisrhasrbeeu—doaey~£uturé research may -

L‘v Lo
4
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infer such natch1ng in paturalistic language data.
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Another ptoblem with the study is iis testricted scope. The -
bstudy‘does not account for tag quesiions. Nor does f:’éescribé
in any detail the vastly cénplicated array of stress-shifts and
intonational rpatterns which may be used vith yes/no questions._
The greatest weakness of the study is ité_inability to account
for directives. However, séme suggestions vili be made heré for
a possiblelinvestigation of’directives; |

I+ is predicted that the high supposition of a literaltyes
aﬁsuef for directives enables them to take on the directive
function. It hés also been suggestea that issuing directives iﬁ{/%
a prototypical uée cf yes/no questions. In fact, some 6f the
forms have becqle sorhighly conventionalized that a speaker .
would not:have to make any inferences about whether or not a
literal iﬁterpretation is required. On the other hand, tﬁe
unconventionalized directi%es:reguire a complicated iﬁferencé
for their'interptetatiqn as illustrated in the discussion of
Grice!'s maiims above. It uould‘seenAreasonable to prédict thaf
ESL learners vould acquire the routiﬁized forms before the ' -
nonroutinizgé foras. It would also be inﬁeresting to determine
whether the directive function is acquired prior to the
inforlatibnreliciting function. This gqguestion could be
investiéated in a study comparing the acéuisition ordér of these

v

formas for adults and children. Although the
information-eliciting function may be prototypical for adults, —
the evidence presented by Holzman (1372} aﬁ&—fa&ifﬂf¥989}w’7" —

indicates that the tehaviour-eliciting functicrn may be
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prototypiCai in the speech children hear. S - 7 ;,,,

Many extremely interesting qnestioné fdr further research

are suggeétéd by the results of thi# study. Since the |

| predictions'nade in the study uefe'supéorted,rthe study provides
indirect evidenéé for the theory'cf confersational implicature.
This is'because Grice's maxim of quantity yas used to explain
the process of inferencihg, linkirg context'and the selection of
forms. If inferencirng is involved, there are potentiaily some |
very great differences between the éhi;dfs and the adul&'s
abiliﬁy t0 learn ESL. A learner could only learn the forms for
which he is caﬁable of laking the required inferences.

Searle (1975) kas suggested that the same rules of
inferencing aprly across languages, but this is a highly
controversial claim. Does language backg§ound affect the
learner's ability tc diécover patterns og‘infefencing in
English? This sugéests a contrastive analysis of language
functions to discbier whether the same maxims of conversational

implicature -hold across langnages.

\

S
Soee interesting possibilities for the investigation of

foreigner talk are also raised. Will a native speaker behave'as
if a nonnative speaker is capable of following the maxims of

8

conversational implicature? Will he tend to use more literal
foras or more routinized forms of,yes/no guestions in speaking

to a learner?. s : - i T

In short, the issue of conversational inplicétu;e—iﬁ;ss;ﬁﬁw.Wgw

raises the same issues that have traditionally been raised in
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j,ESI/Acquisition studies. But here the link betveen metacognitive

development and language developmenfris particularly important.
Are children restricted in the kinds of language that they can

learn by the types of inferencing *hey can perform? How are the
-rules of conversational inpliéaturebacqhiréd?

Pinally, the analysis of?COnveysational implicature and the
-écquisitiyn of prototypical forms could shéd some light on ;He
viability of the Language LCquisition Device (LAD)_theory.7
According to this theory as used in ESL, 1ear9ers learn the va}
they do because of an innatg second language learnring ability.
However, the justification of the LAD hypothesis consists
largely of the inability of researchers to explain their resunlts
- on dny other basis. In this thesis, two suggestions have»been
»Jade_for explaining the acquisition order of yes/no ,
questions—¥the acQuisitiOn of proto?ypical forms améﬁitig;ions
and the learning of cgnvg;;at;onal”imblicature. Fu;#her research

: : . ' .
strengthening these alternative explanations of language

»

acguisififn will help to weaken the catch;ali LAD hypothesis.

>
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. Appendix: Testing Instrumseamt
L

Test directions:

This usage te§t consists of 33 short items. Fdr‘each~ite;,
fou will first hear a short passage--Thenfyou ﬁill deciderghat‘
soreone will say neitQ Please chbose_vhat you feel to be‘the
most appropriate respoﬁse. Do not: refer back to a previous page

or change an agsgg;-gfter you have turned qﬁgggg,ﬁlf@g;”

-

interested in your first impression.

Here is a sample question. You should listen to the introductory
passage and then decide what the hostess will say:
Mary is ét a party.
A nevw man is at ¥he party. . . .
Mary wvants éo reet hinm. i\ﬁ .o
Thg_hdstess says: (circle 1, 2, or 3 to indicate your .
‘choice)4 |
1) . Ydu know Sam?
" 2) You know Slﬁ?

3) Do you know Sam? : ;

—

e o e Bt e
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Here is another exarple: ' | LV

John and Mary have a new fireplace.
John says: The nev fireplace works, Mary.

/ I started a fire in it.

Mary says: (circle 1, 2, or 3 to indicate your CEoice)
1) You started a fire?
2) Did you start a fire?

3) You started a FIRE?

o
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‘Mary visits Dr. Jones. -

Dr. Jones is a psychiatrist.

ﬁf. Jones wants to talk about Mary.

Dr. Jones says:
1) You're happy?
'2) Are you happy?
3) You're HAPPY?
John goes to his first flying iesson.

John says: I'1l fly home today.

~ The instructor is terrified.

=

The inst:uctor says:
1Y You'll fly home TODA??

v2) You'll fly home today?

3) vill you fly home today? =

Mary lost a péncil in class.

~. 7
John said: I found your‘)qpéil, Mary.
TO8: | v

John gave the pencil back *tc Mary.

Mary said:
1) You found ny pencil?

2) You found my PENCIL?

o i L e B b s s s

e,

3) Did you find ay pencil?
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Mary

John

John

John

John

John

said: I wépt tortﬁe Séﬁifa”&égéff;”’”w'”
It gained every day. |

knows that it never rains in the Sahara desert.

says: ' _ /

1) Did it rain?

2) 1t rained?r

3) It RAINED?

and Bob are af é party.

is wearing a wedding :ing;

is talking about his children.

Bob says:

1) You're MARRIED?

- 2) Ycu're parried?

~3). Are you married?

John
John

- John

‘Mike

and Mike are at the zoo.
says: I like snakes.

is a biologist.

says:
1) You like SNAKES?

2) You like snakes?

3) ‘Do you like spakes?

120
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Mary wants to see Mike Jones.
She does not know Hiké'aones.

A stranger says hello to Mary.

Hary'says;

1) Are you ﬁike Jones?  ~

2) Yoﬁ'ze,leﬁ‘JONESé

3) You'regﬁike Jones?
Hary,ca;e’across the>At1anti¢ oce@n.

John said: Did you fly across the) Atlantic ocean?

uaty_éaid: ﬁo, 1 swvan.

John said:

1) Did you swim?

2) You SWAM?

3) -You swam?
Mary is a student.
'vuary visits the doctor.

Mary is a new patient.

The doctor says: S ‘:T‘

1) You smoke cigarettes?

2) You smcke CIGARETTESE‘ o ,

i

3) Do you smoke cigarettes?
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10.

11.

,2-

John and Mike are new students.
They are ir the pub.

They begin talking about school.

Mike says:
1)  Yon'rertaking MATH?
2) . Are you taking math?

3) You're *taking math?

Mary applies for a job as a‘tr{ﬁslator.

Mary's applicatiogfs&yé*thatgshe can speak”three'taﬁqhages;m‘

The director reads her afplication.

' The director says: : o

1) Can you speak three.lﬁnguages?'

2) You can speak THREE LANGUAGES?

3) You can speak three languages?

narj and Jane are new friends.
Mary says: I'm very happy.

I have a wonderful family.

Jané‘says:
1) You're happy?

2) Are you happy?

'3) VYou're HAPPY?
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13,

14,

15.

- \ >
John is a businessman. e S ;’
Johﬁ is on a business trip. | V | ;
John telepboﬂes Har}. ; o . f
Mary says: ‘ ) ) - . 2;} %
1) You'll fly home TObAY? \\~ %
2)  You'll £fly hore today? ‘. %
3). W¥ill you f1y'£ome today?_'a ‘ Ty g
Mary dropped a pencil. | . g
The pencil fell into a deep lake. B
_John-said: I found your. pencil, Mary. f » %
\\)
Mary said: . 3
| ‘1)  tfou found my pencil? = = . ;
2) You found my PENCIL? | ;
‘é)' Did ‘you find my penci17W,W ” L ,H,%,
It was moraning. 2
John went to the window.: ' : ) R ) ;
John  looked out. '
Héry saids:
1) D{d it ?ain? 7
2) It rained? =
3) - It RAINEDZ- =
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16. Susap is a teenagefi}fﬁ : - o

17.

18,

s

Billy sayé:‘I'm,four years old.

I'm already married.

Susan says:
1) Yod§re HARRI?D?
2) !ou'te married?
3) ark yoﬁ married?
John,ana Mary are at the zoo.
Mary says: Snakes aré ry favourite animal.

Jokn knows that Mary bates shakes.

John says:
1) You like SNAKES?
2)  Yon like snakes? *
3) - Do you like snakes?
gary wvants to sée Hike Jonesa.

R man says: Let Be help you.

I'm Mike Jones.

Mary says:
1) Are you Mike Jones?®

2) You're MIKE JONES?

T

3)'7f835rerlike Jones?
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’ (/ 19,
20.
<
L’\\

3

Nary and Susan are stu den’tfﬁffi\' o
3

Mary is a psychology student..

Mary came home.

Susan said:
1) Did you svim?
2) '!6ufsnxu?i
3) You svanm?

John visits the doctor.

John says: -I-have a bad-coughs - - -

I smoke cigarettes.

The doctor says:’

1) You smoke cigarettes?

2)’/j;ﬁ smoke CIGARETTES?
. L R .

"~ 3) = Db you smoke cigarettes? .0 T

Mike and Bob register together.
Mike registers for a math class.
Mike buys four math textbooks.
Bob says:

‘1)  You're taking MATH?

2)’ Are‘ngﬁgaxing math? ™

”

by

7 el it b o

"fip'377~!ou'ré<takingvnath?
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22.

23.

24,

Hary is three years old.’

mary says: I alAQQA:e sWart. ..
- . I can sSpeak ‘three languages.
o F N : : . o]

<

John-says: . - - N |

LA
1) Can ‘you speak three languages’

2) You can spe§;_\kgsz LANGUAGES?

kY
~3) You can speak three_languages?

John sees Mary. Mary is crying.

~ John says: 'féﬁ'iédk.vatimgéﬂ.i _— : o

Mary Sayéi;ijjl'u happy.“

John says: »
1) c!ou're happy? . , g™
2)  Are you happy’ o |
3) You're HARRY?

John telephan9§-his secretary.

~John says: *HﬁJB‘Einess is coug;;%ed.

I will fly home todaya.

" John's secretary sayé;

1)  You'll fly home TODAY?

2) VYou'll fly home today?

3) W¥ill jou fly home today? \
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26.

27.

Mary lost a pencil at school.

~
\7

f
/

She went back‘to her cldssroqﬁf
A man vas éleaning the clas;roon.
Mary said;
1)/.You found hy pencil?
2) You found my PENCIL?
'3) 'Did you find my pencil?

The weatherman predicted rain.

-John forgot his umbrella.

Jokn came home. /)Q%tﬂuas very vet.
- . :

Mary said:

1) Did it rain?
2)“ it rained?
3) It RAINED?
John and Bob ;;e'on a bus.
They are strénge;s;
Bob wants to talk.

i

Bob says:
1) You're MARRIED?
2) Ycu'ré'narried?
~ 3) Are you married?

- 127
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29..

30.

‘Mary thinks that Mike Jomes is a man. : e R

Harf and Susan are at thé:zoo.:”
They are looking at the animals.
They look at the snakes.

Susan says:

1) You like SHEKESY
2) You like spakes? .\
3) Do you like snakes?

Mary wvants td see Mike Jores. R
A woman says: Hello, I'm Mike Jones.

Mary says:
1) Are you Mike ianes?

2) You'te MIKE JONES?

'3) ‘You're NMike Jones? T e
John and.nikeiare on the swim teamn. ' .
Jokn said: I had a good practice today, Mike.

I svanm véry fast. ‘ -
Mike said:
1) Dbid you_suiﬁ?v

2) You SWAM?

3) You sval?é} S
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31.

32.

33.

Billy is talking to Mrs. Jones.

Billy says: I am three years old.

Mrs.

John
Mary
John

Mary

John

Mary

I smoke cigarettes.

Jones says:

1) You smoke cigarettes?

2) You smoke CIGARETTFES?

3) Do you smoke cigarettes?
and Mary are students. -
hates math.

and Mary register together.

reqgisters for a math class.

says:

1) You're taking MATH?

2) Are you taking math?

3) You're taking math?

wants toc be a translator.

She applies for a job as a translator.

The director says:

languages.

The director says:

1) Can ycu speak three langquages?

2) You can speak THREE LANGUAGES?

3) You can speak three languiages?

1239

Good translators can speak three.
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