The Order of Chlldren S Vocabulary Acqulsltlon of
English as a First Language

Klnue leano

Vocab.llary acquisition involves long—term deve]opmental process . Note that psycholinguists
have focused most frequently on the problems of phomology and syntax, but not semantics, The
problem of the acquisition of meanirg is very complex, since it involves' cognitive develoment
Children dcquire productive use of many words between the ages of two and six, This paper is
concerned primarily with the review and discussion of previous studies of the order of
vocabulary aoqulsltlcn by Enghsh—speakmg children, : :

I. The orde’r of~acquisition of relational terms:
1. - Dimensional adjectives
(a) Most general terms > least general terms

Considerable research -into: semantic ‘development of pairs of dimensiomal relatioml ad jectives
has revealed that there is a consistent order in their-acquisition Many studies have foud an
almost identical ordér , fram' the easiest to the hardest : big—little(small); tall—short, long—
short, high-low, wide-narrow, thick—thin, deep-shallow (Donaldson and Wales 1970 : E. -
Clatk 1972 ; Brewer and Stae 1975 '; ‘Bartlett 1976 ) .. Clark proposed the’ Sementic: Feature:
Hypothesis (SFH) to‘accomt for the well-established ordering of spatial adjectives  (E.:Clak
'1973 3 H, Clark 1973) ' Clark’s SFH proposes that young children learn the meanings. of
words feature by feature, and that. they acquire the meanings of 'the’rsemanﬁally simpler
terms before the semantically more complex ones. According to the SFH, the relative
-semantic . camplexity affects the order of acquisition, The simplest pair: big—{ittle( small)
is acquired - first , :followed by gradually more -complex ones, This pair is the
most used by children aged ' about 3%- years (E. Clark’ 1973 : 105) . *“The most ge—
neral big—'little (small) can refer to overall size, with the fewest constraints on
Jits . Thus, big-{ittle (small) can be used to mean the more .specialized dimen-—
smnal pairs (E. Clark 1972 : Brewer and Stone 1975) E. Clark accounts for this

phenomenon (1973, R93):

- The data on dimensional terms can also be represented in terms of: components of mean-—
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ing known by the child at different stages in the acquisition process, Big is substi—
tuted for other umarked dimensional terms because it is specified (like them) as +
Dimension(3) and +Polar, but the child at this _stage has not yet worked out
howmany dimensions -are necessarily presupposed by the other terms such as
long and tall, He has yet to differentiate between the dimensional properties of
linearity, surface, and “volume, While “big simply applies to three dimensions, fa// is
more 'oomplex since it supposes that all three dimensions are present, and then
talks about one specific dimension : + Vertical, The child appears to learn first
the feature of dimensionality, then, later on,-he specifies further what kind of
dimensionality he is talking about ; for instance, whether the dimension is + Vertical as
in- tall or high, or —Vertical as in Jong, deep,  far, etc.’ . ' ’

Clark (1972) found that ‘big ‘was treated as a synonym for the unmarked adjec—
tives and small (or littie) was used to cover the marked member of each -adjec—
tive pair, She reliés: on' the work of. Bierwisch (1967).. Big~ small means [physical
extent] , while the other adjectives refer to the .particular dimension., Since -

thick—thin, wide-narrow, and deep—shallow require the child to identify a sim—
ple dimension that is secondary, - they are more . complex than ta//— short, long
—short, and high—low, : '

(b) Positive terms > negative terms

Dimensional adjectives consist of unmarked (or positive) -marked (or negative)
pairs, Previous studies (Donaldson and Balfour 1968 ;. Donaldson and Wales 1970
B. Clark 1971 ; Klatzky, et al 1973 Palermo 1973, 1974) show that preschool
children. learn  the word big before.the word dittle, tall before short, long
before short:, wide *before ndrrow,» etc, The data provide support for. the Clark’s
SFH ‘that positive .or unmarked terms . are “acquired before: ‘negative or marked
terms, Superiority of positive . terms to negative terms can be explained by
some reasons, E. Clark (1973) offers an explanation, following H, Clark (1970).
First, the positive :direction along the dimension serves as . the. name of the . -
dimension (e, g. . long—length, high—height, etc), The positive—pole term’ can
be used both naminally (e, g, How tall is she ? She is six fest tall ) and contrastively
(e. g, She is tall, ),vwhile the. negative (or marked .). term has ‘only. a
contrastive sense (e.:g. She is short) : H. Clark’s  hypothesis 'i§ that children
first. learn the nominal ‘meaning of antonym pairs, Second,, the positive :
term, which: indicates the extended: end . of: dimension, will serve as
the ~best  instance of that dimension, Also, the. frequency of positive
terms is greater in adult speech than that of positive terms, Therefore , .positive .
(or unmarked) terms are acquired before negative (or marked ) terms, However,
some of the findings that have been reported so far challenge the generality
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of Clark’s principle ‘on polarity differenc'e Bartlett (1976) argues 'against it ,
showing that ch1ldren do not acquire [+pol] features _prior to thelr [—pol]
counterparts, ' :

(c) Dimensionality vs. polarity

According to the 'SFH, semantic features are acquired in order from most
general to least general, which suggests that children will learn dimensional
features before polar features, The polar feature specifies which end of the
dimension is being referred to, Thus, children might confuse polar opposites
not knowmg their polarity, and hzgh and' /ow would not be differentiated.’
However some flndmgs show that children confuse the dimensions, not polar-
ity, i, e, they seem to acquire polar features before dimensional features;
(Kuczaj ‘and Maratsos 1975 ; Brewer and Stone 1975 ; Bartlett 1976). In Brewer
and Stone, the most common error by the children was to point to the object
rebresenting the same polarify as the word requested, For e){ample, when
they were told to touch the low object, they pointed to the thin ore, not the
high one, Their errors confused the dimensions, not polarity, Carey (1978)
also sees [+pol] as an early acquisition, Carey also proposes that polarity -
is “acquired before dlmensronahty,pomtmg out : * This explan'ation of wﬁy po-—
larlty might be more learnable than dimensionality depends upon the child’s
mastery of the syntax of comparative constructions and of the lexial entries
for big and little prior to h1s aoquxsmon of the specialized Spatial adjec— -
tives” (p282) .

Rurthermore, Carey questions the Clark’s view of the nature of the’ chrld s
lex1cal entries Carey feels that “immature Jexical entries for spatial

ad jectives might contain information about some particular objects to whxch
each adJectlve applles" (p. 286) ’

2. Antonym pairs

Before going on to each of the pairs of polar antonyms more and [less,.
same and different , before and after in detail, it should be noted that the
findings of prev1ous studies demonstrate that children acquire positive - .terms
like more, same before prior to negatlve terms like less, different, after,
Also,:they show a strong tendency to treat negative polar 'ter'ms as if they
meant positive polar ones. ‘ : :

(a)‘ More and less

In éeVeral studies of more and less (Donaldson and Balfour 1968 Palermo
1973, 1974) , children appeared to interpret /ess as if it meant more, though
they appeared to understand more correctly, Donaldson and Balfour dealt with
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three-and. four—year—olds comprenensron of more and less When they were
asked either “Which tree has more apples?” or "Whlch tree has less apples‘?"
they consxstently chose the one W1th the greater amount , e, the one whlch
had more apples, Also, when asked to“make it so there is less in here”,
they consistently added, This indicates that they understood more ”c'orrectly o
and understood less as if. it meant more, In dealmg w1th these results, E. X
Clark(1973b) points out that a non— lmgulstlc strategy would contribute . to the
child’s actual performance w1th more and less at the stage both words are
confused She argued that the p051t1ve more should be cogmtlvely simpler than the
negative less because the non- lmguxstlc strategy of choosmg the Object w1th
the greater amount probably forms the basis for “the child s, - llngmstlc hy—_:‘
pothesis about the . feature [+Polar] " (p,180) .and commdes w1th the realmean—
1ng of more " (p 180) Thus, because of a przorz preference for the greater
amount , he has [+Polar]as well as the 1n1t1al feature [+Amount] and gets
more . rlght and less wrong, E. Clark .points out that at the last stage more
and /gss W1ll be dlstmgulshed However Carey (1982)prov1des the more and
less fmdmgs with different. 1nterpreta10ns from those of . the SFH She argues
Thls order of acqu1s1t10n prov1des no - support for component—by —component
acqu1s1t10n,} because it is not- predlcted by relatzve complexrty of the “terms,
The .less in: ‘which has less 2’ is no more complex .than the _more 1n ‘Whlch
has more 2 ....Presumably, the chlld hears more in its- comparatrve use much
more often. than he hears less”(p 364). Also Atkmson (1982, pp. 80-82)
pomts out that certain aspects of Clark s mterpretatlon of the results are
questionable, E. Clark (1973,p.90- -1.) says that at the first stage, more is
taken to mean "amount” and that more and less are used only in the nomx—
nal non—comparatlve sense Atkmson argues that there is a problern with \',
the proposed non—comparative use of more at the first stage and with the"
motion of markedness which is the basis of the SFH explamation , He concludes that the SFH
suffers from a defect when accomnting for the acquisition of more and less (p, 82) :

(b) Same and dzﬂerent

Donaldson and Wales (1970) reported s1m11ar results In thelr exper1ment

the sorting - ‘task was carrled out in Wthh four sets of materlal, common
objects such as toothbrushes eggcups etc (sets I and III) and forrral geometrlcal
shapes(sets 11 and IV ) were used In sets I and III form and color were
coincident , and, not in sets IT and IV, They provided evidence that same was un-
derstood correctly, different was understood as though it meant same, .
Given the mstructlons “Give me one that is the same .in some way” and “Give
me one that is different in ‘some way ",preschool children nearly all plcked
objects which were the same makmg no dlstlnctlon between the two mstructlons,
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Both seme and different were taken to mean same . E. Clark proposes that the
same and different findings will’ also be interpreted by her general princi—
ples, as in the more and /less results, though ~she does not clarify the se—
mantic features of both words, ’ i ' '
(¢) Before and after »

" Simiilar results weré obtained in a -study by Clark (1971) on ‘the child's
comprehension of the temporal: conjunctions before and after. The results
showed children understand before prior to after, Furthérmore, children appear
to go through a stage where they - interpret after as if it meant “before.
Before and after aré characterized' as” positive dnd negative (E. Clark 1973) . -
In the comprehensmn task ‘she required forty ‘children aged 3;0 to 530 to
aet out sentences mvolvmg before and after , usmg farm’ ammals Clark presen—
ted them wrth sentences such as ‘ E

(1) He jumped the gate be'for’e "he ‘patted the dog,
(2) Before he patted the dog, he jumped the gate.
(3) He patted the dog after he jumped the gate, .
(4) After he jumped the gate , he patted the'"dog,'

She noticed a preference for describing events in the order in which they
actually occurred, It was found that children 'consistent'ly responded correctly
to (1) and (4) , while responding mcorrectly to(2) and (3), using an order of men tion
strategy that is , whatever is mentloned first happens® first, Also, perfor —
mance -was better on the before—sentences (1) and (2) than on the ‘sentences .
with after (3) and (4), The following order of difficulty from easiest to
hardest ‘was found : (1), (4), (2), (3) (E. Clark 1971) . Clark found four stages
in the children's comprehension of before and affer . At the first stage, =
children understood neither word, and simply responded on the basis of an
order of mention starategy, They regarded the first clause as describing ' the
first event, and thé second clause as a description of the second event,
Therefore, the children apparently comprehended (1) and'(4) . At stage Ila,
without regard to the position of before , children understood before, but not
after. The lexical entry for before 1is now complete . After was still in—
terpreted according to the order-of-mention strategy, For stage IIb, children
interpreted before correctly, and treated affer as if it meant before, In
other words, children consistently acted out.all utterances containing before:
correctly, .and after —utterances incorrectly, Finally at stage III , children
distinguished before from after and consistently understood both correctly,

In discussing her results, E. Clark (1971) proposed, first, that the correspond—
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ence between order of mention and order of occurrence  is ~important for the
comprehension of the sentences with before and after, That is, sentences
which preserve  the .actual order of occurrence of the two events
described are easier than those which reverse the order of events

(E. Clark 1971 ; Johnson 1975). Second, she proposed that before is
mastered first because before is simpler in terms of semantic features,

and is the positive member of the pair, Clark originally treated the order
of acquisition of before. and after in terms of the semantic features, Her
analysis (1971) suggests. that the meaning: of these words can be represented
in terms.of .the features. [time], [simultaneous], and [prior], First, the
child learns that the two words pertain to time (+Time], Second, if he
learns that before is + Time and —Simultaneous, he will interpret before .
correctly, If he has-realized after is also+ Time and —Simultaneous, he will
misinterpret it, Finally — Prior is acquired and the child treats the two
words as having contradictory meanings, Clark. (1971 , D. 273) says the words
before and after are composed of the following features :

a) before + Time -
- Simultaneeu‘s

L+ Prior = |

b) after [+ Time -
: " — Simultaneous

- PI‘lOI' _

She states that the. components are hlerarchlcally related to each other The
first component which dominates the others is time :+Time, The superordlnate
component+Time dominates + Simultaneous, and — Simultaneous dommates :]:PI'IOI‘
According to the SFH, before is simpler . than after because the meaning of .
after is specified with an add1tlonal negative feature, Clark’s (1973 b) study
m;roduced a further concept of non-linguistic strategy into.the discussion:
In a sentence: The boy jumped the fence after he patted the dog, children
make an assumption that the. order of mention always reflects the actual
order, A priori non- lmguls'uc strategy of describing events in the order
in which they occurred could account for the child’s rellance on. order of
mention in interpreting before—sentences and after sentences, . :
Some research raised questions about the Clark’s 1nterpretatlon of her results
of the before and after studies Amindon and Carey (1972) challenged her.
interpretation, and suggested that order of mentlon is ot a dominant strategy
for 5-~year—olds in interpreting temporal. order information, In their ‘experi —
ment,children. aged 5;4 to ;3 successfully performed on commands containing
the temporal adverbs first and last, For example, they easily interpreted
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commands' such as Move @ blue plane first ; move a red plane last, but they
had difficulty with sentences like Move a blue plane before yov move a red
plane . Amindon and Carey offered an explanation to this precedence of first
and /ast over before and after. They claimed that the young child’s difficulty
with before and after was due to difficulty with the subordinating syntax.,
Furthermore, their command - procedure in which sentences instructed children
(a second—person agent) to perform two identical actions was in contrast

to the Clark’'s task instructing them (a third—person agent ) to perform

two different actions. When they were given the command, “Move a blue
plane before you move a red plane ” , children would only move a blue plane,
simply"ignoring the subordinate clause, The preponderance of omissions of
stbordinate clause led Amindon and Carey to propose that 5—year—olds rely on-a main—
clause—subordinate—clause strategy, namely ignoring the subordinate clause in
interpreting the sentences with before and affer. They state the results demonstrate
that 5—year—olds focus on 'the main clause regardless of clause order, rather
than on order of mention, as proposed by E. Clark, : )

Johnson’s tasks repeated the Clark (1971) and the Amindon and Carey pro-
cedures in order to clarify the. discrepancies between the f{indings of Clark
and Amindon and Carey, She also administered a command procedure , in which
each sentence instructed two different actions, The results ‘indicated that
differences in children’s (aged 4 ;2 to 53 2) responses based on order of men-
tion strategies and main—subordinate clause strategies might result from dif-—
ferences in the tasks, Johnsdn,pointed out that “omissions reflected ambiguity
in the linguistic: structure of commands, Thus, the effect of main-subordinate
relations was confounded with directness of command” (p,88). In all three
tasks, performance was superior on sentences in which order of mention and
order of occurrence éorresponded, but no dif_ferénc_e in the frequency of errors
in comprehension of. before and after was found,

Before and after can also be used as prepositions, Are before and after
used as prepositions before they are used as subordinating conjunctions ?
Coker’s (1978) findings offer an answer to this question , Using kindergartners
and first graders, Coker found that before and afier were first acquired as
prepositions, and then as subordinating conjunctions, Two prepositional tasks
and one subordinate clause task were designed, For the first prepositional
task , the child was asked a question like “What did I show you before/after
the X 2~ ‘

For the second prepositional task, the child was asked a question like *Did
I show you the X before the Y or after the Y ? " The children were re—
quired to act out the events in the proper order, as in previous studies, It
was suggested by Coker's experiment that a syntactic factor seemed to
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interact with a semantic factor, The results show that there seem to be two

strategies that children may adopt in comprehending before and after used ,

as subordinating conjunctions, that is , (1) a syntactic strategy, main-— —clause—

first strategy of always acting out the main clause first (Amindon and Carey

1972) and (2) a semantic strategy in which order of mention of the events
~interpreted to reflect the actual order of occurrence of the events

(E. Clark 1971 ; Johnson 1975). ’ ,

Then, when is a particular strategy used ? Coker suggests that task
requirement variables seem to affect it, saying: “When the child is made
aware of both clauses, the order— of—mentxon strategy occurs more often
than the syntactic strategy.... With no hint to pay attention to both clauses,
the syntactic strategy is more prevalent » (P, 274). Contrary to previous
research, Coker’s findings provide no evidence that before is learmed before
after, contradlctmg Clark’s principle that the ‘positive aspect of a feature .
is acquired before the negative aspect, It was found that there does not
seem to be a consistent acquisition order between before and after. Therefore
she concludes that some children seem to' learn the positive term first, while
others seem to: learn the negative term first, ~

In general , in testing children's comprehension of before and after we
should be careful about requiring them to process sentences that 1nvolve
many cognitive operations which overload thelr workmg memory, Tanz (1980)
suggests that syntactic obstacles whlch require children to “commit to mem—.
ory a novel sequence of events,pictures * (p.. 48) should be removed. Tanz
states :

Even if they do understand the sentences, they néed to be able to remember
the order of the events described by rote mMemory +... “To "t ;
children’s earliest knowledge of before and- after such obstacles should be
removed, perhaps by quest10n1ng them about ‘the order of events in real-life
circumstances where temporal order has sxgmflcance For example ' (15)
What do you do before ‘you come to school ? (16) What do you do
after you came ‘to school? (p 48) o :

3. Delctxc terms

The relative complexity of word meamngs appears to be a major deter—
mining factor in the order of acquisition  of deictic terms like 7 /you ,
this/ that here /there, come /go , bring / take,

(a) Pronouns / /you, and demonstratlves and locatlves this/that and here/there

De Villiers and de Vrllxers (1974) 1nvest1gated both comprehensron and -
production of the following pairs of words: I /you, this /that, here /there, in
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Sfront of/behind . According to the de Villiers analysis, I/you, this /that,
and ‘here / there are produced accofding to the speaker’s perspective,
Correct comprehension of  these terms ' requires the listener to adopt the
speaker’s point of view_, For the comprehension of in fromt of /behind,
however, they state that no shifting of perspective is required. In the de
Villiers study, the relatively simpler pair I/ you was' the easiest to acquire,
and only later the meanings of this that and  here, there were worked out.
I/you is the simplest since it does not involve any distance rule, though

it requires a switch from the speaker’s point of view to the listener's ,

But children have difficulty in learning this /that, here /there becuse they.
depend on an- implicit standard of distance as well .as individual viewpoints
for their production and comprehension , They report that since children incor—
rectly interpret in fromt of /behind as if they were stated from the speaker’s
point of view, in front of /behind was the most difficult palr

(b) Deictic verbs of mot10n° come/go, ‘and brmg/ take

Motion verbs also involve deictic ‘components in- their meaning,. i, e. compo-
nents of person deixis, place deixis, and time. deixis, too, Tanz (1980)
'states that the semantic and pragmatic differences between personal pronouns:
and the other deictic' terms may explain some of the delay in learning the
other deictic terms ., Tanz’s experiments report the order of :acquisition of
categories of deictic terms (p, 145) : - : :

(1) Personal pronouns: I/ you/he
(2) in back of / in front of

(3) this/that, here /there

(4) come, go, bring /take

Come /go and bring/take are governed by particulary complex rules, Clark -
and Garnica’s (1974) study -showed that even the 9 —year-olds were. not consist—
ently: correct on thése motion verbs, In their comprehension task, children
(536-9;5) were asked to identify the speaker or the addressee of utterances
with come /go and bring/take, The results indicated the youngest children
appeared to undérstand come and bring, but not go and fake, They suggested -
that children go through several stages:(a) “they identify both speaker and
addressee with the goal of the motion”: (b) “they identify only the addressee
with the goal” ;(c) “they identify - the addressee of go with the goal, but are
otherwise correct” ;(d) “they give adult-like responses” (p. 559), The prbduct_i'on
data of Richards (1976) showed that bring and take are acquired later than
the pair come /go.
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4. Spatial prepositions ‘ 7 o .
By the age of 1 or 1é—years, children already have a great deal of general
know [edge about objects and their possible relation in space, e, g. . containers
versus supporting surfaces, Clark (1973b) included non-linguistic strategies as
well as feature acquisition in accounting for :the children’s performance - on
prepositions, Clark (1973b,1975) argues that the: order of acquisition of spatial
prepositions seemsto be affected by children’'s @ priori general knowledge of
spatial relations and the non-linguistic. strategies they derive from it,
Brown (1973) reports that in, on are usually the. first prepositions young
children produce in English . Clark (1973b: 159) postulates that the two hier—
archically ordered rules about spatial relations play a role in their working
out of. the ‘meanings of prepositions like tn, on -and wvnder, B

Rule1: If Y 'is a container, put X in the container, ‘
Rule2: If Y has a supporting surface, put X on the "surface,

She states rule ] precedes rule 2 since children always seem to treat containers
as containers, not as surfaces, even if a supporting surface is also presented
Clark asked children aged 1 ;6 to 53;0 to “put X inonunder Y. The results
suggested that- they resorted to non- linguistic strategies based on rules 1 and
2 prior to, and during, the acquisition--of the locative prepositions in, on , and
under, Even 117—year—olds appeared to understand iz correctly all the time

(by applying rule 1) and appeared to understand . on only with supporting
“surfaces (by rule 2)and never understand wnder (by rules 1 and 2), Thus, Clark
offers experimental evidence that the order of acquisition of the ‘pPrepositions
was first in, then, on, and then onder, This order of acquisition of the prepo—
sitions seems to be the reverse of what H. Clark’ s (1973) hypothesis would predict:
in , on instead of on, in, Further, at certain points in development, on and under
were . taken to mean iz, and later wnder to mean on, On was treated as in
whenever Y was a container, while wnder was also interpreted as if it meant
in whenever Y had a supporting surface and was not a container, However, more -
complex prepositions appear to be acquired: later than prepositions like - in , on,
and uznder, In the case of instructions with- more complex - prepositions like below,
between , or in front of , 3-and 4-year—olds relied on their earlier strategies
based on rules | and 2, When they were requesed to put X in front - of Y,
they would put X on Y (E. Clark 1975). Thus, childlen continue to resort

to these same non-linguistic strategies whenever they do not understand new words (p, 93),

Children seem to prefer contact between objects, In Clark’s (1973b) study

children always put two objects in contact when they put one object in or on
another, They moved one object toward , not away from another, . Therefore ,
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H. & E. Clark (1977, p. 504) predict that, according to this preference for making
two objects touch, fo, into, onto will be learned before from, out of, off re—
spectively, _

However the results and interpretation Wilcox and Palermo (1975) present are
in contrast to those of Clark (1973b), They report different evidence that all
three age groups (children aged 1;6-3;0) performed better with on than in, and
except for the youngest age group performance on wnder was equal to or su—
perior to on iz, Performance with under tended to improve with age., Wilcox and
Palermo raised questions about the SFH about the acquisition of word meaning,
They argued that the meaning of in, on, and wunder is probably not acquired
feature by feature like dimensional adjectives, and found no evidence that the
children applied the ordered rules proposed by Clark in the case of the
incongruent context, The children’s performance relied on most normal contextual

relationship, Therefore, they concluded that young children’s cdmprehension of the
locative prepositions in, on, and under is,

“at least in part, contextually
determined” (p, 4).

II. Basic-level terms and verbs

1. Basic-level terms

Rosch et al (1976) categorised concrete nouns as “superordinate ”,“basic” or
“subordinate” in several experiments, They report the results that basic-level

terms are learned before more general “superordinate” or more specific-level

“ subordinate” terms, demonstrating that, in taxonomies of concretete objects,

basic categories are the most inclusive categories and the earliest named by
children, Therefore, they suggest that since they carry the most information, they
are the most necessary in language, Table 1 will provide us Japanese teachers with

valuable information in constructing teaching material for learners of English as
a second or foreign language,

Table 1 The Nine Taxomomies Used as «Stimu_lia

Superordinate Basic level Subordinates

Nonbiological taxonomies

Musical Guitar Folk guitar Classical guitar
 instrument Piano Grand piano Upright piano
Drum Kettle drum : Base drum
PFruit Apple Delicious apple Mackintosh apple
. Peach Freestore peach Cling peach
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Grapes Concord grapes - Green.seedless grapes
Tool Hammer. Ball—peen hammer | Claw hammer
Saw Hack hand saw Cross—-cutting hand saw
: Screwdriver  Phillips screwdriver Regular screwdriver
Clothing Pants "' Levis Double knit pants .
_ Socks ~ Knee socks Ankle socks:
. Shirt -Dress shirt Knit shirt ]
Furniture . Table Kitchen table - Dinining room table
Lamp . Floor: lamp " Desk ‘lamp
- Chair Kitchen chair Living room chair
Vehicle Car : Sports car - Four door sedan car .
' Bus - City bus . Cross country bus
Truck. Pick up. trwck - -  Tractor—trailer truck
. Biological taxonomies
Tree Maple Silver maple Sugar maple
Birch River birch White birch
Qak White oak  Red oak
Fish Bass Sea bass Striped bass
Trout Rainbow ‘trout Steelhead trout
Salmon - - Blueback salmon " Chinook salmon
‘Bird ; Cardinal . Easter cardinal - Grey tailed cardimal
o Eagle Bald eagle -Golden eagle
Sparrow Song sparrow “Field sparrow

2From Rosch: et al; 1976:388

2. Verbs: ask and tell

Tel! seems to be learned before ask, E, Clark(1973) argued. that an over— -
extension phenomenon could be seen in the acquisition of the relational terms

like more and less, same and different

, before and after which were discussed

above_ She states that the meanings of the positive terms like more , before,
etc_ are overextended to cover the negative terms like /ess, different ; etc and
that it is the meaning of the overextended term that the child acquires f1rst

In addition, she regards the acquisition of the meamng of ask and tell as an
example of overextenszon She cites the research of Chomsky(1969) that studied
children’s (aged 5; 0 to 10:0) comprehension of the English verbs promzse ask,
tell with compiement structures , Chomsky found_ that, in several sentence forms,
e.g, Ask/Tell ¥ what name it is, Ask/Tell what to feed the doll,
the children interpreted - ask as if it meant {fe//, while responding



The Order of Children’s Vocabulary Acquisition of English as a First Language

correctly to the instructions involving ¢e//, The Chomsky’s findings
sugges'ted that the acquisition of knowledge about the complements
with these verbs was affected by a lack’ of children's syntactic knowl—
edge, HoweverA Clark presented a different interpretation of Choméky's data
on ask and fell in terms of semantxc features, Her semantic interpretation of
the results is that ask has some additional properties which te// does not,
i.e, the meaning of ask involves “the request feature and also the allocatxon of
roles” (E. Clark 1973:98). She argues that te// is overextended to cover ask
and that the meaning of ask is differentiated from that of tfell when the seman-—
tic features of ask are acquired Thus, the acquisition of the verbs ask and
tell appears to be affected by semantic complexity principle: the greater the
semantic complexity of the word is, the later it is ‘acquired, '

References

Amindon, A & P. Carey. 1972. Why five-year-olds cannot understand before and aﬂer J. Verb.
Learning Verb. Behav. 11: 417-423.

Atkinson,” M. 1982. Explanatzons in the Study of Child Language Development Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press. -

Bartlett, E. 1976. Sizing things up: the acquxsltlon of the meanmg of dimensional adjectives. J.
Child Lang. 3: 205-219. - - .

Bierwisch, M. 1967. Some semantic universals of German adjectxves Foundatwns of Language 3 1—
186, ' : ‘ .
Brewer, W. & J. Stone. 1975. Acquisition of spatial antonym pairs. J. Exp. Child Psychol. . 19: 299-

307. - :
Brown, R. 1973. A first Language. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.
Brush, L. 1976. Children’s meanings of ‘more’. J. Child Lang. 3: 287-289.
Carey, S. 1978. The child as word learner. In M. Halle, et al. (ed)., Linguistic leeory and Psy-
chological Reality. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. , o
.1982. Semantic development: the state of the art. In E. Wanner & L. Gleitman (ed.),
Language Acquisition: the State of the Ari. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. .
Chomsky, C. 1969. The Acquzsztzon of Syntax in Children from 5 to 10. Cambridge, Mass: MIT
’ Press.
Clark E.1971. On the acquisition of the meaning of before and after. J. Verb. Leammg Verb. Behav
10: 266-275. :
.1972. On the child’s acquisition of antonyms in two semantic ﬁelds J. Verb.. Leammg
Verb. Behav. 11: 750-758. .
.1973. What'sina word ? On the child’s acquisition of semantics in his ﬁrst language.
In T. E. More (ed.), Cognitive Development and the Development of Language. N. Y.
Academic Press.

.1973b. Non- lmgmstlc strategies and the acqmsmon of word meamngs Cognition 2, 2;
161-182. L




RUMEXFEMAETRALE H204L 1984

-1975. Knowledge, context, and strategy in the acquisition of meaning. InD. Dato (ed.),
Georgetown University Round Table on Languages and LGgmstzcs Washmgton D. C.:
Georgetown University Press.
. 1979. Building a vocabulary: words for objects, actions, and relations. In P. Fle-
tcher & M. Garman (ed.), Language Acqmsztzon Cambrldge Cambridge University Press.
- & O. Garnica. 1974. In he coming or going ? On the acquisition of deictic verbs. 7
Verb. Learning Verb. Hehav. 13: 559-572. .
Clark, H. 1970. - The primitive nature of children’s relational concepts. In J. Hayes (ed.), Cognition
and the Development of Language pp. 269-277. , ,
. 1973. - Space, time, semantics, and the child. In T. E. More (ed.), Cognitive Development
and the Development of Language. N.Y.: Academic Press, pp. 27- 63..
- & E. Clark. 1977. Psychology and Language.. N.Y.: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.
Coker, P. 1978. Syntactic and semantic factors in the acquisition of before and after. J. Clzzld Lang
5:261-277.
de Villiers, P. & J. de Villiers. 1974. On this, that, and the other: nonegocentrism in very young

- children. J. Exp. Child Psych. 1: 438-447.
. 1978: Language Accuisition. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

Donaldson, M. & C. Balfour. 1968, Less is more. British Journal of Psychology 59: 461-472.

Donaldson, M. & R. Wales. 1970. On the acquisition of some relational terms. In J. Hayes (ed.),
Cognition and the Development of Language. N.Y.: John Wiley & Sons, pp. 235-267.

Fletcher, P. & M. Garman (ed.). 1979. Language Acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Gentner, D. 1975. Evidence for the psychological reality of semantic components. In D. A. Norman
-et al. (ed.), Explorations in Cognition. San Francisco: Freeman, pp. 211-246,

Haviland, S. & E. Clark. 1974. ‘This man’s father is my father’s son’ a study of the acquisition of
English kin terms. J..Child Lang. 1: 23-47. : :

Huttenlocher, J. 1974. The origins of language comprehension. In R. L. Solso (ed. ), Theorzes m
Cognitive Psychology. New York: Wiley, pp. 331-368. ,

Johnson, H. 1975. The meaning of before and after for. preschool children. ] Exp Child . Psychol 19:
88-99. . , 7

Klatzky, R. et al. 1973. Asymetries in the acqu1sxt10n of polar adjectlves ngulstlc or conceptual"’ I
Exp. Child Psychol. 16: 32-46. ' :

Kuczaj, S. & M. Maratsos. 1975. On the acqu151tzon of front, back, and szde Child Development 46:
202-210.

Macrae, A. 1976. Movement and location in the acquisition of deictic verbs. J. Child Lang. 3:191-
204, . ,

Nelson, K. 1974. Concept, word, and sentence: interrelations in acquisition and development. Psychol
Rev. 81, 4: 267-285. o

Palermo, D. 1973. More about less: a study in language comprehension. ] Verb. Leammg Ver®.
Behav, 12: 211-221. _

.1974.  Still more about the comprehension of ‘less’. Developmental Psyclzology 10, 6: 827-

829. '

- 1978.. Psychology of Language. Glenview, Il Scott, Foresman and Company. ‘

Richards, M. 1976. Come and go reconsidered: children’s use of deictic verbs in contrived situations.
J. Verb. Learning Verb. Behav. 15: 655-665.




The Order of Children’s Vocabulary Acquisition of English as a First Language

Rosch, E. 1973. On the internal structure of perceptual and semantic categories. In T. E. More (ed),
Cognitive Development and the Development of Language. N. Y.: Academic Press, pp. 111-
144.

Rosch, E. et al. 1976.. Basic objects in natural categories. Cognitive Psychol. 8: 382-439.

Tanz, C. 1980. Studies in the Acquisition of Deictic Terms. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Webb, P. & A. Abramson. 1976. Stages of egocentricism in children’s use of ‘this’ and ‘that”: a different
point of view. J. Child Lang. 3: 349-367.

Wilcox, S & D. Palermo. 1975. “In”, “on”, and “under” revisited. Cognition 3: 245-254.



