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The paper presents the comparative analysis of the characteristics of
environment, or input, in the native and foreign language acquisition. The
available research provides contradictive data on the role of input in the said
acquisition ranging from regarding it as a secondary factor because of its
assumed deficiency to underlining the importance of the linguistic experience
as the key to the development of grammar mechanisms. The proponents of the
latter approach stress the role of the linguistic input, indicate that variable
input affects acquisition, focus on the probable relation between the patterns
used in input and those used by the language learners. They assume that the
input structural complexity can determine the overall timing of the onset of
specific language mechanisms. Even those who allow for the dependence of
acquisition on the corresponding maturation mechanisms, consider the active
interaction of the learner's internal grammatical system with the surrounding
linguistic environment to be the most important component of language
acquisition. The analysis of interim grammars of learners of English in a
formal setting showed that they used similar sets of interim grammar rules,
which could be represented in the form of substation tables (ST), The new
students who joined the group later, initially had a different nomenclature of
their interim rules but eventually tended to show signs of developing the
patterns similar to the other learners in the group. This may be explained by
the fact that the structure of interim grammar (ST patterns) depends upon the
content and structure of the material processed by the students’ cognitive
organizers. Identically organized input may contribute to the formation of
similar (though not fully identical) interim grammar rules in the students’
minds. Consequently, the content and the structure of the input may have an
impact on the configuration of intake, i.e. the part of the foreign language
acquisition, which proceeds on the basis of the cognitive organizer’s operation
and the subconscious development of grammar mechanisms.
©Uepnosaruii JI. 2022
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Problem statement. Introduction to the series. Numerous research
in teaching foreign languages, specifically in the development of
grammar competence, often seem to lack a common framework to
integrate them into a single area with uniform approaches, terminology
and criteria. It accounts for the current importance of the issue under
consideration.

The aim. The object of this part of the series is the comparative

aspect of the various approaches to the foreign languages acquisition,
with the subject being the characteristics of the environment in the
native and foreign language acquisition, specifically their impact of the
said processes. Its aim is to analyse the input in the two types of the
abovementioned acquisition with the purpose of its further accounting
for in the development of academic programs and actual teaching. This
is the thirteenth (see the previous issues of this journal [4]) in a series of
articles focusing on the Pedagogical Grammar issue [1], where the
author, basing on the research data, is planning to discuss the various
aspects of the problem.
Analysis of current research. In some concepts [5], the language
environment, or input, used to be considered a secondary factor in
language acquisition, as it was viewed only as a means to trigger the
innate acquisition mechanism. The environment itself was considered
“deficient”, as it was full of linguistic norm violations and did not
contain complete information necessary for the children to develop
their grammatical systems.

In other theories [12; 13; 17; 19], the input characteristics were
given much more attention, as they were assumed to have a significant
impact on the nature and speed of learning. According to the available
research [17], children’s intake is selective, as they view part of the
input as uninformative and initially learn only from higher-frequent,
more regularized input. Other researchers concluded that the input
structural complexity can determine the overall timing of the onset of
specific language mechanisms [18], and that linguistic experience is
key to the development of such mechanisms [19]. They stress the role
of the linguistic input [8], indicate that variable input affects acquisition
[13], focussing on the probable relation between the patterns used in
input and those used by the language learners [12].
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One should note that the position of nativists [5] or, more precisely,
neonativists, depends on the approach. Thus, naturalists minimize the
influence of environment, assuming that if any principle of universal
grammar at each specific moment were not mature, then no level of
frequency of the corresponding phenomenon in the environment would
be capable to provide for its acquisition. After the said maturation,
however, even a minimal amount of material in the input leads to the
acquisition of the related mechanism.

Proponents of the inclusion hypothesis [22] believe that the child is
ready for language acquisition almost immediately after birth, and thus,
the rate of acquisition is directly proportional to the amount of the
related linguistic material in the input. An attempt to combine the two
positions mentioned above has been made by constructivists [2], who
allow for the dependence of acquisition on the child's corresponding
maturation, but at the same time consider the active interaction of the
child’s internal grammatical system with the surrounding linguistic
environment to be the most important component of language
acquisition.

Presentation of the main material. Initial research in this area
focused on the characteristics of input without analysing their impact
on the rate of acquisition. The analysis of 26 works on the study of the
environment in terms of its characteristics allowed to summarize the
research data concerning this problem [6; 9]. The resulting list of
contrastive characteristics of adult-child speech compared to adult-adult
communication looks as follows.

In phonetics: 1) greater pitch and exaggerated intonation; 2) clear
diction, slower speech rate, distinct pauses between utterances;
3) phonological simplification, distinct combinations of vowels and
consonants, frequent doubling of syllables.

In syntax: 1) shorter and more simplified utterances, reduction of the
sections of utterance preceding the verb; 2) almost all sentences are
complete and distinct; 3) large number of partial or complete repetitions
of the child's own statements or utterances, sometimes accompanied by
expansion; 4) few instances of interruption of utterance; 5) many
sentence members are pronounced in isolation; 6) simplification of
syntactic relations; 7) fewer verbs per utterance, fewer complex
sentences in indirect speech; 8) infrequent use of attributes, pronouns
and function words, more frequent use of semantic words; 9) frequent
omission of the subject and auxiliary verbs in yes-no questions;
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10) greater frequency of imperatives and question structures; 11) higher
percentage of affirmative sentences as the child matures.

In semantics: 1) the use of a limited number of words, each word
denoting only one object, extensive use of diminutives; 2) the
referential system corresponds to the time of the moment of speech, i.e.,
talking about concrete objects, usually perceived at the moment of
speech; rare use of the past tense; 3) various degrees of generality in
naming objects; 4) a more limited range of semantic relations.

In the area of pragmatics: 1) more frequent use of directives,
imperatives and requests; 2) more frequent use of deictic statements.

This rather long list convincingly shows that, at all levels, adult-
child speech significantly differs from the adult-adult speech. Initially,
it was thought that one of the main factors in the acquisition of the
native language was the frequency of the relevant phenomena in
parental speech. However, this concept was criticized by some authors
[16] who, combining maturalistic and constructivist approaches,
concluded that in addition to frequency, two other factors influence
acquisition. The first is the readiness (maturation) of the child to
acquire a given item, and the second is the way parents present it. The
most effective ways of the linguistic items presentation turned out to be
(a) simple rearrangement (e.g. Child: Broke; Adult: Yes, the truck
broke) and (b) continuation (e.g. Child: Truck; Adult: Yes,
the truck broke).

The efficiency of those simple techniques has been convincingly
confirmed in a number of other studies [14; 15]. Even in teaching 4-
year-olds passive structures, which are believed to be learned only after
the age of 9 (and some structures — beyond the age of 11), the
efficiency of learning the two types of them (reversible and irreversible
agentive structures) was 63% and 25% respectively (compare with similar
results in another study — 47% and 0% respectively) [10]. The results of
several other studies [3; 21] confirmed the effectiveness of extension and
continuation as the catalysts in the native language acquisition.

The authors conclude that language acquisition is most effective
when the input complexity is slightly higher than that of the child. If we
denote the latter as L, then the ideal level of input can be represented as
L+1. When extension is used, the adult actually takes the child's
utterance (e.g. Mommy eat) from level (L) to a higher level (e.g. Yes,
Mommy’s eating her lunch). The extension technique probably draws
the child's attention to the contrast between his or her own sentence and
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that of the adult. As with any other technique, extension should not be
abused, because learning may become formal, and children stop paying
attention to it. Parents are warned against turning the natural input into
a formal one, seeking to help their children develop their speech [20].
While maintaining a certain element of novelty and a close connection
with the child’s speech production, the technique of balancing the input
complexity level in relation to the child's actual level (L: L+1) can be
very effective in stimulating their grammatical (and general)
development.

Characteristics of the environment in foreign language acquisition.
As indicated above, in the native language acquisition, the parental
speech that provides for the child's input is characterised by a number
of important features. One of them is a high degree of redundancy [11].
Communication between parents and children occurs within the themes
whose understanding is facilitated by extra-linguistic factors. In most
cases, this is provided for by the child seeing the objects in question, or
the perception is reinforced by the parents' gestures and
facial expressions.

The primary function of parental speech, according to the authors who
have studied the issue, is communication. The other functions (educational,
cultural) are realized in the implementation of the communicative one [11].
The input is transformed into intake only if the child actively participates in
communication, i.e. interacts with the interlocutor. This interaction
provides a close link to the situation and the overall context of
communication, specifically, to the situational components, such as the
theme, tenor and modus, which are intertwined with the functional
components of language (experiential, interpersonal, textual) and the
situation itself. This integration of all those components in the act of
communication accelerates the child's native language acquisition.

Studies of the speech characteristics of native speakers when
communicating with non-native speakers (who do not speak a specific
language well enough) have shown a great similarity between their
speech and the speech of parents when communicating with their
children in the native language acquisition. Practically, in this case, the
techniques are similar to those used in communication with the children
in the native language acquisition (slower pace of speech, more careful
pronunciation, shorter sentences, etc. — see above). However, the extent
these techniques are used is higher in adults-children communication
than in adults-adults one. There are also differences between the
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characteristics of input in the native language acquisition and the same
characteristics in the communication with non-native speakers: certain
violations of the grammatical structure, a higher percentage of
affirmative structures, etc. (see the review in [7]). Despite these and
other dissimilarities, the coincidence of numerous speech
characteristics in the situations of the native language acquisition and
the communication of native and non-native speakers may indicate that
those features are determined by the internal regularities of
communication development as a whole, and the structure of
interlocutors’ interaction in communication.

Thus, the characteristics of input in the native language acquisition,
as well as those in the native speakers’ natural communication with
non-native ones, coincide in many respects. However, the analysis of
input in the most typical conditions of formal language acquisition
shows significant differences of its characteristics from the “natural”
environment. First, and this is one of the main features, the nature of
communication in the classroom is radically different from the
“natural” one. Unlike the latter, the former is seldom motivated by any
of the learner's real needs. The absence of such motivation greatly
impairs the prospects of realising the main goal of communication.
Whereas when communicating with parents or a foreigner, individuals
primarily seek to convey or receive some information, to correct their
own behaviour or to control someone else's actions, the purpose of
“communication” in class is often quite “unnatural” (such as: replace
the words in the bold type with synonyms, etc.). The frequent absence
of a situational element hampers the functioning of both the situation
components (theme, tenor and modus) and the functional components
of language (experiential, interpersonal and textual). The lack of
motivation and active participation (initiated by students) in
communication, on the other hand, results in a significant reduction in
the amount of intake and, consequently, in a delay of the speech
mechanisms development.

Another potential reason for the intake reduction may be the input
characteristics, in terms of its difficulty. As mentioned above, the native
language acquisition is most effective when the level of the input (L+1)
is slightly higher than the child’s speech level (L). This remains valid
for the teaching of foreign languages, but its implementation is fraught
with difficulties. In natural conditions, the level of the interlocutors
(children or adults) is determined by their counterparts intuitively,
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basing on the information obtained through the feedback (their
reactions). In the classroom, due to the reduction of both input and
intake, as discussed above, the teachers do not get a full picture of the
changing level of all their students through the feedback. This makes it
difficult to adjust their own speech in terms of matching the L+1 level.
Of course, the mere input matching does not in itself mean that it is
automatically incorporated into the learner’s speech mechanisms. The
latter is determined by many other factors, but here we shall focus only
on the effect of the nature and structure of the input on the foreign
language acquisition in a formal setting.

The issue will be discussed on the basis of the data collected in the
teaching of English as a foreign language to a group of adult students
(factory engineering staff), the period of observation — over 20 months.

In learning English, these students had gone through a number of
interim grammars before they approached the level of the relatively
self-contained grammar mechanism capable of supporting their
communicative needs. Throughout this process, the students formed (on
a subconscious level) ten quasi-rules that could be represented as
substitution tables (ST), and which they used to construct their own
utterances in oral and written speech. All students used more or less
similar STs. However, they could hardly be regarded as universals in
the sense that anyone learning English would inevitably pass through
the stage of developing them in their minds. It would be more sensible
to assume that their similarity within this particular group was due to
the structure of the material processed by each student's cognitive
organizer. All of the students worked with the same materials, whose
structure affected the formation of the relatively similar STs in their
minds. It could be illustrated by the analysis of one student’s grammar
development pattern. This student (S3) joined the group eight months
after it had started their English classes. Before that he had tried to
learn English on his own and in a different group, i.e. he had been
working with teaching materials whish were completely different from
the ones used in his new group. In test 1 (nine months after the start of
learning and one month after joining his new group), his speech did not
contain any of the STs used by other students in the group. At the same
time, the intensity of the STs commonly used by other students in this
test amounted to 13.82 per examinee.

However, in his speech, one could find the beginnings of some STs
used by other students in the group, which is probably the result of a
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month’s experience of contact with the corresponding materials and
students. For example, combining ST 2 and ST 8 (used by the other
students) resulted in generating the utterances like Why is a flat?
(Whose is this flat?).

In addition, his utterances contained STs that were absent in the
other students’ speech. Those STs probably resulted from the input
processed by his cognitive organizer at the previous stages of learning.
For example, ST3A was used to convey sentences like “We (me, you,
etc.) have/no...”.

ST3A
at you no any mineral water | not
they have some shampoo
myself creams
time

This ST generated sentences like: At you no any mineral water (=You
have no mineral water); At they have some shampoo and creams (=They
have some shampoo and creams); At myself time not (=1 have no time).

To convey the superlative degree in comparing adjectives, the
student S3 used ST3B.

ST3B
Itis more the fairest restaurant
coldest place
quietest shop
noisiest

This ST generated sentences like It is more the noisiest restaurant
(=1t is the noisiest restaurant). Simultaneously, S3 used -er to form the
comparative degree with all adjectives, regardless of their type, so it did
not interfere with the use of more to form the superlative degree (see
ST3B). In acquiring the Simple Present structures, S-3 for some time
used ST3C, in which the operator does was placed in the final position,
regardless of the type of the sentence and the subject.

ST3C (these = it, it = them)

She can these does
They is read it
feel not well

ST3C generated both affirmative and interrogative sentences: When
she can these does? (=When can she do it?); When she is read it does?
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(=When does she read them?); They feel not well does (=They don't feel
well). A similar ST (ST3G) has also been used in the construction of
sentences in the Continuous tense.

ST3G
They are feel a better
work not
have lunch
eat at lunch

The ST3G produced both affirmative and interrogative sentences:
They are work not (=They are not working); What they are eat at
lunch? (=What are they eating for lunch?).

After four months of training in the new group, the S3’s
grammatical features demonstrated obvious signs of switching over to
the patterns common for the rest of the group. In test 3, he used ST6
five times, while its average usage frequency in the group amounted to
7.33 per subject. After 6 months (in test 5), S-3 used a wider range of
STs common for the rest of the group (ST1, ST2, ST6, and ST6B) in
his speech, and the total amount of ST application increased to 13,0
(the average frequency of ST use per subject in the group being 17,45).
In test 7 (after 9 months), S3 index of ST use amounted to 12,0, while
the total ST usage frequency by the other subjects had already dropped
dramatically to only 2,15 per student.

Conclusion. Thus, we can assume that there might be a direct
connection between the content and structure of input, on the one
hand, and the structure of learners’ intuitive grammar mechanisms. In
our experiment, the student under consideration had generally gone
through the same stages of ST use as the rest of the group. However,
due to the fact that he joined the group later, for him, this process
began later and, accordingly, when the majority of the students in the
group had already given up using ST due to the transition to more
rational ways of their intuitive grammar organization, he kept
increasing the number of the STs he used. In doing so, he gradually
started switching over to the STs used by the rest of the students in
the group at earlier stages. This may be explained by the fact that the
structure of interim grammar (ST patterns) depends upon the content
and structure of the material processed by the students' cognitive
organizers. ldentically organized input may contribute to the
formation of similar (though not fully identical) interim grammar
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rules in the students’ minds. Consequently, the content and the
structure of the input may have an impact on the configuration of
intake, i.e. the part of the foreign language acquisition, which
proceeds on the basis of the cognitive organizer’s operation and the
subconscious development of the speech grammar mechanisms.

This assumption requires additional analysis which is the prospect

of further research.
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VYV cTarTi mojaHO TOPIBHSUILHUN aHajli3 XapaKTePUCTHK MOBJICHHEBOTO
CepelioBUIIa B OBOJIOJIHHI pIJHOI0 Ta 1HO3€MHOK MoBamH. HasBHi
JOCIIIJDKEHHST MICTSITh CYNEpewIMBI JaHi LIOAO POJIi TAKOrO CEepeIoBHUINA Y
3a3HAYEHOMY 3aCBOEHHI — BiJl WOro pO3IMIAAy SIK IPYropsiiHOrO YMHHHKA,
yepe3 HOro HavyeOTO HENOCTATHICTh, MO0 MiAKPECICHHS BaXKIIMBOCTI
MOBJIGHHEBOTO ~JIOCBily SK KIIOYOBOTO JJIsI PO3BHTKY TIpaMaTHYHHUX
MexaHi3MiB. [IpUXWIBHMKH OCTaHHBOTO TIJIXOMY TIJIKPECHIIOITh pPOJIb
MOBJIGHHEBOTO CEPEOBHINA, BKa3ylOThb Ha T€, IO HACHYEHE CEPEJOBHIIE
MO3UTHBHO BIUIMBA€ Ha 3aCBOEHHS, 30CCPEKYIOTHCS Ha HMOBIPHOMY 3B'SI3KY
MDK CTPYKTypaMH, HasBHUMH Y CEPEHOBHII, 1 THMH, IO BXXHBAIOTHCS
yuHsimu. [Ipumyckaerbes, o CTPYKTYpHA CKJIAIHICTh BXIJHOTO Marepiaimy
MOXE BH3HAYaTH 3araJbHUA dYac (OpPMyBaHHA KOHKDETHHX MOBHHX
MexaHi3MiB. HaBiTh Ti, XTO IOMYyCKa€ 3aJ€KHICTh 3aCBOEHHS BiJ] BiMOBITHIX
MEXaHi3MIB JI03piBaHHs, BBaKAalOTh aKTHBHY B3a€EMOJII0 BHYTPIIIHBOT
rpaMaTHYHOl CHCTEMH Y4Hs 3 HABKOJMIIHIM MOBJICHHEBHM CEpEIOBHUILEM
HalBaXJIMBIIIMM KOMIIOHEHTOM 3aCBO€HHS MOBH. AHAII3 MPOMDKHHX
rpaMaTUK y4HIB, 0 BHBYAIOTh AHTJIHCBKY MOBY B yMOBax (hOpMalbHOTO
HaBYaHHS, IOKa3aB, II0 BOHM BHUKOPHUCTOBYIOTH CXOXi HA0OPH MPOMIKHHUX
rpaMaTHYHHUX MPABWI, SKI MOXKHA PEINPE3EHTYBATH y BUIJLIII IMiJCTAaHOBYMX
tabmuip (I1T), Yuni, sSKi npueaHanucs OO TPYNH Mi3HIIIE, CIIOYATKy Maid
IHIIy HOMEHKJIATypy INpPOMDKHHMX TPaBWJI, ajleé 3 YacOM BHSBIISUIM O3HAKH
BUPOOJICHHS MIA0JIOHIB, MOTIOHHUX IO THX, IO OYIIN y IHIIUX CTYJCHTIB TPYIIH.
Ile MOXHA MOSICHATH THM, IO CTPYKTYpa IPOMDKHOI TpaMaTHKH (IIaTEepHIB
[IT) 3anexuTh BiA 3MICTY Ta CTPYKTYpU Marepiany, sSKHH ONpalbOBYETHCS
KOTHITUBHHM OpPTraHi3aTOpOM Y4YHSA. INEeHTWYHO oOpraHizoBaHa BXiJHA
iHpopMamis MOXe CHpPHUATH (OPMYBAHHIO y CBIOMOCTI CTYACHTIB CXOXHX
(Xo4a i He TOBHICTIO 1IEHTUYHHX ) TPABUJI MPOMIXKHOT rpaMaTtuku. OTxe, 3MIiCT
1 CTpyKTypa BXigHO1 iH(popMaIlii MO>ke BITTUBATH Ha KOH(DIryparito 3aCBOEHHS,
TOOTO Ha Ty YACTHUHY 3aCBOEHHS iHO3EMHOT MOBH, SIKa BiIOyBa€ThCS Ha OCHOBI
poOOTH KOTHITMBHOTO OpraHizaTropa i MiJICBIIOMOI'O PO3BHTKY I'PaMaTHYHUX
MEXaHi3MiB.
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