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In this chapter, I raise some general questions about how language is learned
and apply some proposed theories to the issue of how deaf children learn Eng-
Iish. Studying how deaf children learn English within the broader context of lan-
guage acquisition as a whole leads to an approach that is very different from
those associated with other perspectives. It is an approach that can supplement
these perspeciives, as it can shed a new light on a process that is important

W

theoretically as well as practically. In the following section, [ overview the nor- -

mal course of language acquisition and discuss a theoretical approach that ac-
counts for this process. In the subsequent sections, I examine the application
of this theoretical approach to studying how deaf children learn English.

LANGUAGE ACQUISITION AND THE THEORY
OF UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR

In the usual circumstances language acquisition is accomplished in the following
way. A child is exposed to his or her native language daily, in the home, from
birth on. As early as 6 months, the child begins babbling, using the sounds (or
sign pieces) of the language to form meaningless syllables (Lenneberg, 1967;
Locke, 1983; Petitto & Marentette, 1991; Vikman, Macken, Miller, Simmons,
& Miller, 1985). After about a year of input and output, the child begins using
words (whether spoken or signed) in a systematic, meaningful way. Later, the
child combines words into phrases and short sentences, beginning at around
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18 months (Bloom, 1970; Brown, 1973; deVilliers & deVilliers, 1986; Newport
& Meier, 1990). Although these early utterances are short and often devoid
of grammatical morphemes, they display a consistent word order that represents
various grammatical relations.

By around the age of 3 years, the child uses sentences of many types to
describe a vast array of experiences and feelings. H is important to consider
the child's progress in language acquisition in three ways: (a) those construc-

" tions that the child uses correctly; (b) the errors that the child makes; and (c)
the errors that the child does not make. As we consider the course of language
acquisition, we will see that the utterances that are #of made are just as impor-
tant as the utterances that are made.

Some of the constructions that have been successfully elicited from or com-
prehended by children as young as 3 years old include passives (Crain, Thom-
ton, & Murasugi, 1987), relative clauses (Hamburger & Crain, 1982), short-
and long-distance wh-questions (Sarma, 1991; Thorntor, 1990), backwards
anaphora (Crain & McKee, 1986), and other complex syntactic structures.
Although 3-year-oid children do not frequently use sentences as complex as these
in their spontaneous utterances, because they can be elicited in experimental
conditions they provide evidence of the remarkable success that children achieve
in first language acquisition in a comparatively short period of time.

Children of this age range make several types of errors, Children frequently
produce morphological overgeneralizations, such as goed and foots; these error
types often persist for a long period of development. Other errors can be relat-
ed to structures that are possible in some languages but not in the target lan-
guage. This means that children might entertain hypotheses about their language
that are indeed incorrect for the language they are learning—but their hypotheses
could be correct for another language. Examples of such structures will be given
below. Although children may make such incorrect hypotheses, they recover
from these errors and attain the correct grammar in a relatively short period
of time. As will be seen, children generally do not make errors that reflect struc-
tures not found in any human language.

The hypothesis that all children’s grammars are possible adult grammars is
known as the continuity hypothesis. Many developmental psycholinguists sup-
port this strong position (e.g., Hyams, 1987; Pinker, 1984; but cf. Lebeaux,
1987), which states that the range of grammars a child entertains is rarrowed
by the limits of human languages. Grammars that are conceivable—perhaps even
used in machine languages, for example—will not be entertained by children if
they represent grammars not possible for human language. It is an empirical
question, but the data to date do indicate that children’s possible grammars al-
ways appear to be a possible adult grammar.

Thus, by around the age of 3 children’s language acquisition has already come

quite a long way. Although a child’s linguistic performance is usually unsophisti-
cated, many researchers claim that the linguistic competence available to the child
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at this age approaches the adult level. By this time, the child kas available the
syntactic constructions used in his or her language, although vocabulary and the
various ways in which the child implements these constructions will still con-
tinue o develop {(cf. Crain & Fodor, 1992). Reading and writing come later,
of course, as do the abilities to use language in mature ways (although even
5-year-olds understand many pragmatic issues, such as the difference between
talking to an adult or a peer compared to a younger child (e.g., Shatz & Gel-
man, 1973).

Under this view, language acquisition is the relatively quick development of
the underlying rules required to generate the syntactic structures of a language.
A theory of language acquisition thus must account for this process in terms
that are general enough to apply to all languages yet specific enough to enable
this rapid course of events. The theory that many linguists consider closest to
achieving this goal makes crucial reference to a component of the human mind
called Universal Grammar (UG). UG contains principles that all languages share
and parameters by which languages differ; hence, it is often called the Princi-
ples and Parameters theory. It is a theory of linguistic structure as well as a
theory of language acquisition (see Chomsky, 1981; Chomsky, 1986; Hornstein
& Lightfoot, 1981; Roeper & Williams, 1987).

According to the theory of UG, as instantiated with universal principles and
parameters, ali the languages of the world share certain abstract properties in
regard to syntactic structure. Syntactic variation between languages is captured
by parameters, which are set in one of a limited range of choices. Applied to
language acquisition, this would imply that children are born with an innate
knowledge of these universal principles. Language acquisition consists of learn-
ing phonology and lexicon (the areas in which languages show the most varia-
tion) and setting the syntactic parameters. Although this process still requires
some years, it is made manageable by the rich innate endowment. This endow-
ment allows certain kinds of errors to be made in the course of language acqui-
sition, but other kinds of errors that would be possible under other accounts
are predicted not to occur.

Under the parameter-setting theory, it is often hypothesized that param-
eters have unmarked initial seftings. According to this hypothesis, children
will first entertain the unmarked setfing for each parameter. If this is not the
correct setting for the language they are learning, then children wilt have to
change their parameter seiting on the basis of their linguistic input. Thus, chi-
dren will universally begin with the same parameter setting. It is usually as-
sumed that for target languages with another setting, positive evidence (in the
form of sentences grammatical in the target language) will be available to in-
form the child of the need to change this initial parameter setting. Thus, evi-
dence for this hypothesis of unmarked initial parameter settings would come
if it was found that children universally make the same first hypothesis with
respect to a particular construction. Then, only those children whose target
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language makes use of a different setting on that parameter would need to change
their hypothesis.

This theory thus makes specific claims about the course of first language ac-
quisition. Many of these claims have been tested; often the tests lead to refine-
ments of the theory as well as support for it. The acquisition of English has been
the most extensive testing ground (e.g., Hyams, 1986; Lust, 1986, 1987; Roeper
& Williams, 1987), and the theory has also received support from studies of
the acquisition of other languages, including American Sign Language (Lillo-
Martin, 1991). It is thus a viable candidate for a theory of language acquisition.

Under this theory, the acquisition of a first language should proceed rela-
tively rapidly and uniformly. Certain hypotheses need never be considered, be-
cause they would be ruted out by the universal principles. For example, one
universal principle is structure dependence. According to this principle, all lin-
guistic processes apply to structured hierarchical representations, not to ox-
dered strings of words. For the child, the principle of structure dependence
means that some hypotheses that might be consistent with the input data need
not be considered. An example of how this works in language acquisition can
be seen by considering the formation of yes/no questions. Consider the sen-
tences in (1)-(4).

(1) The girl is happy.
(2) Is the girl happy?
(3) The boy will go.
(4) Will the boy go?

The rule that relates yes/no questions and declaratives is Subject Auxiliary
Inversion (SAT). The simplest formulation of this rule works perfectly well for
the examples given above. It would say, ‘‘move the first auxiliary to the begin-
ning of the sentence.”” Since this formulation of the rule refers to the linear
order of words rather than their hierarchical structure, it is structure independ-
ent. A model of language acquisition based on a trial-and-error matching proce-
dure would prefer this hypothesis to a structure-dependent one, because it is
simple in its formation. This formulation of the rule would result in the correct
form of the yes/no questions in (2) and (4) related to the declaratives in (1) and
3).

However, this formulation of the rule would create the wrong result for the
declarative in (5). If the first auxiliary in (5), which is italicized, is the element
that moves, the resulting sentence would be the ungrammatical (6). This for-
mulation of the mile is therefore clearly incorrect.!

The asterisk appearing before example (6) and other example sentences indicates that it is
considered ungrammatical. Similarly, a question mark appearing before an example sentence indi-
cates that the sentence is considered marginally acceptable.
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(5) The girl who is tall is happy.
(6) *Is the girl who fall is bappy?

The correct form of the rule is structure dependent; it says ‘‘invert the sub-
ject noun phrase and the root auxiliary.” Because this rule involves structural
notions, such as “‘subject noun phrase’’ and ‘‘root auxiliary,’’ i is clearly struc-
ture dependent, unlike the first rule. Under this formulation of the rule, the
affected auxiliary in sentence (5) is the second one, italicized in example (7).
Moving this element results in the grammatical yes/no question given in (8).

(7) The girl who is tall is happy.
(®) Is the girl who is tall happy?

The structure-dependent version of SAI is the more complex, yet it is the
grammatically correct one. If a child's language input consists mainly of simple
sentences, then the data that informs him or her that the correct version of
SAI is structure dependent will not be abundant in the input. Hence, he or she
might be mitially expected fo try erroneously the structure-independent hypothe-
sis. However, according to the theory of Universal Grammar, the principle of
structure dependence is innately given; hence, the child will never try the in-
correct structure-independent hypothesis.

This prediction of the theory has been tested by Crain and Nakayama (1987).
They elicited yes/no questions with subject relative clauses like the one given
in (8), from young children ages 3-5 years old. For example, they found that
children could produce sentences such as (9).

(9) Is the boy who is unhappy watching Mickey Mouse?

This sentence reflects the correct application of the SAI rule, even with the
complex relative clause subject. Many of the children’s responses were cor-
rect questions, showing this adherence to the principle of structure dependence.

Children did make errors in this task; for example, a common error type in-
volved two auxiliary verbs, as in (10).

(10) *Is the boy who is being kissed by his mother is happy?

This error fails to provide evidence of whether or not children are adhering
to the principle of structure dependence. This is because one cannot tell whether
this error was produced by a structure dependent rule (such as ““copy the root
auxiliary at the beginning of the sentence’”) or a structure independent rule (such
as *‘copy the first auxiliary verb at the beginning of the sentence’”). Thus, this
particular error type is considered consistent with structure dependence,
although it does not provide conclusive evidence supporting the principle.
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Other errors, such as (11}, provided further confirmation of the principle of
structure dependence. Although (11} is an error, it shows adherence to struc-
ture dependence, because the rule needed to generate (11) is a structure-
fi:ependent rule. In this case, the rute of copying must refer to the root aux-
iliary; although copying is not the correct procedure for English, the error shows
adherence to structure dependence.

"(11) *Can the boy who is being kissed by his mother can go?

Crucially, the childdren did not make errors that are clearly structure indepen-
fient, such as (12). Errors like (12) would seem to be produced via a structure-
independent rule, like the rule discussed for deriving (6): move the first aux-
iliary to the front of the sentence.

(12) *Is the boy that watching Mickey Mouse is happy?

Cratn and Nakayama found that the children never produced sentences like
the‘ungrammatical (6} or (12}. Although the children did produce some etrors,
their errors were not indicative of a structure-independent hypothesis. All of
the children’s utterances were consistent with the principle of structure depend-
ence. Both the errors made and the errors not made thus provide information
al?out the course of language acquisition. The errors did not show evidence of
violating the principle of structure dependence. Because this principle is pro-
posed as a part of UG, this is, then, one example of how the Universal Gram-
mar theory is a viable theory of language acquisition.

The Principles and Parameters theory also makes predictions about the course
of language acquisition with respect to setting the language-particular parameters.
Under this theory, for some parameters all children should begin with the same
hypothesis regardless of the target language setting. As mentioned above, this
will _happen with parameters that have an initial unmarked setting. This initial
seiting will be required in the case of parameter settings that form a subset
t_eiationship. If the language generated by a grammar with one parameter set-
ting (call it P,} is a subset of the language generated by another setting on this
same parameter (call it P,), then P, will be the first hypothesis. Seatences in
the superset that are not in the subset will provide evidence for the learner
to change the parameter setting to P, for target languages with this setting.
Ufltil the ch_ild has received, analyzed, and incorporated these data, he or she
might remain at parameter setting P; fong enough for this to be an observable
stage of ?cquisition. Even if the languages do not fall into a subset relationship,
one setting might well be the initial hypothesis cross-linguistically. (See Ber-
wick, 1985; Dell, 1981; and Lasnik, 1989, for more discussion.)

B_y examining children’s productions in languages with different parameter
settings, the predictions of the parameter-setting model can be tested (see
Hyams, 1986; Wexler & Manzini, 1987). For example, ii has often been ob-

13. DEAF READERS AND UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR 317

served that young children produce subjectless sentences such as (13) at an
early stage of language acquisition.

(13) Read bear book.

Hyams (1986) argued that such sentences can be analyzed as a result of a
syntactic parameter setting. Some of the world’s languages {such as Italian and
ASL) allow sentences without subjects, whereas others (such as English) do
not. Thus, the availability of subjectless sentences is controlled by a parameter
within UG. Simplifying, this parameter provides the following two choices: (a)
subjectless, tensed sentences are aflowed in the language; (b) subjectless, tensed
sentences are not allowed in the language. This parameter is called the Null
Subject Parameter (cf. Jaeggli & Safir, 1989).

The fact that English-speaking children use subjectless sentences can then
be attributed to the hypothesis that setting (a) is the unmarked initial setting
on the Null Subject Parameter. Because the available evidence indicates that
children in all linguistic environments choose (a) as their first setting, this evi-
dence supports the parameter-setting hypothesis. Under this hypothesis, UG
provides both an initial parameter setting and an alternative to be chosen if the
first does not account for the full range of data in the input. English-speaking
children will have to change to setting (b) on the basis of sentences in the lin-
guistic environment, but until they do, they will utter subjectless sentences that
are generated by setting (a).

There are, of course, other ways of accounting for children’s subjectiess sen-
tences. For example, Bloom (1990) argued that they arise from a processing
limitation in young children’s speech that limits their sentences to 2 small num-
ber of words. Hyams and Wexler (1991) argued against Bloom'’s alternative by
showing that the overall pattern of children’s early utterances is best account-
ed for by the grammatical parameter. The important point is that the UG the-
ory can provide an explanation for these sentences, and it is not contradicted
by the fact that young children use them. By further exploration of the issues
involved, explicit arguments for the UG approach can be evaluated.

Under this theory, the most variation will be found between languages and
between language learners in the areas of the lexicon and morphology. The words
of languages are different, so each word needs to be learned individually. The
morphological paradigms from one language to the next can be very different.
Although some general principles can apply to the lexicon and morphology, it
is here that linguistic variation finds its source (cf. Rorer, 1983; Wexler & Man-
zini, 1987). Therefore, children might well take a long time in learning aspects
of the morphology and lexicon. In fact, mastering lexical and morphological ex-
ceptions (such as feet instead of foots) is a process that extends over a period
of years (cf. Ullman, Pinker, Hollander, Prince, & Rosen, 1989).

In contrast to the UG theory, a theory without a systematic syntactic com-
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ponent could find the most variation in ordering words into sentences. Although
this is an oversimplification, it is easy to see that very few restrictions con the
range of possible syntactic structures would be found in a theory using response
chaming to provide a first-order approximation to English. In such a theory, the
lack of a hierarchical structure would lead to unrestrained numbers of combina-
tions of words—certainly far from the appropriate characterization of syntactic
structure. On the other hand, the UG theory allows only a very limited number
of possible syntactic structures.

Hence, the process of first-language acquisition, as seen through the
hypotheses of UG, consists of time-consuming learning of phonology, lexicon,
and morphology; choosing among a limited set of parametric options; and con-
sistently following the universal principles. Although the full range of principles
and parameters has not yet been discovered, cross-linguistic work on language
structure and acquisition is revealing the variation found among languages, and
theoretical analyses are pursuing the best formulation of the rules needed to
account for these structures.

The theory of Universal Grammar has also been applied to studies of the
acquisition of a second language (L2) (Flynn, 1987; Flynn & O’Neil, 1988; Phin-
ney, 1987; Thomas, 1991; White, 1987, 1989). Some of these researchers have
found evidence that second-language learners apply the principles of UG in the
acquisition of their .2. For example, they argue that second-language learners
use the universal principles, including the parameter settings that are not used
in their first ianguage. Others have argued that principles of UG are not availa-
ble to adult L2 learners, perhaps because of a critical period (Clahsen & Muysken,
1989; Johnson & Newport, 1989). According to this evidence, the later one learns
a second language (especially postpuberty), the less chance there is that the
parameter settings of Universal Grammar not used in the first language will be
available. Even with the possibility that adults do not have full access to UG,

for young second-language learners, there is good evidence that the principles

of UG play a role in L2 acquisition.

Among those who argue for the influence of UG on L2 acquisition, a further
unresolved question remains concerning the nature of the learner’s first
hypotheses with respect to parameter settings. If the native language has the
marked setting on a parameter, what setting will the second language learner
use first? Does the second language learner apply the (marked) settings from
his or her first language, or do the parameter settings begin again at the un-
marked state in the course of learning a second language? Although these ques-
tions have not yet been resolved, there is enough evidence availabie to consider
sgfious}y the possibility that UG effects can be seen in second language acqui-
sition.

Evidence specifically for the inflience of UG in L2 acquisition would take the
following form. Such evidence would involve constructions which are governed
by the principles of UG, but manifested differently between the target language
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and the native language. For example, Thomas (1991) examined the acquisition
of English by learners whose native language is Japanese or Spanish, and the
acquisition of Japanese by learners whose native language is English or Chinese.
She tested subjects on the interpretation of reflexives (such as kimself in Eng-
lish), because these four languages show different patterns regarding possible
antecedents of reflexives. She found that the learners did display evidence of
atilizing the principles of UG in their second language acquisition, even though
*“they could not have derived [this knowledge] solely from inspection of the in-
put data, nor from the treatment of anaphors in their native language’” (p. 211).
This is clear evidence for the functioning of UG in L.2 acquisition.

Additional evidence consistent with the hypothesis that UG is involved in L2
acquisition would show that universal principles such as structure dependence
are not violated. However, this type of evidence would not rule out all alterna-
tive hypotheses because it could be argued that such principles were derived
from the learner’s L1. Similarly, evidence that L2 learners choose a parameter
setting that is given by UG, even if it is not correct for the target language,
is consistent with the UG hypothesis. Evidence that learners’ errors are due
to errors in morphological development would also be consistent with UG. If
it was clear that the learners could not have derived their L2 grammars by the
input given in language instruction or by the properties of their first language,
such evidence would support UG exclusively. Otherwise, this evidence would
rule out some, but not all alternatives to the UG theory. Even so, it would show
the viability of the hypothesis and suggest that further testing of it is warranted.

The type of evidence that would contradict the UG hypothesis would consist
of evidence showing that 1.2 learners fail to respect universal principles of UG.
If 1.2 tearners had grammars unlike any of the possible grammars allowed by
UG, this would show that UG did not guide the course of second language ac-
quisition for these learners.

Given this picture of the course of first and second language acquisition, one
can consider how this theory can be apphied to the study of the acquisition of
written English by deaf individuals. In particular, it appears possible that the
acquisition of English by deaf children is like second-language acquisition. There
are differences between the acquisition of written English by deaf children and
the usuat case of L2 acquisition, as discussed in the next section. However,
there are similarities as well, and they are sufficient to pursue the possibility
that the acquisition of English proceeds at least somewhat like L2 acquisition
for deaf children.

If this is so, it might be expected that the principles of UG will apply to deaf
children’s acquisition of English. In the next section, I discuss this possibility.
My point here is to show the feasibility of this hypothesis. It makes specific
predictions about the types of errors that will and those that will not be found
in the development of English. In fact, the theory makes very explicit predic-
tions that can be tested directly. However, | am not presenting such direct tests
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here {although my colleagues and I are in the process of undertaking such tests)
Rather, I show that the data available in the literature are consistent with this..
hypothesis 'and, thus, that further testing of it is warranted. For the moment
I am pursuing the second type of evidence discussed above: evidence that is
consistent with the UG theory. Conclusive evidence must await further testing.

DEAF CHILDREN'S ACQUISITION OF ENGLISH
AND THE THEORY OF UG

Thet:e are several reasons to explore the possibifity that deaf children acquiring
Eng!'lsh do so with the aid of the principles of UG. First, many (though not all)
.stm.‘fles of adu]f second-language learning have found evidence for UG operat-
ing in L2 ?cqmsition {e.g., Flynn, 1987). Second, at least some of the argu-
ment_s against the operation of UG in L2 acquisition cite critical period effects;
that is, they find less evidence of UG in later learners than in earlier leamer;
(e.g.., Johnson & Newport, 1989). Because deaf children are first exposed to
Englfsp .at a relatively early age, critical period effects should niot enter into their
acquisition process.

_ There are some caveats, however. Many deaf children who are learning Eng-
lish as a second language have not had full regular experience with a first lan-
guage. I take American Sign Language (ASL) to be the first language of deaf
children who are exposed to it. Considering the usunal circumstances of first-
larfguage acqmsitign to involve regular input from birth, only 5% to 10% of deaf
clpldren, those with deaf, signing parents, are in the ‘‘usual’”’ circumstances
with resl'Ject. to first language acquisttion. The vast majority of deaf children do
not' receive input in ASL until some years after birth, when they are exposed
to it at school, or in some cases during in-home preschool programs. (Many
deaf c‘:hﬂdfen'do not experience any signed input; I am not including these chil-
dren in this dx.fscussion.) Thus, for many deaf children, input in English as a sec-
ond language is occurring while the first language is still being formed. It is not
cleai what effects this special situation would have on language acqui.sition in
addition to the other special circumstances of deaf children learning Engli,sh

Another caveat about the process of deaf children learning English as a sec:
ond language concerns the modality of expression. Deaf children are often ex-
posed ?o some form of signed English or manually coded English. However
my main concern here is the acquisition of written English. Learning to reaei
requires learning several processes that are independent of spoken or signed
.Enghsh._These processes include decoding the written string and storing this
information long enough to process it linguistically (see Brady, Shankweiler, &
Mann, 1983; Liberman, Shankweiler, Liberman, Fowler, & Fischer, 1977). It
is well-known that even for hearing children, learning to read is abm,fe and l.}e—
yond the requirements of learning to speak. Thus, for the deaf child, learning
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English is a process of learning to read combined with a process of learning a
new language, oftentimes without the foundation of a solid first language to fall
back on. For any of these reasons, it might take a different form from second
language acquisition by adult hearing learners.

Even with these not-insignificant caveats, I would like to consider the possi-
bility that deaf children come to the task of learning written English with UG
at their side. If this is the case, then some deaf children might be successful
at learning English, provided they are able to overcome the processing require-
ments for reading and they have sufficient input about the grammatical struc-
tures. The presence of the principles of UG would help to make a very difficult
task somewhat more manageable. Although most deaf children do not do very
well at the task of learning to read English, some do succeed. The average read-
ing level for profoundly deaf high-school graduates is only second to third grade
(Karchmer, Milone, & Wolk, 1979). However, some profoundly deaf students
do achieve success reading at or above grade level. In studies with sticcessful
deaf college-aged readers, Hanson (1982, 1989, in press) has found that deaf
students can and do use many of the ceding and memory processes involved
in successful reading for hearing students (see Leybaert, chapter 12, this volume,
for more evidence). These students show evidence of conquering the demands
of reading that go beyond language acquisition. Perhaps they have also been
able to use the principles of UG in acquiring English.

As one test of this possibility, 1 have examined some reports in the litera-
ture that give details about the nature of deaf students’ syntactic difficulties.
In the next section, | discuss these reporis and what my examination of them
revealed concerning deaf readers and UG.

SYNTACTIC ABILITIES IN DEAF READERS

An extensive test of deaf readers’ syntactic abilities was carried out by Quigley
and his associates (Quigley, Montanelii, & Wilbur, 1976; Quigley, Smith, & Wil-
bur, 1974; Quigley, Wilbur, & Montanelli, 1974, 1976; Wilbur, Montanelli, &
Quigley, 1976; Wilbur, Quigley, & Montanelli, 1975).2 In these studies, deaf
students were given a battery of tests of English syntax, called the Test of Syn-
tactic Ability (TSA). These tests used written comprehension, judgment, and
production tasks across English syntactic structures, which included the fol-

lowing:

25 dditional studies using a different format were conducted by Wilbur and her colleagues (Wil-
bur & Goodhart, 1985; Wilbur, Goodhart, & Fuller, 1989; Wilbur, Goodhart, & Montandon, 1983).
These studies have presented detailed information regarding deaf students’ facility with additional
syntactic structures. However, these studies did not test hearing control subjects on the same pro-
tocols. Because of the nature of the studies and reporting, a comparison of UG predictions with
the results of these studies is not possible, so 1 do not discuss them here.
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conjunction
determiners
complementation
negation
pronominalization
question formation
reflexivization
verb deletion
verbal auxiliaries
relativization

Four hundred fifty prelingually profoundly deaf children across the United
States, from the age of 10 through 18 years, took part in this study, as did 60
hearing control subjects, ages 8 through 10 years. From the published articies
resulting from this study, data are available on children’s knowledge of these
syntactic structures. Although this study was not undertaken with the goal of
examining whether deaf children acquire English using the principles of UG, some
evidence addressing this question can be gleaned from the reports. As over-

viewed earlier, at this point I am lookiag for evidence of consistency, rather

than conclusive support of the UG hypothesis.

In asking whether deaf children use UG in acquiring English, I have ex-
amined the reports of the TSA for the following indications. First, I have looked
for any evidence that deaf childrer violate universal principles. Such evidence
would consist of structure-independent productions, for example. Second, 1
have analyzed the most frequent errors made by the deaf students, as re-
ported by Quigley and his co-authors. 1 have asked whether these errors
might indicate an incorrect parameter setting. Finally, I have examined deaf
§tudents’ mastery of English lexical and morphological idiosyncrasies. This
is an area that can take an especially long time to develop in hearing ¢hil-
dren, so I expected it to be the source of many of the deaf students’ difficulties
in English.

I have been able to come to some tentative conclusions from my exam-
ination of the reports of the TSA. I cannot say anything decisive, because
I am limited in two respects. First, the TSA was not designed to test the
hypothesis T'am evaluating, so many issues of crucial concern to the UG hypoth-
esis are simply unavaitable for evaluation. Second, I am limited in the data I can
review even in those areas that were tested, because I am examining published
reports, not raw data. There could have been errors in the raw data that were
collapsed together with other errors into categories that are sensible given the
aims of the TSA. However, since my aims are different, these categories might
collapse over important differences for the UG theory. With these restrictions
in mind, I report the resuits of my review.
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Relativization

Quigley, Smith, and Wilbur (1974) reported on the results of the TSA with
respeci to the comprehension, judgment, and production of sentences with rela-
tive clauses. They found that overall the deaf subjects did much poorer on these
tests than the hearing subjects did, even though the deaf participants were much
older. This is a common finding across subtests of the TSA. For our purposes,
the most important comparison concerns the nature of the errors the deaf chil-
dren made. As Quigley and co-authors asked, ‘‘Do deaf individuals generate
the same syntactic structures as hearing individuals but at a retarded rate, or
do they generate some structures which never appear in the language of hear-
ing persons?'’ (pp. 326-327).

The answer that they provided is that all of the errors that deaf students
made were also made by at least some hearing students, Such a result would
support the UG hypothesis and the idea that for deaf students learning English
is a process of second language acquisition, which is in many ways similar to
the process of first language acquisition. Recall the continuity hypothesis, which
claims that every child grammar is a possible adult grammar (Hyams, 1987;
Pinker, 1984). Given this hypothesis, children’s “‘errors’’ are still possible lan-
guages. Thus, if the deaf students make the same kinds of errors as the hear-
ing students, their ‘‘errors’ too would be possible human languages and, thus,
consistent with 1G. Let us explore the nature of the errors made by deaf and
hearing students. '

First, with respect to the overall comprehension of sentences with relative
clauses, Quigley, Smith, and Wilbur found a parallel pattern across the two
groups. For both deaf and hearing students, the highest number of correct scores
was obtamed on sentences with relative clauses modifying the object (in final
position) in which the gap in the relative clause is in the object position, as iflus-
trated in {14). The next highest scores were on relative clauses modifying the
object, with an embedded subject gap, as illustrated in (15). Next came relative
clauses modifying the subject (in medial position), with subject gaps (as in (16)),
and, finally, subject relatives with object gaps (as in (17}).

(14) 1 saw the boy whom the dog chased.
(15) 1 saw the boy who went home.

{16) The boy who went home is my friend.
(17) The boy whom [ saw is John.

A parallel pattern of performance between the hearing and the deaf students,
even with the deaf performing much lower overall, is an indication that the two
groups have similar grammatical competence. Crain and Shankweiler (1987) dis-
cussed exactly this kind of pattern in the comprehension of English relative
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clauses by hearing children who are good or poor readers. Lillo-Martin, Han-
son,.and Smith (1991, 1992) also found parallel patterns of performance on
English relative clauses by good and poor deaf readers. This evidence indicates
that both deaf and hearing children are using similar structures in their acquisi-

.tion of English relative clauses. This is predicted by the UG theory, if both groups -

are guided by the same principles during the course of language acquisition.

There are four types of specific errors made by the deaf and hearing stu-
dents that Quigley, Smith, and Wilbur (1974) discussed. These types of sen-
tences were included in the test because the authors had found in earlier work
that deaf respondents often produce sentences with such errors. First I describe
the error types, then [ provide an account of these errors in terms of the UG
theory.

Three of these error types were included in the TSA’s embedding test. In
this test, subjects see two single-clause sentences, and are asked to choose
which of four possible multi-clause sentences correctly combines the first two.
The error types are object-subject deletion, in which students accepted (19)
as a combination of (18a) and (18b); and ohject-object deletion, in which stu-
dents accepted (21) as a combination of (20a) and {20b).

(18a) The dog chased the girl.

(18b) The girl had on a red dress.

(19) *The dog chased the girl had on a red dress.
(20a) John chased the girl.

(20b) He scared the girl.

(21) *John chased the girl and he scared.

Also found on the embedding test were errors involving the incorrect form
of the possessive. When combining sentences (22a) and (22b), some subjects
accepted (23) and some accepted (24).

(22a) 1 helped the boy.

(22b) The boy's mother was sick.

(23) *I helped the boy mother was sick.
(24) *I helped the boy's mother was sick.

The fourth error type was tested in the TSA’s copying test. In this test
respondents are to judge the grammaticality of sentences, and provide the cor:
rect version of some of the sentences they deem ungrammatical. Ungrammati-
cal sentences such as (25) were accepted by some subjects.

(25) *The girl who the girl found the ball played in the park.
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Quigley, Smith, and Wilbur (1974) stated that alt four of these error fypes
were found in both deaf and hearing students, although the deaf students made

" more errors overall, and the hearing students improved on some sentence types

that the deaf students did not improve on. How are these errors to be related
to the theory of UG?

The first three error types can all be instances of incorrect knowledge of
English relative pronouns. If the appropriate relative pronoun (who, whom, or
whose) is added to or substituted in these sentences, they will all become gram-
matical. Quigley et al. analyzed the first two error types in terms of an incor-
rect deletion rule. Although these sentences could display the effects of an
incorrect deletion rule if they are considered as conjoined sentences (a plausi-
ble analysis, because sentence (21) contains the word and), a relative clause
analysis is also possible (replace and with who(m)). Under this analysis, the er-
rors made by the deaf students are lexical errors, rather than structural exvors;
this is consistent with the UG theory.

The UG theory permits a range of lexical errors, since lexical learning is not
governed by UG. However, many fewer types of structural errors are predict-
ed by the theory, because these structures are governed by UG. The possibili-
ty of explaining the deaf (and hearing) students’ errors as lexical errors is thus
expected under the UG proposal,

The fourth error type could reflect a parametric missetting. In this kind of
error, the head of the relative clause (the girl in (25)) is repeated in the relative
clause itself (who the girl found the ball). Many languages allow pronouns in the
position that is usually empty in standard English relative clauses; these pronouns
are called resumptive pronouns, and are found in ASL (Lillo-Martin, 1986), Swed-
ish (Engdahl, 1986), and other languages. In English, such resumptive pronouns
are marginally acceptable in certain structures, such as the ke i (26).

{26) ?That’s the guy who I never know what he’s talking about.

The difference between the resumptive pronouns in Swedish and other lan-
guages and the structures used by the deaf and hearing students is that the
students used full noun phrases (NPs) rather than simple pronouns. I do not
know of any languages that allow full resumptive NPs rather than pronouns,
s0 it is possible that this comparison is too stretched. However, no principle
of UG specifically rules out a foll NP rather than a pronoun. Although this par-
ticular structure needs further consideration, it is possible that the error made
by the students reflects this parametric option and is, thus, consistent with UG.
It is important that the same error was made by both the hearing students and
the deaf students, as this indicates that the deaf students’ grammars are no
more deviant than those of the hearing students.

In sum, although deaf readers make a number of errors in relative clause
structures, they do not violate any universal principles, they may be showing
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evidence of a non.-Eng[ish parameter setting, and they clearly have some
problemg with Enghsh lexical items, particularly relative pronouns. These results
are consistent with the UG theory and support further testing of it.

Question Formation

Quigh_ay, Wilbur, and Montanelli (1974) examined deaf students’ comprehen-
sion, Judgment, and production of three types of questions; yes/no, tag, and
wh-questions. Again, they found overall lower levels of performance by the deaf
students, yet parallel patterns between the groups. Furthermore, the apparent
.stages in the acquisition of the question types were similar to the stages found
in the acguisition of spoken English by other researchers. As before, these results
are consistent with the UG hypothesis. As long as the deaf students’ responses
(and the hearing students’ responses) reflect possible adult grammars, the the-
ory of UG is not violated.

There were some differences between the deaf students and the hearing stu-
dents in their ability to detect movement ungrammaticalities in questions. When

presented with ungrammatical sentences such as (27)-(28), deaf subjects were

better able to detect the ungrammaticality than were hearing students. Quigley
et al. suggested that this may be because some sentences of these types are
acceptable in spoken language, although not in written ((27) can be uttered as
an echo question}. In this case, the difference between deaf and hearing stu-
dents does not reflect different structural knowledge. Rather, it reflects differ-
ent experiences in that the hearing students are exposed to greater input in
spoken, rather than written, English.

(27) *The dog chased who?
(28) *Who you gave a ball?

Both hearing and deaf students were better able to detect the ungrammati-
cality of noninverted wh-questions as in (29) compared to noninverted yes/no
question:ls as in (30}. This difference can be related to the fact that yes/no ques-
tions with rising imtonation are sometimes produced even without inversion:
although this is more common in speech, it also occurs in written English. ,

(29) *Who the baby did love?
(30) *The dog is brown?

There are similarities between the groups with respect to the use of do
as an augiliary in questions (do-support), as well. At the younger ages, both
groups were able to detect ungrammaticalities with missing do-support better
m yes/no questions {as in (31)) than in wh-questions (as in (32)). However,
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for the deaf students, this ability increased for wh-questions but not for yes/no
questions.

¢31) *The boys play football?
(32) *When the boys play football?

The lack of an increase in ahility to detect ungrammatical yes/no questions
without do-support can be related to these questions’ acceptability (although
again, such guestions are more generally used in speech, with a rising intona-
tion pattern). As Quigley et al. (1974) pointed out, the wh-questions with miss-
ing do-support can also be mistaken for another structure, that is, adverbial
clauses. Hence the (younger) children’s tendency to overlook this error might
reflect their experience with this structure in another construction.

An explanation for the difficulties both groups had with inversion and do-
support could come from studies of Universal Frammar. Young hearing chil-
dren acquiring English frequently have difficulty integrating inversion and do-
support in their early questions. Several authors have made proposals incor-
porating the principles of UG in order to account for these stages (e.g., Sarma,
1991; Weinberg, 1990). By examining these structures both in English and cross-
linguistically, the range of parameters involved is currently being investigated.
Although a review of the proposals made would be too involved for the current
purposes, it is possible that sach proposals will directly apply to explain the pat-
tern illustrated here., Let me simply point out that similar errors are found for
the acquisition of spoken English to the errors made by both deaf and hearing
readers; thus, under the continuity hypothesis, an analysis consistent with the
principles of UG wilt be sought.

One further error type in the question formation tests was copying. Like
the copying found in the relative clause test, copying in wh-questicns results
in a resumptive NP, in which there is no gap corresponding to the question word.
Just as some languages allow resumptive pronouns in relative clauses, some
also allow resumptive pronouns in wh-questions, so the resumptive-NP expla-
nation might he offered for the acceptance of copying found in the wh-guestions
test as well as that found in relative clauses. This kind of construction is illus-

trated in (33).
(33) *Who did the dog bite the girl?

As in the results of the relative clause tests, both deaf and hearing students
accepted some sentences with copying. In the case of questions, however,
Quigley et al. pointed out that copying was not observed in the written ques-
tions of deaf students. Because the copying strategy with questions requires
the student to know the answer to the question, it is pragmatically reasonable
that it is found only in the judgment task, and not in production. In relative
clauses, no such difference would be expected.
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Conjunction

Wilbur, Quigley, and Montanelli (1975) reported on the results of the TSA with
respect to two subtests dealing with conjunction. In this case, comparison of
the ;_)attems of the two groups in the various types of conjuncti:)n does not im-
medlat.ely reveal parallels. In some cases, this is because the varicus types had
very similar Ifevels of success, so that it is not possible to judge whether the
deaf and hearing students had paraliel patterns. However, in other cases there
were error types found in deaf students that were not found in hearing students

Ong t;ll'lr;)lz tm wz:]s C(a)fmmon 1o both groups, which I discuss first. ‘

0 aring and deaf studen joi i i
ed i]]usua%ed s ents accepted conjoined sentences with and omit-

(34) *A man kicked a dog hurt it.

For both groups, the incidence of acceptance of and-deletion declined over
t!le age range. Furthermore, Wilbur et al. cited studies showing that and dele-
tion occurs in the productions of hearing children learning English. Although dis-
cussions of the parameters of UG have not included this option, it must be .
available, becauge some languages do use it (such as ASL). Hence ’there should
!Je a parameter in UG that allows conjoined clauses not to display an overt con-
Junction. Given such a parameter, the deaf and hearing students’ use of these
structures is consistent with the UG theory.,

An altema.tive. possible account for the apparent gnd-deletion in (34) comes
from comparing it to the sentences with a deleted relative pronoun, such as
19 al‘mve. Both of these errors might reflect the same kind of mis'aual sis
by which function words such as whe and and can be nonovert. Both rel:ti ,
clauses and conjoined clauses have this option in ASL. ' "

Deaf students did produce two types of errors that were rare in the hearin
students. These are object-object deletion and object-subject deletion Chi!dre§
were pre§ented with two sentences and asked to combine them intz; one. Er-
ixi;:lr: u(—):t tl;s t?;l; revealing object-object deletion and object-subject deletior-1 are

y (353,2 ) l;lnd (; ;:i )({38) respectively, produced from the two sentences given

(35a) John threw the ball.

(35b) Mary dropped the ball.

(36) *John threw the ball and Mary dropped.
(37a) The boy saw the turtles.

(37b) The turtles ate the fish.

(38) *The boy saw the turtles and ate the fish.
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The deaf students used fewer object-object deletions with increasing age,
but object-subject deletions did not similarly decline. Although these errors were
not generally found with the hearing children, their appearance can be atiribut-
ed to parameters of Universal Grammar. As in some cases cited above, these
errors can be explained by claiming that the deaf students use a parameter set-
ting that is given by UG but not manifested in the target language. The deaf
students seemed to take a much longer time to reset this parameter than the
hearing students did. In this case, the parameter setting allows objects (as in
(36)) or subjects (as in (38)) to be nonovert. Although the hearing chiidren did
not show evidence for this parameter setting in this test, much previous work
has provided evidence that younger hearing children do choose this parameter
setting in the acquisition of English (e.g., Bloom, 1970; Hyams, 1986; and other
references cited earlier), Hence, whereas the hearing children have already dis-
carded this parameter setting in the acquisition of English, perhaps the deaf stu-
dents have continued using it.

The parameter setting in question is related to so-called ‘‘null arguments,”’
that is, subjects and objects that are phonologically unexpressed. A simphified
version of this parameter was discussed previously; there it was called the null
subject parameter. Some languages allow these null arguments rather general-
ly; for example, Italian allows null subjects (Rizzi, 1986), and ASL allows both
nul! subjects and null objects (Lillo-Martin, 1986). As mentioned previously, it
has been argued by several authors that the initial setting on the parameter con-
trolling nuli arguments is the setting that allows null subjects freely, bécause
young children learning English and other non-null-subject tanguages neverthe-

less frequently omit the subject (e.g., Hyams, 1986). Perhaps the deaf students
were omitting the object and subject in examples such as (36) and (38) because
of an erroneous analysis of English as a language that allows such null argu-
ments (as does ASL). Wilbur et al. (1973) considered the possibility that the
deletions produced by the deaf children are a result of overapplying 2 redundancy-
reducing process such as pronominalization. This is very similar in spirit to the
analysis suggested here.

The UG theory can thus account for the errors made by the deaf students.
The explanation offered by Wilbur et al. is not invalidated by this observation.
I have merely shown how their account can be incorporated into this theory.

Pronominalization

Wilbur, Montanelii, and Quigley (1976 discussed deaf students’ productions
of appropriate English pronouns in TSA. The majority of the discussion con-
cemns deaf students’ abilities to choose the correct morphological form (e.g.,
first person singular nominative I, third person plural accusative them, etc.).
As predicted by the theory of UG, such forms take some time to develop and
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appear to be acquired a single form at a time. A similar result was found for
the hearing children. Although the order of the acquisition of these forms was
not exactly parallel across the groups, this is not inconsistent with UG, since
these are largely idiosyncratic forms that must be learned item by item. The
UG theory does not make specific predictions with respect to the acquisition
of specific lexical items; because they will be learned without UG principles,
there can be wider variation between learners in the process of acquisition.

One characteristic of pronominalization about which the UG theory has much
to say concerns the syntactic distribution of personal pronouns compared to
reflexives. Although this particular topic was not investigated by Wilbur et al.
(1976), they provided two pieces of information relevant to it.

First, the use of the reflexive pronoun was exarmined, and both hearing and
deaf students were found to have difficulties with it. According to the UG the-
ory, children should know the syntactic environment for reflexives as opposed
to nonreflexive pronouns at an early age. Evidence that this is so comes from
several studies of children’s spoken language acquisition (cf. Wexler & Chien,
1590). The low performance of students on this test might suggest counterevi-
dence to this prediction. However, it is not possible to tell whether children’s

errors involved using the wrong reflexive pronoun, such as herself for himself, .

or using a nonreflexive form, such as him, in a reflexive environment. The differ-
ence between these two kinds of errors is illustrated in (39)-{41). In (40), the
wrong form of the refiexive is used. In (41), if we assume that the sentence
should mean what (39) means, then a nonreflexive form has been used in a reflex-
ive environment.

(39) Stephanie saw herself.
(40) *Stephanie saw himself.
(41) *Stephanie saw her.

The UG theory predicts that errors like the one in {(41) should not persist,
although errors like the one in (40) might. It was this type of construction that
was tested by Thomas (1991) in her work on second-language acquisition, over-
viewed earlier. Further work in this area would be a useful test of the UG
hypothesis with respect to deaf students’ acquisition of English.

Second, with respect to the use of nonreflexive personal pronouns, Wilbur et
al. (1976) showed that deaf students do pronominalize correctly in 75%-90% of
appropriate environments in their written productions. These are conditions un-
der which pronominalization is what they characterize as “‘relatively obiigatory,”’
that is, a noun phrase with a coreferential noun phrase preceding it in the same
sentence (but a different clause). An example of this environment is given in (42).

(42) John bought that record for me
but Mary paid John/him for it.
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In (42), the repetition of the NP John is not strictly ungrammatical, but the
pronoun him is strongly preferred. The deaf students’ appropriate use of
pronouns in such environments indicates that they have mastered the condi-
tions governing these relatively obligatory pronouns.

As with the reflexive pronouns, further tests of deaf children’s use of pronouns
in additional environments could serve to directly test the predictions of the
UG theory. For example, principles of UG require the use of a pronoun rather

than the name in (43).
{43) John thinks that John/he is intelligent.

Because explicit predictions have been made by the UG theory, and several
studies of the acquisition of reflexives and pronouns have been made in spoken
English (e.g., Wexter & Chien, 1990}, this is a domain in which extensive fur-
ther work could be highly beneficial. For example, by testing children’s use of
pronouns versus reflexives in environments that require or reject them, the
UG principles governing pronominalization can be directly tested.

Verh Systems

Quigley, Montanelti, and Wilbur (1976) discussed deaf students’ use of severat
aspects of the English verb system. They examined auxiliary verbs, tense, the
use of the copula, and verb deletions. These are all domains in which the UG
theory would predict possible slow acquisition with many errors, because there
are many idiosyncrasies and exceptions in these areas.

Quigley et al. indeed found that “‘deaf subjects have considerable difficulty
with the verb system of English™ (p. 547). They reported pronounced difficul-
ties in auxiliary verbs, tense sequencing, and the use of be versus have, but
not in verb placement (i.e., order of the verb with respect to other constituents).
The more difficult areas are clearly the ones with the most idiosyncrasies, as
they involve lexical and morphological knowledge, whereas verb placement is
a structural issue.

One area that seemed to be much more of a problem for deaf children than
for hearing children was in the use of be versus have. Deaf children were not
as skilled as hearing children in detecting incorrect have and be substitutions,

illustrated in (44)-{45).

(44) *The man is 2 coat.
{45) *The baby has happy.

This particular ungrammaticality is not predicted by the UG theory to present
any more difficulties than others. Although the deaf students’ errors did not
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violate any universal principles, and thus were not inconsistent with the UG
theory, I do not have an explanation for this error.

Despite the considerable difficulties that the deaf students had, Quigley, Mon-
tanelli, and Wilbur (1976) found that their error patterns were still, in general,
- parallel to those of the hearing subjects. They stated that the order of difficulty
of the various verb forms for the deaf students mirrored their format and cogni-
tive complexity. This would be expected under the item-by-item learning re-
quired for these forms. For example, perfective verb forms as llustrated in (46)
mvolve an auxiliary and a suffix; they are more difficult for the students than
simple past forms that involve a suffix only, as illustrated in (47). Quigley et
al. pointed out that the perfective is formally more complex than the simple past
and also conceptually more complex (cf. Slobin, 1971).

(46) The man has opened the door.
(47) The man opened the door.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this review of the reported syntactic problems that deaf readers exhibit, it
was shown that universal principles of language are not violated despite overall
lower levels of success compared to hearing subjects in tests of written Eng-
lish. It was shown that in many cases the errors exhibited by deaf children are
sirilar to the errors of hearing children; overall, the patterning of the two groups
is remarkably similar. This evidence suggests that deaf readers do not display
structural deficiencies in the areas of English syntax that are governed by univer-
sal principles.

In some cases, deaf students’ errors might reflect parametric missettings.
For example, deaf children appear to use null arguments in some environments,
even though they are not allowed in English. This could be due to an incorrect
parameter setting, because many languages, unlike English, do allow null argu-
ments. Hence, again, the evidence from deaf readers is consistent with the
hypothesis that their acquisition of English is constrained by UG.

The majority of deaf readers’ problems with English are due to lexical and
morphological properties of specific words and paradigms, which must be learned
individually. Because linguistic variation is primarily located in these domains,
it is not surprising to see such errors persist. Even here, however, the pat-
terns of errors and development are often paraflel to the patterns found in hear-
ing children, although the problems persist for a much longer time in the deaf
children. This too is consistent with the UG theory.

As discussed in an earlier section, these data cannot be taken as concha-
sive support for the UG hypothesis. Other models of language acquisition
might be able to account for the findings presented here, although ceriain other
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approaches, such as trial-and-error learning, would not predict these findings.
I put the UG hypothesis forward as one that has achieved considerable success
in explaining cross-linguistic variation and first-language acquisition; by examin-
ing these data from the literature I have argued that the UG hypothesis is via-
ble and should be seriously tested. The most appropriate tests of the UG
hypothesis would involve syntactic constructions governed by UG found in the
target language but not in the native language. By examining deaf students’ per-
formance on these structures, stronger tests of the UG theory can be made.

Evidence to contradict the UG hypothesis could show violations of purport-
ed universal principles, such as structure dependence. In fact, it has been claimed
that deaf readers do violate structure dependence in the acquisition of English
(Bochrer, 1978). However, I have not found evidence to support this, and in
current work I am testing this explicitly. Evidence that the principles of UG
are not at work in L2 acquisition might also appear when a parameter resetting
needs to be made, but the alternative setting appears not to be available. In
general, parallel patterns of performance across deaf and hearing students (even
when the deaf children are much older than the hearing children) and across
tests of the written language compared to tests of the spoken language (when
again, the written language tests are with older children) support the UG
hypothesis. Nonparallel performance reqguires further consideration; when the
deaf students show evidence of a parameter mis-setting or incorrect lexical
knowledge, this is still consistent with UG. However, i deaf readers show evi-
dence of grammatical hypotheses that violate the principles of UG, this would
provide counterevidence.

What practical consequences would the proof of this theory entail? | believe
that this theory does have implications for the education of deaf children. It sug-
gests areas of language teaching that could be emphasized {the language-
particutar aspects of English, such as verbal morphology) and areas that need
not be addressed (the universal principles, which will automatically enter into
the course of language acquisition). This suggestion is compatible with approaches
that also stress the use of language in varous contexts. For example, Wilbur
(1977) presented an overview of deaf children’s error patterns on the TSA and
argued that educators placed undue emphasis on sentence patterns without
regard to the pragmatic contexts for linguistic performance. My proposal, that
deaf students’ linguistic competence is constrained by UG, also reduces the em-
phasis on teaching particular syntactic structures.

This theory entails further an approach to language education which considers
the learning of English in deaf children to be a process of second-language ac-
quisition. This puts focus on the establishment of a sobd first-language base (ASL)
and suggests that early exposure to much linguistic input is essential. This is
consistent with the common observation that children with a strong first lan-
guage before entering school (typically, deaf children with deaf, signing parents)
outperform their peers who don’t have the language background in academic
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and social areas (see review in Wilbur, 1987). The critical-period effects also
indicate that instruction in English as a second language should begin relatively
early (at least, before puberty). In fact, critical period effects are also found
in the acquisition of ASL, strongly suggesting that exposure to ASL should also
begin early (e.g., Mayberry & Eichen, 1991; Newport, 1990). Other factors
necessary for the special circumstances of learning to read, such as decoding
processes and the special nature of the linguistic input (a secondary represen-
tation), must also be considered.

In this chapter, 1 have given several reasons to suppose that the hypothesis
that UG guides the acquisition of English in deaf children is a viable hypothesis,
and 1 have reviewed some evidence that is consistent with it. I hope to stimu-
late interest int this possibility and to motivate research that directly addresses
this question so that a more definite conclusion can be drawn.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This research was supported in part by National Institutes of Health grant
DC00183. I thank the book’s editors, Marc Marschark and Diane Clark, for
their helpful comments, and I thank Christine Romano for her assistance.

REFERENCES

Berwick, R. (1985). The acquisition of syntactic knowledge. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Bloom, L. (1970). Language development: Form and function in emerging grammars. Cambridge:
MIT Press.

Bloom, P. (1990). Subjectless sentences in child language, Linguistic Inquiry, 21, 419-504.

Bochner, J. (1978). Error, anomaly, and variation in the English of deaf individuals. Language and
Speech, 21(2), 174-189.

Borer, H. (1983). Parametric syntax: Case studies in semitic and romance languages. Dordrecht: Foris.

Brady, S. A., Shankweiler, D., & Mann, V. A. (1983). Speech perception and memory coding in
relation to reading ability. fournal of Experimental Child Psychology, 35, 345-367.

Brown, R. (1973). A first language: The early stages. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Chomsky, N. (1981). Lectures on government and binding. Dordrecht; Foris,

Chomsky, N. (1986). Barriers. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Clahsen, H., & Muysken, P. (1989). The UG paradox in L2 acquisition. Second Langnage Research,
5, 1-29.

Crain, 8., & Fodor, J. D. (1992). Competence and performance in child language. In E. Dromi
{Ed.), Langrage and cognition: A developmental perspective (pp. 141-171). Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Crain, 5., & McKee, C, (1986}, Children's adherence to structural restrictions on coreference.
In S. Berman, J.-W. Choe, & J. McDonough (Eds.), NELS (Vol. 18, pp. 94-110). Amherst,
MA: GLSA.

Crain, S., & Nakayama, M. (1987). Structure dependence in grammar formation. Language, 63,
522-543.

Crain, S., & Shankweiler, D. (1987). Reading acquisition and language acquisition. In A. Davidson,
G. Green, & G. Herman (Eds.), Critical approaches to readability: Theorekical bases of linguistic
complexity {pp. 167-192). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

13. DEAF READERS AND UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR 335

Crain, S., Thornton, R., & Murasugi, K. (1987, October). Capturing the evasive passive. Paper
presented at The Boston University Conference on Language Develpgment. )

Dell, F. (1981). On the learnability of optional phonological rules. Linguistic f’nqmry, 12, 31-37.

deVilliers, J., & deVilliers, P. (1986). The acquisition of English. In D. Slobin (Ed.), The cross-
linguistic study of language acquisition (Vol. 1, pp. 27-139). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbanm
Associates. ) ) ) )

Engdahi, E. (1986). Constituent questions: The syntax and semantics of questions with special refer-
ence to Swedish. Dordrecht: Reidel. )

Fiynn, S. (1987). A paramefer-seiting model of L2 acquisition. Dotdrec_h?:_ Reidel.

Flynn, S., & O’Neil, W. (1988). Linguistic theory in second language acquisition. Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic Publishers. _

Hamburger, H., & Crain, S. (1982). Relative acquisition. In 5. Kuczaj (Ed.), Lauguage. develap-
ment: Syntax and semantics (pp. 245-274), Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbauvm Assocla_tes:
Hanson, V. L. (1982). Short-term recall by deaf signers of American Sign Language : Implications
of encoding strategy for order recall. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memary,

and Cognition, 8, 572-583.

Hanson, V. L. (1989}, Phonology and reading: Evidence from profoundly deaf readers. In D Shank-
weiler & I. Y. Liberman (Eds.), Phonology and reading disabilily: Solving the reading puzzle
(pp. 69-89). Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press. ) ) o

Hanson, V. L. Gn press). Recall of order information by deaf signers: Phonetic coding in temporal
order recall, Memory and Cogrition. - )

Homnstein, N., & Lightfoot, D. (Eds.). (1981). Explanations in linguistics: The logical problem of

isition. London: Longman.

Hyal;ful::ge(fggg). Languags acquisition and the theory of paramelers. Dordrecht: Reidel. _

Hyams, N. (1987). The theory of parameters and syntactic development. In T. Roeper & E. Wi
tiams (Eds.), Parameler setting (pp. 1-22). Dordrecht: Reidel. o

Hyams, N., & Wexter, K. (1991). On the grammatical basis of null subjects in child language. Un-

published manuscript. )
Jaegghi, 0., & Safir, K. (Eds.). (1989). The null subject parameter. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic
Publishers. )

Johnson, J. S., & Newport, E. L. (1989). Critical period effects in second language team!n_g: The
influence of maturational state on the acquisition of English as a second language. Cognitive Psy-
chology, 21, 60-99. .

Karchmer, M., Milone, M., & Wolk, 5. (1979). Educational significance of hearing loss at three
levels of severity. American Anmals of the Deaf, 124, 97-1089.

Lasnik, H. (1989). On certain substitutes for negative data. In R. J. Matthews & W..Demo_poulos
(Eds.), Learnability and linguistic theory (pp- 89-106). Dordrecht: Kluwer Acadermic Publlshefs.

Lebeaux, D. (1987). Comments on Hyams. In T. Roeper & E. Williams (Eds.), Parameler sefting
(pp. 23-40). Dordrecht: Reidel. _

Lenneberg, E.-H. (1967). Biological foundations of langusge. New York: Wiley.

Liberman, !. Y., Shankweiler, D., Liberman, A. M., Fowler, C. A., & Fischer, ¥. W, (1977). Pho-
netic segmentation and recoding in the beginning reader. In A. S. Reber & D. L. Scarborough
(Eds.), Toward a psychology of reading: The proceedings of the CUNY Conferences (pp. 207-225).
Hillsdale, N): Lawrence Erdbawmn Associates.

Lillo-Martin, D. (1986), Two kinds of null arguments in American Sign Language. Natural Lan-
guage and Linguistic Theory, 4, 415-444. )

Lillo-Martin, D. (1991). Universel gremmar and American Sign Language: Selting the null argu-
ment parameters. Dordrecht; Kluwer Academic Publishers. ]

Lillo-Martin, D. C., Hanson, V. L., & Smith, S. T. (1991). Deaf readers’ comprehension of com-
plex syntactic structure. In D. S. Martin (Bd.), Advances in cognition, education, and deafness
(pp. 146-151). Washington, DC: Gallaudet University Press. )

Lillo-Martin, D. C., Hanson, V. L., & Smith, 8. T. {1992). Deaf readers’ comprehension of rela-

tive clause structures. Applied Psycholinguistics, 13 13-30.



336 LiLLO-MARTIN

Locke, J. L. (1983). Phonological acquisition and change. New York: Academic Press.

Lust, B. (Ed.). (1986). Studies in the acquisiiion of anaphora: Vol. I. Deftning the constrainis.
Dordrecht: Reidel.

Lust, B. (Ed.). (1987). Sludies in the acquisition of anaphora: Vol. II. Applying the constraints.
Dordrecht: Reidel.

Maybenry, R. L., & Eichen, E. B. {1991). The long-lasting advantage of learning sign language in
childhood: Ancther look at the critical period for language acquisition. Jowrnal of Memory and
Language, 30, 186-512.

Newport, E., & Meier, R. (1990). Out of the hands of babes: On a possible sign advantage in lan-
guage acquisition. Language, 66, 1-23.

Newport, E. L. (1990}, Maturational constraints on language learning. Cognifive Science, 14, 11-28.

Petitto, L. A., & Marentette, P. F. (1991). Babbiing in the manual mode: Evidence for the ontoge-
ny of language. Science, 251, 1493-1496.

Phinney, M. (1987). The pro-drop parameter in second language acquisition. In T, Roeper & E.
Williams (Eds.), Parameter sefling (pp. 221-238). Dordrecht: Reidel.

Pinker, 5. (1984). Language learmability and language learming. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

Quigley, S. P., Montanelli, D., & Wilbur, R. (1976). Some aspects of the verb system in the lan-
guage of deaf students. Jourmrd of Speech and Hearing Research, 19, 536-550.

Quigley, S. P., Smith, N., & Wilbur, R. (1974). Comprehension of relativized sentences by deaf
students. Journal of Speeck and Hearing Research, 17, 325-341.

Quigley, 5. P., Wilbur, R., & Montanelli, D. (1974). Question formation in the language of deaf
students. fournal of Speech and Hearing Research, 17, 699-713.

Quigley, S. P., Wilbur, R., & Montanelli, D. (1576). Complement structures in the language of
deaf students. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 19, 448-457.

Rizzi, L. (1986). Null objects in Htalian and the theory of pro. Linguistic Inguiry, 17, 501-557.

Roeper, T., & Williams, E. (Eds.). (1987). Parameler setting. Dordrecht: Reidel.

Sarma, J. (1991). The acquisition of wh-questions in Englisk. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The
University of Connecticut, Storrs.

Shatz, M., & Gelman, R. (1973). The development of communication skills: Medifications in the
speech of young children as a function of the listener, no, 152, Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development, 38(5).

Slobin, D. (1971). Developmental psycholinguistics. In W, O. Dingwall (Ed.), A survey of linguistic
science (pp. 298-400). College Park, MD: University of Maryland.

Thomas, M. (1991). Universal grammar and the interpretation of reflexives in a second language.
Language, 67(2), 211-239. ..

Thornton, R. (1990). Adventures in long-distance moving: The acquisition of complex wh-gquestions.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, The University of Connecticut, Storrs.

Ulman, M., Pinker, S., Hoilander, M., Prince, A., & Rosen, T. J. {1989, October). Growth of
regular and irvegular vocabulary and the onset of overregularization. Paper presented at The
Boston University Conference on Language Development. .

Vihman, M. M., Macken, M. A., Miller, R., Simmons, H., & Miller, J. (1985). From babbling to
speech: A re-assessinent of the continuity issue. Language, 61(2), 397445,

Weinberg, A. (1990). Markedness versus maturation: The case of subject-auxiliary inversion. Lasn-
puage Acquisition, 1(2), 165-194.

Wexder, K., & Chien, Y.-C. (1990). Chikiren’s knowledge of locality conditions in binding as evi-
dence for the modudarity of syntax and pragmatics. Language Acquisition, 1(3), 225-295.
Wexder, K., & Manzini, R. (1987). Parameters and learnability in binding theory. In T. Roeper

& E. Wilkiams (Eds.), Parameter setting (pp. 41-76). Dordrecht: Reidel.

White, L. (1987). A note on parameters and second language acquisition. In T. Roeper & E. Wil-
fiams (Eds.), Parameter setting (pp. 239-246). Dordrecht: Reidel.

White, L. (1989, September). What island effects can tell ws about the availability of UG in L2 ac-
gueisition. Paper presented at the Conference on the Psycholinguistics of Island Constraints,
Ottawa. ‘

13. DEAF READERS AND UNIVERSAL GRAMMAR 337

Wilbur, R. (1977). An explanation of deaf children’s difficulty with certain syntactic structures of
English. The Volta Review, 79, 85-92. )
Wilbur, R. (1987). American Sign L ge: Ling

Hill Press. _ )
Wilbuz, R., & Goodhart, W. (1985). Comprehension of indefinite pronouns and quantifiers by hearing-

impaired students. Applied Psycholinguistics, 6, 417—4_34. ) o
Wilbur, R., Goodhart, W., & Fuller, D. (1989). Comprehension of English modals by hearing-impaired

students. The Volta Review, 91, 5-18. ) ) )
Wilbur, R., Goodhart, W., & Montandon, E. (1983). Comprehension of nine syntactic structures

by hearing-impaired students. The Volia Review, 85, 328-345. )
Wilbur, R., Montanelli, D., & Quigley, S. P. (1976). Pronominalization in the language of deaf stu-

dents. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 159, 120-140. _
Wilbur, R., Quigley, S. P., & Montanelli, D. (1975). Conjoined structures in the language of deaf

students. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 18, 319-335.

istic and applied di ions. Boston: College-




PSYCHOLOGICAL PERSPECTIVES
ON DEAFNESS

Edited by

Mare Marschark
University of North Carolina at Greensboro

M. Diane Clark
Shippensburg University

@ LAWRENCE ERLBAUM ASSOCIATES, PUBLISHERS
1993 Hillsdale, New Jersey Hove and London



