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Since Chomsky's introduction of notions suctJas/ersal GrammalUG), Principles

and Parameters, Language Acquisition Devacel Language Facultyinguists' interest has
experienced a huge shift towards language acaunisigsearch. Children find themselves in
the centre of linguistic interest and they havenbeaimed to have parts of language innately

encoded in their brains.

But even after 40 years of linguistic researcls¢hmotions mentioned above remain
rather vague. Nobody has ever touched, seen ot #imgektrange but important thing called
UG, still it persists in quite a number of linguestheories. Not only language acquisition
theory has discussed the presence of UG, but glg#acticians as well as members of the
other linguistic disciplines focused more and mamethis innate entity. This also applies to
creole genesis research. The introduction of UG &agkrious impact on creolistics and
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especially with Bickerton's introduction of theanguage Bioprogram Hypothesisguists
tried to find parallels between language acquisiaad creole genesis.

However, science can not develop with only oneomhewhich is axiomatically
assumed. Therefore there have also been otherpgiemexplain how creole genesis can be
accounted for. One modern and important opposiegrthto the LBH is the Substratist
approach which assumes that language does notitsagegin in UG but in the substrate
languages involved in the creolization processhwhis assumption the role of UG gets very
blurry and one might wonder if in this case an telanguage capacity is needed at all.

Yet such a radical approach has never been propbke itself was never denied by
Substratists but its influence was limited so thi&& was more or less only expected to
constrain language genesis in general, not to tjreeflect innate linguistic structures.
However, if one compares the two theoretical polesreole genesis which are the LBH and
Relexification (an extreme form of Substratism) amenediately realizes that there is strong
friction between these poles as far as UG in corezkr This friction also has serious
implications for language acquisition theory. Farguists children acquiring their first
language are genies since the learning of suchngplea system like a natural language
should in theory be everything else but easy. Lagguacquisition is assumed to be only
possible because of the existence, constrainingpameems and direct structural reflections of
UG as well as théabula rasaeffect which allows children to learn many thiregsier and
faster than adults. However, while children areuas=d to be genies in language acquisition
research, in the Relexification approach of cregaesis it is adults who are assumed to be
the driving forces behind creole genesis. Sinceatimpiisition of language has been shown to
become more difficult with the years language agitjon research should doubt that adults
who have lesser linguistic capabilities as faraagliage learning is concerned should be able
to take this highly complicated step: creating eote (hence a natural language) out of a
highly irregular and deficient pidgin.

Figure 1 below gives you an overview of the theoreticalaiion. The diagram shows
the different approaches to creole genesis andudagey acquisition. These approaches are
ordered by their degree of Universalism and Nativi3his means that on the left we find
theories which assume that there are parts of geandimectly encoded in our genes or in a
Bioprogram. The more we go the right side the leggersal it becomes; semi-nativist / semi-
universalist theories do not neglect the possybihtt there are linguistic features biologically
stored, but they also state that structure is @eated with time. Theories to the right, on the
other hand, tend to rule out the idea of linguigttcucture which is innate to humans.
However, language may be constrained by Universenm®ar in these frameworks.
Language acquisition is a mere transfer or copwghfgatures from the source language (a
pidgin, a substrate or children's environmentaiitihp

Note that there is a predominance of theories @flergenesis in the semi-Universalist
and non-Universalist area while theories of languagquisition dominate in the field of
Universalism / Nativism.
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Figure 1: Different theories of creole genesis andnguage acquisition

and their degree of Universalism / Nativism

The main aim of these pages is to shed more lighthe friction points between
theories of creole genesis and bothahd L, acquisition. The discussion will also yield some
positive ‘fallout’ which could, again assuming tlla¢ approaches taken in this paper are
correct, be regarded as direct evidence againstfavour of theories of language acquisition.
However, this is not the primary motivation of timaper but it may give new insights into
both creole genesis and language acquisition refsear

This paper will start with giving you short defions about the theories we will be
talking about: theories of creole genesis and tesaof both L, and L, acquisition. Since
creolists do not always have full insight into laage acquisition research (and vice versa)
each theory will be briefly introduced in sectio2 2nd 2.3. A short definition of pidgins and
creoles will also be provided. Section 3 will foonis the friction points mentioned above.
These shall be exemplified by looking at linguistiata from both language acquisition
research as well as creole languages, especiafigrdeutsch(Rabaul Creole German).

2. Definitions

2.1 Pidgin and creole languages

Pidgin languagesare "mixed languages" which develop in situationbere
communication is needed but not possible becauteainintelligibility of each participating
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language. These languages primarily developed gluha colonization of Africa and other
areas overseas by European colonizers. The linggishtact between the colonizers and the
African slaves was always difficult at the begimpisince two different and unintelligible
linguistic systems were being confronted: the laggs of the dominant colonizers (the
superstratesand the languages of the slaves and indigenopslaton (thesubstrates To
enable at least a rudimentary form of communicaspeakers of the superstrate and the
substrate had to reduce the phonological, morplhcdb@nd syntactic complexity of their
speech. As a consequence a mixed variety developwth at least allowed the transmission
of simple information (such as orders to the slaves

The fascinating thing about pidgin languages &rthapid development. This makes
the study of pidgin languages so interesting faguists. While standard languages like
English or French only show relatively few and mmirbachronic changes (such as case
syncretism) over the years one can observe a dawelatal boom with pidgins. Once a
pidgin has established as a medium of conversdtistarts accommodating its structure for
the increasing needs of the pidgin-speaking comiywugispecially syntax and the lexicon
develop further on the basis of the two language®Ived in the pidginization process.
During this process it can be observed that thengratical basis of the pidgin tends to
depend on the substrate while the lexemes (whigh rermally phonologically and
morphologically reduced) are derived from the sspate lexicon. Therefore the notion
"mixed language" is not really appropriate. If weegume such a mixture then we would
expect that both source languages be equally iedoim the pidginization process, i.e. they
are to equal parts responsible for both the lex@od the grammatical structure, but this is
not the case.

With time passing by the newly created contacfjleage develops more and more to a
code which is capable of encoding more complex ghtas But not only the language
changes, their speakers also change. New geneyaifochildren were born in the colonies
who, as a result, acquired the pidgin as their erotbngue. The resulting problem lies at
hand: these children were acquiring an incomplate aompared to standard languages, not
fully developed linguistic system. However, no lmg will deny that small children are
everything else but helpless as far as languageisatgn is concerned. Rather the opposite
seems to be the case: small children seem to reagre incompleteness of their linguistic
input and very soon they start elaborating theithaotongue (the pidgin). There are different
theories which try to account for this phenomenarrief overview shall be given in the
following section.

It seems impossible that a child with a pidgingiaaige as primary input still speaks a
language with all the deficiencies mentioned abav@n adult. It is simply not sufficient for
speakers of a language to be able to utter seraintabvious and simple structured phrases.
Since we also want to express feelings, thoughteven poetry our language demands
complex structures. At this point a second develmpal boom is initiated. With the first
child acquiring a pidgin language as mother tontpeepidgin starts developing intoceeole
(< spn.criollo 'European born and raised in a colofy').

The development does not stop with the first gatian in the creolization process; the
language continues developing exactly as stan@aglibges do — the only difference being a
more rapid development in the initial stages. Tiogee creoles must be regarded natural
languages just as English or French, the only iiffee being their special history and initial
speed of development.

3 As we will also see it is not always children wdre assumed to be creolizers. Relexification thémry
example claims that it is adult who are the driviogces behind the creolization process.

4



2.2 Theories of creole genesis
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Only few linguistic theories are still undisputeglen after centuries of linguistic
research. The case of creole genesis is not anptoce Especially with Bickerton's
introduction of hisLanguage Bioprogram Hypothesasquarrel arose between Bickerton and
the Universalists on the one side and creolistskimgrin the Substrate / Relexification
tradition on the other. While Universalists clainat creole structures are direct reflections of
an innatehumanlanguage capacitydefined by Chomsky 1981, 1984), Substratists tpirn
that the influence of the substrate languages w&in creole genesis can never be denied
and plays the major role in creolization, thus ataplying the importance of the history of
both the substrate and superstrate. Some crebiligtthemselves between the fronts, trying
to find an alternative approach to the problemrebte genesis. However, the Universalist /
Relexificationist scale ifrigure 1 can also be regarded as a continuum with diffdiestdries
overlapping each other. Therefore theory A doesaiweays necessarily rule out theory B and
vice versa.

The intention of this paper is to show that therstrong friction between theories of
creole genesis and theories of bothaihd L, acquisition. Since creolists are rarely language
acquisition researchers (and vice versa) | wolld lio give a brief summary of modern
theories of creole genesis and language acquisstiotihat the following discussion of these
points of friction will become more transparent.

2.2.1 Universalist (Nativist) theories

2211 The Language Bioprogram Hypothesis (LBH)

The Language Bioprogram Hypothes(benceforth LBH) arose in the tradition of
Chomsky's model obUniversal Grammar(henceforth UG), both stressing the need for an
innate human language capacity:
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However, according to Bickerton it need not necélyshe the case that the LBH
always comes into play when substrates and suptstcollide. There are cases of very
stable pidgins such as Fanakalo (South Africa) iwlieem to be sufficient for everyday
communication, thus making a creolization processoptional continuation of language
development in these special cases.

Chomsky's model d®rinciples and Parametelis also referred to by Bickerton. Once
a child is being exposed to a pidgin language sisrtuther tongue it more or less immediately
realizes that it is being confronted with impovkeed input. This deficient input is not due to
bad performance of his parents or social envirorirbeh due to the incompleteness of the
language itself. Being equipped with a set of irrainciples and parameters the child sets all
parameters to a default value, i.e. a maximally aned state, and then re-evaluates its input,
thereby transforming the pidgin into a creole. Ehdsfaults children assume are e.g.

a) all sentences are tensed

b) all maximal projections and Vs can be focused
C) the focused V must leave a copy at the extradite
d) all movement is cyclic COMP-to-COMP

If a parameter gets marked by the child, then, @licg to Bickerton, this is due to the
superstrate language. Unmarked features like ties dsted above manifest what could be
regarded as the "[...$yntactical component of the ‘protolanguage’ whigickerton has
proposed as the source in early hominids for theenstomplex languages of the present.tay
(McWhorter 1997: 8). If this were the case this doalso imply that all features of creole
languages would always have been and should al&apsedictable.

A subcomponent of the LBH which Tsuzaki (1971) edlithe pan-creolic typé
assumes a basic TAM-system which is underlyingiablization processes. In this system
every creole tends towards the development of thAdd-particles: a temporal marker of the
anterior, a mood marker for the irrealis and areesal durative marker. The order of these
elements within a sentence is assumed to be fixgEA.

The LBH has suffered from various attacks and temewidence. Especially the
"substratomaniacs(Bickerton 1981: 48) found various proofs whidioald falsify the LBH.
As far as grammatical aspects are concerned, Lefe(d©98: 6) mentions the frequent
reflection of substratum features in the creoleglages as well as a rather strong variation
among the creoles themselves. Koopman (1986: 2&hfions a problem with principle d)
mentioned above. If we assume that all movememtydic from COMP to COMP, thus
ruling out NP movement, why then can Bickertonrolahat "[...] all transitive verbs with
agent subjects may appear as intransitive verbé wheme subjectsif this implies NP
movement? Counterevidence was also found agaiegiah-creolic type. We will not go too
far into detail here, for a detailed summary ofuangnts in favour of or against the pan-
creolic type see e.g. Singler (1990) or FroweirDg).

Apart from grammatical aspects counterevidencenagéhe LBH can also be given
from a historical point of view. While the LBH assas that children having a pidgin
language as their mother tongue are in charge efctholization process some historical
aspects seem to contradict. As McWhorter points that colonization of the new world
happened under brutal circumstances. This leddw &irth rate among the slaves and thus to
less children who could drive creolization forwafthis indicates that the role of adult
learners of the pidgin language is more importaantBickerton might want to confess; an
approach which is also taken by Relexificationf{ste section 2.2.3.1).

Bickerton was also criticized because of his metthagy he developed the LBH with.
Goodman (1985) argues that Bickerton cited langtiage elderly speakers of Haitian pidgin
which should have been the linguistic predecessdrdhe upcoming creole language.
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However, Goodman points out that the pidgin hadaaly existed before these elderly people
had arrived. This means the pidgin language whics wvestigated can not be the
predecessor of today's Haitian Creole, hence makim¢§iBH questionable.

Although | have presented quite a lot of facts aihrun contrary to the LBH,
Bickerton's theory has not yet completely vanishHeds still a highly discussed issue and
looking over current literature one gets the impi@s that this is not going to change in the
nearer future. It can also be argued that the L&spécially the pan-creolic type) as opposed
to other theories of creole genesis is the stranged the most far-reaching while other
theories seem to be more careful with their assiompt(Relexification being an exception).
One of the reasons why the LBH has never been ¢ibedpletely may lie in modern theories
of language acquisition which stress the importarigenate principles and parameters.

2.2.2 Semi-Universalist (semi-Nativist) theories
2.2.2.1 Baby-Talk
All atrocities performed on language derive from it s inherent possessors in
the same manner as child language depends on the sp eech of the wet nurse.
Or to use another image: it is not the foreigners w ho break away single
stones from a splendid, well-appointed edifice in o rder to construct meager
huts, but the owners themselves who put them to suc h ends.
Schuchardt (1909), translated from German 4

The notionBaby-Talkis used in both theories of creole genesis andrige of
language acquisition. In the context of creole geng was first used by Schuchardt (1909).
Bloomfield (1933) and Ferguson & DeBose (1977) asdapted to this theory. The Baby-
Talk theory claims that creole languages are prisdofcconsciously simplified variants of the
substrate and superstrate languages. The intemionthis simplification is easier
communication between speakers of the substratéhergliperstrate.

Actually there are two separate Baby-Talk theortegined by Rickford (1977: 487-
491). Baby-Talk lassumes that the creole language is based onpdifEthregister of the
speakers of thsubstratelanguage whileBaby-Talk Il presumes that the creole language is
based on a simplified register of tkeperstrate In both theories children acquiring this
Baby-Talk variant as their mother tongue are assumée the creolizers.

Like the LBH this theory has its pros and conse Tilmain argument in favour of this
theory is that it can nicely explain many commoatdees of different "Baby-Talks" we find
in first-language acquisition on the one side antpkfied registers of language involved in
pidginization and creolization processes on themwtfihe fact that there is some kind of a
universal process happening when Baby-Talk is beisgd (e.g. use of morphologically
simple word forms, omission of copula verbs, simpfatax etc.) therefore makes it both: a
Universalist and a Substratist theory. On the oaedhit is assumed that UG governs the
structure of Baby-Talk while the surface codelitderives from the substrate language.

However, the arguments against the Baby-Talk Hgms$ outnumber those in favour
of it. One of the two main arguments focuses omleréeatures which cannot be a result of
Baby-Talk, such as the preverbal TAM-markers memtb in the pan-creolic type.
Remember that these would rarely be found in Baiy-Variants, let alone stable pidgins.
Another argument points at the numerous structbedween the creole languages and their

* McWhorter (1997)



West-African substrates which are both similar andchplex, but this only holds for Baby-
Talk 1.

This evidence makes the Baby-Talk theory not am@ one. But nevertheless all
creolists more or less agree that Baby-Talk iseaistl to a certain extent involved in
pidginization and creolization processes.

2.2.2.2 Semantic Interpretation (Semantic Transpancy)

The theory ofSemantic Interpretatiorffor Semantic Transparencyhenceforth Sl,
proposed by Langacker (1977), Seuren & Wekker (L198®ong others surfaces as a
medialist theory between Universalism and SubstratiAccording to this theory second
language learners and learners of a pidgin or erfeolguage tend to reanalyze highly marked
and therefore intransparent structures of a languagh the aim of simplifying them.
Langacker regards Sl as a strategy by which larglesgners try to create an

[...]Jideal or optimal linguistic code [which] will be one in which every
surface unit, typically a morpheme, will have assoc iated with it a clear,
salient, and reasonably consistent meaning or funct ion and every semantic
element in a sentence will be associated with a dis tinct and recognisable
form.

Langacker (1977: 110)

This means S| assumes a mapping from semantic tdegyntactic surface structure,
allowing creolizers to express themselves withtle#srt:

Intuitively speaking, Semantic Transparency can be seen as a property of
surface structures enabling listeners to carry out semantic interpretation
with the least possible machinery and with the leas t possible requirements

regarding language learning.
Seuren & Wekker (1986: 64)

For the Sl theory to work properly three rules hawebe obeyed to as good as
possible:

Uniformity

Language coding processes (i.e. creolizationpased on basic amiform strategies
of language, such as an SVO word order, lack ahgratical gender and regular
inflection of verbs. Violations of all these threeample principles can be observed
frequently in languages like German or Dutch.

Universality

The rules and principles of language coding shbeldhaximally language-universal
and minimally language-specific. Features like mplex system of verb inflection are
said to be non-universal (hence non-creolic).

Simplicity

The mental or cognitive cost for mapping semardid® syntax and thus creating
utterances must be as little as possible. Seurdfekker assume that this cost can
never be zero because then one would have to tiiséme kind of a predicate
calculus language which is simply unnatural.



It is very often difficult to find true counterewadce against theories which are hybrids
between two other theories. One could think of pelinguistic experiments which could
verify this approach. This could indicate that ®eu& Wekker could have got very close to
the real underlying concept of creole genesis.

2.2.3 Non-Universalist (non-Nativist) theories
2.2.3.1 The Substrate Hypothesis and Relexificatio

As mentioned earlier thBubstrate Hypothesi®ienceforth SH) is the opposite theory
to the LBH and collisions of these two theoriesehéaeen dominating creolistic theory ever
since their introduction. The SH was first propobgdAdam (1883) and especially since the
introduction of the LBH more and more creolistgy(elaylor (1971), Alleyne (1980)) also
subscribed to this theory.

The SH claims that creole genesis is not a direftéction of innate principles or
innate parameters but is mostly due to the sulestaaguage. In this framework it is argued
that the substrate language is responsible fogtammar of the upcoming creole while the
superstrate language fills the lexicon. Historeadence for this idea can be seen in the fact
that the African slaves somehow had to be ableotobine the words of the colonizers. It
seems plausible that the grammar of their mothagues would have been the first choice in
these cases.

A very extreme case of SH is proposed by Lefel§¥@86), her approach is called
Relexification Relexification theory assumes that the grammiateztures of creoles solely
depend on the substrate while the lexicon solepedds on the superstrate, thus ruling out
UG as a provider of structure during the creolmagprocess. Lefebvre exemplifies this with
the case of Haitian Creole which she assumes todmnpletely French-relexified version of
its substrate Fongbe. In a more recent approactbled (1998) definedialect levellingand
reanalysisas additional necessary principles which are msipte for creole genesis in
addition to Relexification itselDialect levellingis defined as

[...] reduction of variation between dialects of th e same language [the
superstrate] in situations where these dialects are brought together.

Lefebvre (1998: 46)

This idea is not new in theories of creole genesisyas also proposed earlier by
Muhlh&usler (1980), Mufwene (1990) and others.

Reanalysishas also been shown as a relevant factor in gedmn and post-
creolization processes (see e.g. Detges 2000, &ckker 2001, Frowein 2005a). Reanalysis
is defined as

[...] change in the structure of an expression or cla ss of expressions that
does not involve any immediate or intrinsic modific ation of its surface
manifestation.

Langacker (1977: 59)

This means that unlike grammaticalization reanalygbes not change the surface
representation of an utterance, only the functioanges. A good example can be seen in the
case of the agglutinated articles in French-basedles:



French Mau/SeyCr| RéuCr LouCr Hai/MarCr other
le chien'the dog/| lisyé syén chyén chén, chyén chyén
la pluie'the rain'| lapli lapli plwi, pli lapli lapli
du feu'the fire' | dife (di/db) fe (di)fe dife dife
un amea soul' | nam nam, lam nam nam, nam
des / les affaires zafer zafé (z)afé zafe
'the affaires'
des/ les oiseau| zozo, zwazq z0z0, zZwazpozo, Zwaz0zwazo, ZWezp
'the birds'

Table 1: Agglutination of the French article in French-based creoles (Stein 1984: 38)

In the examples given above the articles do nottfan as such anymore. They have
become a semantically bleached part of the wordawitany morphological function.

la pluie lapli
— > .
therain grain

There have been many arguments both in favour af against the SH and
Relexification. Evidence has been found in diffeérlmguistic modules. The phonology of
Atlantic creoles bears a lot of features whichase typical for many West-African substrate
languages (e.g. prenasalized and co-articulatgusBtdDther similarities are also found in
syntax. Both the Atlantic creoles and their westigsin substrates show the syntactic
phenomena of predicate clefting, adjectival venbsevial verb constructions.

Counterevidence is given by the heterogeneousitythe African languages
themselves. Very often it is unclear why advocatdrthe SH had chosen a specific African
language to prove their theories. According to Bréén Substratists are obliged to prove that
in order to show substrate influence of a spetdigguage, history must show that there were
people at the right place and to the right timerier to have had influence on the upcoming
creole. This was indeed only rarely done by Substsa

We mentioned that both the LBH and Relexificatibaory are very extreme cases of
theories of creole genesis. Therefore the LBH waghe only theory which received quite a
lot of criticism, Lefebvre has also been confronteith counterevidence and doubt. Many
creolists note that there simply is no such 1:atreh between substrate and creole structure
which Relexification assumes; some counterevidewmitiebe given in later sections of this
paper. It also left unclear why it is the Fongheglaage as the substrate which should be the
driving force behind the creolization process. Dgrithe creolization phase speakers of
Fongbe were vastly outnumbered by speakers of tahguageswhich could also have had
influence on the development of the creole.

® Although there are obvious similarities between Aflantic creoles and their west-African subssate
question arises why phonology is regarded as aibitig structure which has to be transferred toctie®le.
Because the lexical part of the creole derives floensuperstrate one could wonder why structutadnplogical
features, which are linked more directly to theslemes than morphological or syntactic featuresabse
transferred. My intuition is that this closer linkuld in theory also have the consequence of decmmnology
which is strongly influenced by the superstrateylaage.

® which are nevertheless genetically related to Beng

10



2.2.3.2 The Superstratist Hypothesis

This hypothesis goes back to Faine (1936), Chawte(i979), and Fournier (1987)
among others. Unlike the SH tiseiperstratist Hypothesi®enceforth SupH) claims that not
only the lexicon depends on the superstrate, dwestructure of the new creole is dependent
on the dominant adstrate. It is also argued thedles do not derive from the superstrate in
general but from specific superstrate dialectss Théans that substrate influence is to a large
part denied. The SupH was very popular among atsolvho focused on French-based
creoles because it was argued that the creolesctefl diachronic change of French dialects
which were spoken by the sailors which were invdlirethe slave trade.

However, beyond the obvious lexical influence loé superstrate there is no direct
evidence for this theory. As counterevidence cst®liargued that there is no proof that
specific superstrate dialects were predominarhiattime. Despite this, there also is no such
dialect which is able to explain all the phenoméha creole reveals. As an example,
McWhorter shows that there are indeed cases whaecould assume a dialectal transfer
from French to Haitian Creole (1a) but there areases of copula deletion in French dialects
as can be seen in certain constructions of HaiGaeole (1b) or cases of postposed
adpositions in regional English dialects as inEnglish-based creole Saramaccan (1c).

(2) a. French dialect Il estaprésmarcher.
Haitian Creole L'ap mache.
‘He is going.’
b. Standard French  Je*(suis) sous la table.
Haitian Creole Mweng anba tab-la.

‘Il am under the table.’

C. Saramaccan Mi de a wosubaka
English | ambehindthe house
McWhorter (1997: 3)

Because of the counterevidence the SupH can bé auieas the underlying concept
of creole genesis although we will show in latectisms that there are obvious cases of
superstrate transfer in creoles like Unserdeutsch.

2.2.3.3 The Monogenesis Hypothesis

The Monogenesis Hypothes{tienceforth MH), as proposed by Whinnom (1956),
Taylor (1956) and Thompson (1961) claims that edloe languages are descendants of a
Portuguese-based proto pidgin language named Salii was assumed to be spread around
the world by Portuguese traders between tHeatfii 17 century. This means creoles derive
from the same language, the only difference ambegtbeing that they were relexified by
different superstrates and attributing the diffee=namong creole grammars to chance or
superstrate influence.

The MH has the advantage of explaining certaucstiral features which are common
among creoles. Despite this, very often creolerte® can be traced back to a Portuguese
superstrate, such aavvy< saber'to know' orpikin < pequendchild'.

Still some problems also arise with this theoryeobeing that the European
superstrates are genetically closely related. Taer®ne could assume that the reason for the
structural similarities among creoles lies in th@se genetic relation of the superstrates. In
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addition, Rickford (1987) points out that the evide suggests that the slaves who arrived on
the plantation to the major part only spoke Afridanguages, hence also questioning the
existence of such a proto-pidgin.

224 Summary

What | did in the previous sections was giving &argiew of the different approaches
which try to explain the phenomenon of creole genddowever, it was not my aim to
criticize or evaluate these theories in detailtougive an impression of the importance of the
substrate languages in modern theories of creslesye As we can see, Bickerton's LBH has
suffered from the other approaches which are negtethe direct reflection of UG in the
creole. We should keep this in mind as an imporfarding as we proceed to different
theories of language acquisition.

The classification of the different theories ofaeegenesis in Figure 1 is by no means
meant to be a definite one. It was just meant tonsthat there is a continuum of theories
which may overlap each other at certain pointse®Btation does not mean that UG is
completely denied and LBH does not mean that ddregguages may never have influence on
an upcoming creole. Therefore one or another theway also be more to the right or more to
the left of this scale. Nevertheless | would likepoint out that the gap between LBH and
Substratists / Relexificationists is quite a big¢.on

2.3 Theories of language acquisition

231 Nativist (Universalist) theories

Since Chomsky's introduction of notions suchUasversal Grammaror Language
Faculty small children acquiring their first language weheawn into linguists' centre of
interest.

Generative grammar [...] is concerned with those as pects of form and
meaning that are determined by the | anguage facul ty, which is understood to

be a particular component of the human mind. The na ture of this faculty is

the subject matter of a general theory of linguisti ¢ structure that aims to
discover the framework of principles and elements c ommon to attainable
human languages; this theory is now often called uni versal grammar (UG)
[.] UG may be regarded as a characterisation of t he genetically
determined language faculty. One may think of this faculty as a | anguage
acqui sition device, an innate component of the human mind that yields a
particular language through interaction with presen ted experience, a device

that converts experience into a system of knowledge attained: knowledge of

one or another language.
Chomsky (1986: 3)

In the more modern framework the UG approach wdsenebed by introducing the
Model of Principles and Parameterghenceforth PaP). This theory assumes a set e§,rul
functions, and processegrificiples which are needed to encode thought into langubge.
addition to this a set gdarameterss assumed which, like the principles, is innatdn@man
beings. We can imagine parameters as switchestwith(in other theories there are even
more, cf. Hyams 1989) valudsue or false 1 or O, yesor no, Aor B. Every child is equipped
with such a set from the very beginning (iihé@ial state). It is assumed that initially, all
parameters are set to a default and unmarked vatumatter in which linguistic environment
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a child grows up. Acquiring a language means usirgginnate principles to analyze the
linguistic input and setting the parameters to laezavhich makes up the language the child is
learning via positive evidencérifgers). This also means that there are no two languages
which share exactly the same parameter settingh,laaguage is unique in this way.

While this Nativist approach was rarely criticizéd its totality there have been
various attempts to show that there are still s@sees which need to be discussed. Verrips
(1990: 12-13) points out two major problems withiPP&he first question which arises is why
language acquisition takes time at all if all thédtneeds to do is to set certain parameters on
the basis of simple evidence. PaP does also ndaiaxwhy children acquiring different
unrelated languages very often pass the same siageguences of language acquisition.

According to Verrips PaP is also not able to explainy children's grammars change
from one state to another amtienthis change happens:

[...] two issues are at the heart of the developmen tal problem:
First, there is the issue of change: what makes the grammar of a child
change in the course of time and which changes are possible? In other
words, in the sequence G G 1,Go, ...,G n What is the mechanism that leads
from one grammar to the next?

Secondly, there is the issue of sequence: to what e xtent are these
grammars formed in a specific sequence and why is t his so? In other words,
in the sequence G G 1,G, ..., G n» What determines that G 1 appears before
G?

It is clear that parameter theory as it stands give S no answers
whatsoever to these questions, and in this sense it is entirely impossible
to use it as a theory of language development. It ¢ an only be used as such
when it is extended with an interpretation of the ¢ oncepts in a framework
that enables us to answer, explain and investigate the developmental
issues.

Verrips (1990: 13)

The conclusion which Verrips draws points at anothaestion which remains
unsolved: are these innate principles (a vagueayeintiVerrips' approach as well as in any
other theory of language acquisition) assessalden fthe very beginning or is access
restricted to a certain level of cognitive devel@mt? The first idea is calledontinuity, the
letter is given the notioMaturation by language acquisition research. These two idbal
be investigated in more detail in the following tsaas.

2.3.1.1 Continuity (Ly)

The proposals under the heading ‘continuity' take a s their basic assumption
that Universal Grammar is available to the child fr om the earliest stages
of language acquisition. The fact that child gramma rs differ from adult
grammars is therefore not due to a difference in UG , but to a difference in
another domain. Every grammar the child construes f alls within the limits

imposed by UG.
Verrips (1990: 14)

Continuity, an approach tojlacquisition, is a notion which combines two thesrof

language developmeritexical Learning(Clahsen 1989) an@rdered ParameterfRoeper &
Weissenborn 1989). It comes with two important icgtions:
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a) the child's grammar does never violate UG

b) the child's grammar is different from adult graar (these differences lie
outside of the influence domain of UG)

According to the theory dfexical Learninganguage acquisition solely consists of the
acquisition of lexical words and their featuresn@@gtic structures are inherent properties of
the lexemes; in order to produce grammatical uttera all the child needs to do is bringing
the lexemes into an order supported by UG. An &stigmg implication would therefore be
that the lexicon determines syntax, not vice veisalso follows that the order of the lexemes
which are acquired is finally responsible for tlevelopmental stages of language acquisition,
an implication which seems rather dubious becaugeleft unclear what should determine
the sequence of their acquisition. Therefore ong dwubt that Lexical Learning can be a
basis for language development and language atiqaisi

Another theory which can be assigned to Continustythe theory ofOrdered
Parameters proposed by Roeper and Weissenborn (1989). THeo@upoint out that the
child is exposed to ambiguous input which could lymgdifferent settings of a specific
parameter. As an example they refer to the O-stipg@meter in Italian. Italian allows covert
subjects but still there constructions which reguine presence of such a subject. As a
solution it is assumed that parameters are chaimitll,each parameter having an 'unmarked
bias' for a series of subparameters. Setting thedpyp parameter to the Italian value would
for example imply an unmarked bias setting of llWwing parameters:

(+] pro-drop

(+] null-expletives

(+/f-)  thematical subjects

(+) clitic climbing

(+] morphological uniformity

Figure 2: Chained and biased parameters in the Orded Parameters model

However, there is not much evidence which showstti@se kinds of chained sets of
parameters do exist, neither for the pro-drop-patanmor for other parameters.

Lexical Learning and Ordered Parameters both hafects, but still they do not
indicate that Continuity must be completely rulad as a possible explanation for language
development. It should also be mentioned that tienee been attempts to account far L
acquisition from astrong (e.g. Bottari, Cipriani & Chilosi 1993/1994) anekak (Radford
1988) Continuity point of view.

2.3.1.2 The Initial Hypothesis of Syntax (k)

Thelnitial Hypothesis of Syntaghenceforth IHS), an approach tgadcquisition, goes
back to Platzack (1996). According to this theooghblearners of L and learners of L have
the same initial state which is UG. This meandehener starts with functional categories and
parameters which are all set to a default or unethrkalue. White assumes this unmarked
value to be aveakvalue since overt movement, which is motivatedtogng features, comes

14



with cognitive cost. On the basis of the input it is then up to the language learner to
determine if a certain parameter has to be resstromg (such a reset could for example be
motivated by overt movement).

Although the IHS has not yet been further examiaed criticized as far as the
acquisition of L, is concerned, there is experimental evidencefdisifies the idea of having
the parameters set to a default (weak) value airnitial state. White shows that French-
speaking learners of English transfer the stron§lLHfeature of French (which leads to
raising of the verb out of the VP into INFL, se@))2into Ly, thus often showing verbs before
adverbs (2b) and giving further evidence for transifypotheses of creole genesis:

(2 a [p Jeanembracesouven{yp t; Marie.]]
b. * [ Johnkissesoften[vp t Mary.]]
C. [ip Johnoften[ye kissesMary.]]

+Th
| |6

R:| AdvP

embrace, /\

Spec Adv*
Adv VP
souvent /\
Spec \'A
V' NP

t Marie

Figure 3: Verb raising in French (strong INFL) and Affix Lowering in English (weak INFL)

French-speaking learners of Chinese, on the otéwed,h,seem to verify the IHS since
the Chinese grammar is English-like as far as @edufe strength of this parameter is
concerned, and French-speaking learners, @hinese never raise the verb. Therefore further
investigation within this framework is needed.

2.3.1.3 Full Access without Transfer (k)

Another theory of second language acquisition whéclable to support the idea of
having initial access to UG and,LcalledFull Access without Transfdhenceforth FAWT),
was proposed by Flynn & Martohardjono (1994) andt&p et al. (1996) among others.
According to the FAWT the Lis not the initial state, still it is not deniedhbt L; effects are
possible in k. With this assumption it remains rather mysteriadngt the initial state should
be then. White believes that it can only be UG, thig option is ruled out by the authors. The
details about the initial state therefore are wergue within this framework.

Evidence for the FAWT was drawn from an eliciteditation task conducted by
Epstein et al (1996). The basis of this test wasafsumption that language learners can only
successfully imitate sentences which are analydaplthe current grammar. This means if
learners are able to inflect verbs then it musiabsumed that they know that inflectional
features are located in INFL (compéigure 3). However, White questions that this test was
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a good indicator for such a theory because the defect had already lived in the-L
environment for too long and therefore no conclasishould have been drawn from this test
as far as the initial state is concerned. Furtheemsince the FAWT is also Full Access
theory claiming that language learners have fuikas to their L grammar during the time of
language acquisition, one must also keep in mirad the presence of,Lcategories is no
counterevidence against an initial state which jsdésed. Therefore the FAWT must be
regarded as a weak theory.

2.3.2 Semi-Nativist (semi-Universalist) theories
Die Biene sumset wie sie sauget; der Vogel singt wi e er nistet — aber wie
spricht der Mensch von Natur? Gar nicht, so wie er wenig oder nichts durch
volligen Instinkt, als Tier tut ... Es miissen statt der Instinkte andere
verborgne Krafte in ihm schlafen! Stummgeboren; abe r—
[The bee buzzes in the same way that it sucks; the bird sings in the same
way that it nests — but how does man speak by natur e? He does not, as he
does only little or even nothing by pure instinct, as an animal does ...
There must be other latent powers slumbering within man! Born mute; but - ]
Johann Gottfried Herder (1772): About the origin of language
2.3.2.1 Maturation (L,)
The proposals categorized under 'maturation’ take a s a basic assumption
that some parts of UG are not available to the chil d at the outset of
language acquisition and that they have to grow, in dependently more or less
from anything else. Under this assumption, language acquisition can be
compared to teething or learning to walk: although every normal child will
grow up to have teeth, to walk and to talk, it take s a certain time after

birth for these organs and capacities to 'unfold'.
Verrips (1990: 14)

As opposed to Continuity a strong implication Maturation is that the child's L
grammar may violate UG at times since trying toeasca parameter which can not yet be
cognitively processed will most of the time yieldsialation of the target grammar. Within
this framework three subtheories have emeriaturing Modules Maturing Principlesand
Maturing Levels

In the Maturing Modulesframework (Felix 1987) it is assumed that it ie tinguistic
modules (e.g. x-bar-principle, case theory) whichture. Felix exemplifies this with the
acquisition of word order in German which the chassumes to be free at the beginning.
With a maturing x-bar-syntax, however, the childdsced to determine a basic word order
such as SVO or SOV. Since both these combinati@passible constructions in German the
child will have to wait until the system of embedddauses is acquired and then it will be
able to decide for one of these constructions wia@OV.

Maturing Principles(Borer & Wexler 1987) works in a similar fashidghe difference
being that there is not a maturation of linguistiodules but a maturation of the underlying
principles (e.g. the locality constraint in synta&ktcording to Verrips these ideas are hard to
falsify although it should be noted that it is leficlear which parts of the child's grammar
mature, and it is also vague to what extent theqe® oflearning plays a role within this
theory.
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Maturing Levels(Lebeaux 1988) assumes that it is only the differkevels of
grammatical representation which do mature. Thiamaezarly utterances of children do not
reflect a syntactic structure but rather a pureckdxstructure which is just a simple lexical
structure tree having a lexeme structure without syntactic implication. According to
Verrips Maturing Levels is the most consistent ¢datd in the Maturation approach.

2.3.2.3 Minimal Trees (L)

The Minimal Trees Hypothesigoroposed by Vainikka & Young-Scholten (1994),
assumes that the initial state of language whicibisut to be acquired is a grammar which
contains only lexical categories such as N, VP, A@¥ich are derived from 4l and their
properties (e.g. headedness) but not functionagecaies such as INFL. During language
acquisition functional categories are taken from (i®tivated by kL input) and applied to
the L, grammar step by step. Syntactically speaking tliesetional categories are added
bottom up (VP=> IP = CP ...). As opposed to FTFA only a part of thegtammar (the
lexical categories) can be regarded as being apére initial state.

Minimal Trees draws evidence from the analysiKofean and Turkish as well as
Spanish and Italian learners of German. Turkisirello and German are languages in which
the VP is right-headed while in Italian and Spanists are left-headed. If the Minimal Trees
Hypothesis were true than one would assume thagdfoand Turkish learners of German do
transfer the value of the headedness-constraint fteir Ly into L, while learners with an
Italian and Spanish mother tongue produce utteeamdech indicate that their headedness-
parameter is set to "right-headed"”. As the folligwvexamples show this is indeed the case:

L, = Korean / Turkish (=German) | L, = Spanish / Italian
VP VP
Spec V' Spec W
NP V V NP
(3) a.Oya Zigarettdrinken. (4) a.Trinke de orange oder?
b. Eine Katze Fisch allessen b. Deessede fis.

Table 2: The headedness property in Korean / Turkis and Spanish / Italian applied to German
(Vainikka & Young-Scholten 1994)

Beginning L, learners of German also do not raise the verktteutvVP, indicating a
lack of the functional category IP, and they alsorbt showwh-questions or subordinate
clauses introduced by complementizers, indicatinack of the functional category CP.
Advanced learners tend to add agreement featurésetoverb (indicating an acquired IP
category) but there is still a lack of CP. CP igedaon acquired by advanced learners;
embedded clauses introduced by complementizerthearbe seen frequently.

However, there are also some problems which amg$le the assumption that the
Minimal Trees Hypothesis is correct. First, it [®etcase that there are indeed functional
categories which are present from the beginning. (a. NegP). (4) and (5) also show
determiners which are a functional category. Secdintvas reported that some English-
speaking children learning French had complemenrstibe their utterances in the earliest

17



recordings (5), thus showing a presence of CP,alsd showing a lack of IP because of
uninflected verb forms in the same utterance:

(5) Mamaknow|cp thatwe go outsidg.
(White 2003: 74)

Utterances like the one in (2b) are also not coiblgatvith this model since they show
L, influence. It is also unclear why language leasneith a fully developed Lincluding
functional categories and having a UG with suclegaties should dismiss these when they
start acquiring the 1.

2.3.24 Valueless Features ¢

The Valueless Features Hypothesmoposed by Eubank (1993 / 1994), claims that
the initial state of kL acquisition is a grammar which contains both laki&nd functional
categories as well as features which are drawn ftgnThe parameter values, however, are
assumed to be inactive first. Parameter valuesassamed to be set once the morphological
paradigm has been acquired. This is a formwefk transfersince everything but the
parameter values is being transferred.

Evidence for this theory can be drawn from sergsriike (6) and (7), sentences which
again show the setting of the strong/weak INFL-peater. If the parameter has not yet been
set then the learner can freely decide if he/sh&sva raise the verb or not:

(6) a. |p Jeanembracesouven{yp ti Marie.]] (French, raised verb)
b. * [p Jeansouven{yp embrace Marifl. (French, verb not raised)

(7)  a. [p Johnoften[yp kisses Marj}. (English, verb not raised)
b. * [ip John kissgoften[yp t; Mary]]. (English, verb raised)

Both variants are expected within this frameworkl andeed these are utterances
produced by French-speaking learners of Englishwé¥er, one may wonder about
constructions like (8). Valueless Features wouktimmt that the optional raising of verbs over
negations should also be expected, but this isheotase:

(8)  a.*Thechildrenlike; [not[vp t; spinach].
b. The children (do)not [vp like spinach.
(White 2003: 79)

Another important reason against this hypothesishe question why a parameter
should be inactive. Therefore Valueless Features m&ver considered as a very serious
candidate to explainjacquisition.

2.3.3 A Transfer theory: Full Transfer with Fultéess (L)

The Full Transfer with Full Access Hypothes{Benceforth FTFA), proposed by
Schwartz and Sprouse (1994) assumes that thel isitite in l; acquisition is a particular
grammar; this means learners adopt the grammatitagtalready have (). Full transfer in
this context means that the entiredrammar is being transferred te &t the very beginning,
forming the initial state. With an initial state by which equals L learners acquiring the
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second language reset the parameters in a way \fitsi¢he structure of 4. If the learner's L
grammar only gives insufficient clues about therput then the learner can recourse to UG
to fill the gap, this means parameters are set tdefault value. Since the resulting
interlanguage is constrained by UG the theory iesplull access to UG at any time.

Evidence is drawn from a test (Yuan 1998) wheagenlers of L Chinese had to judge
the grammaticality of sentences which show a pranwbich has been moved over a long
distance. While English does not have such a pnofanguages like Japanese or Chinese do.
If the FTFA were true then we should conclude that

a) Japanese learners of Chindeeaise long-distance referring pronouns
b) English learners of Chinede not use long-distance referring pronouns

As the test results suggest this holds to be true:

L, groups L, Japanese (n = 24) 92
L; English — intermediate (n = 3263
L: English — advanced (n = 25) 71
Native speakers (n = 24) 94

Table 3: Acceptance of long-distance referring proouns (Yuan 1998)

This means that the underlying grammar duringattepuisition of L, indeed seems to
be L;. According to White (2003) FTFA is difficult tol&fy because if there are no visible L
effects FTFA can always claim that learners already beyond the full transfer stage.
Another point which remains unanswered in this apgi is how long Lis supposed to have
influence on kL.

2.34 Non-Nativist (non-Universalist) theories:Hagiourism and Parrot
Theory (LL/ L))

Non-Nativist theories of language acquisition asgdeeially the theory dBehavioral
Language Acquisition(Skinner 1957) are largely rejected by modern listg and
psychologists, Skinner was even regarded abouedBsybehind his time. Behaviourists claim
that speakers' utterances are largely dependettheokspeakers' environments. While the
individual behaviour of man can be shaped via ageranditioning, peoples' language is also
created in much the same fashion. This means asifiy@ or negative evidence in the
language input will lead to a change of grammavedy extreme behaviourist theory is called
Parrot Theory This hypothesis goes even further, claiming thdtoth Ly and L, language is
just a pure imitation of previously heard speech.

These theories were more often applied tatquisition. As k acquisition research
became more important in linguistics Behaviourisasvalready filed. Therefore there have
not been too many investigations of second langaageisition from a behaviourist point of
view. One should assume, however, that the behastmuinfluence on k must be much the
same as oni

Because there is only very little evidence for amgch more obvious evidence (e.g.
the question why children produce ungrammaticaleseres which they can never have heard
from their environment) against a behaviourist apph we will not go into detail here.
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2.3.5 Summary

As mentioned before this paper is not supposediticize or evaluate the different
theories of language acquisition. The aim of shgwou these theories was to give you an
impression of how important the presence and fangtg of a Universal Grammar, innate
principle or innate parameters is in more receahiworks of both L.and L, acquisition.

As Figure 1 suggests theories of language acquisition cantedq@aced along a scale
of Nativism and Transfer. Like the UniversalismubStratism scale of the theories of creole
genesis certain theories of language acquisition Imeaplaced more to the left or more to the
right. Their placement in this diagram is agaimlosymeans meant to be definite, but it should
give you a first overview and impression of to whagree these theories can be regarded as
nativistic, transferistic or behaviouristic.

3. Creole genesis vs. language acquisition

This section shall now discuss the friction poibétween theories of creole genesis
and theories of language acquisition. In the fsedtions | also would like to shed some light
on the implications for theories of language aadtjors.

As you have seen in section 2 there are two pelash try to account for creole
genesis: the LBH and Relexification. While the LBidsumes that language structures are
reflections of the innate UG, Relexification clairtiat language structure derives from the
substrate only. The following sections shall giveiyan impression of the friction between
these two poles.

3.1 Language universals

It is known for centuries that there are very ofs¢rong similarities among languages,
even if they find themselves in no obvious genetichistorical relation to each other.
Especially creole languages have more than onceingdists to assume that there are
universal principles. Greenberg (1963) tried torfolate some of these universals such as:

Universal 1: In declarative sentences with nominal subject dmédai, the dominant order is
almost always one in which the subject precedeshiext.

Universal 8: When a yes-no question is differentiated from treesponding assertion by
an intonational pattern, the distinctive intonatarieatures of each of these
patterns are reckoned from the end of the senteatber than from the
beginning.

Universals are regarded as manifestations ofregthennate language capacity or as a
product of cognitive (maybe even logical) proces#es advantage of creole languages, as
opposed to standard languages, is that they mokessrdevelop out of nothing. Because of
the young age of creole languages they give ustypggtod insight to the universals
underlying language, this is more difficult withdimal" languages like English or French.

Universals are thought to be a default value actipaters or an unmarked case.
Universal 1 for example is reflected in most languages ashsaiseen in many non-creole
languages:
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# of languages | Percentage Examples
SVO 180 44,78% English, French
sov 168 41,79% Germdn
Turkish,
Japanese
VSO 37 9,2% Irish, Welsh|,
Arabic
VOS 12 2,99% Malagasy
(O)VAS) 5 1,24% Hixkaryana
(Brazil)
osVv 0 0%
402 100,0%

Table 4: Cross-linguistic word-order distribution (Tomlin 1986)

It is fact that creole languages strongly tentdédSVO, no matter which structure the
substrate or superstrate may have. Even Unserdeulse only German-based creole whose
superstrate has SOV order in subordinate clausgssy@tches to SVO in subordinate clauses
(9a):

(9) a. Alle Knabe sind weggegangen [ARO] holen etwas.
S V 0]

(Unserdeutsch, Volker 1989: 179)

b. Die Knaben sind weggegangen, [PRO] etwas zu holen.
S O Vv

(Standard German)

C. The boys went away [PRO] to fetch something.
S Vv (@)

(English)

Bickerton also shows how syntax developed from &l@mm Pidgin to Hawaiian
Creole:

Order | Hawaiian Pidgin English | Hawaiian Creole English
SVO yes yes
SOV yes no
VS yes yes
VOS no yes
oSV no yes
OVS no yes

Table 5: Possible word orders in HPE and HCE (Bickeon 1981: 20)

" Although German does look like an SVO languag¢hersurface recent approaches favour the analf/sis o
underlying SOV structure. In this framework verbs base-generated in the VP (which is right-headeshpare
the verb-final-feature of German subordinate clayaad then raised to INFL in declarative sentences CP
in other sentence types, yielding the surface Sv@tures. | will henceforth also assume Germapetan SOV
language.
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SOV, which Bickerton claims to be the most comnooder among older Japanese
HPE speakers and which is also the underlying &treador Japanese, does not even exist in
HCE, thus strengthening the idea that universasrarolved. The further a creole develops
the more syntactic structures are possible, hdregreat variability imable 5.

There are also universal principles which wereengdicitly formalized by Greenberg
but which are nevertheless very salient. One wiuah always be observed with creole
languages is the reduction of morphology, i.e. tdreency of creole languages to become
analytic. Analyticity has been reported for mostates, even if both their substrate and
superstrate are agglutinating. A reduction of molpdy, be it verbal or nominal, is already a
salient feature of the pidginization process.

How can the LBH and Relexification account for dbetwo universals mentioned
above? There is no problem with the LBH sinceatrok that both are direct reflections of the
language capacity, i.e. we could argue that SVO amalyticity are the default value or
unmarked parameters and creole structure is atdmamifestation of these parameters.
Relexification, on the other hand, is ruled outhese cases since SVO and analyticity need
not necessarily be a feature of the substrate perstrate, hence cannot be transferred from
the substrate. Therefore language universals d{rqurgfer the LBH to Relexification. The
implications which follow will be discussed in sects 3.5 and 3.6, for the moment we shall
conclude that there are arguments in favour of.Bild and innate structures.

Not only Greenberg's universals can be tested thighhelp of creole languages. Of
course the universal features which are claimedhbyLBH itself also need to be verified.
While Bickerton has shown the adequacy of the LBH some of its universal features in the
case of Hawaiian Creole the picture looks veryedédht in Unserdeutsch.

Tok Pisin is assumed to be the main substratehé Unserdeutsch creolization
process; this was shown by Muhlhausler (1984: 3®) Yolker (1989). Both argued that
Relexification played a major role in this procelkihlhdusler applied the universals of the
LBH proposed by Bickerton to Unserdeutsch withftiieowing results:

Feature Hawaiian Creole | Tok Pisin | German | English | Unserdeutsch

(1) Movement + + + +

(2) Definite article

(3) TAM

(4) Complements

(5) Relativization

(6) Negation

(7) Existential

(8) Copula

(9) Adjectives

(10) Questions

(11) Question words

+ +
pla [T

+
Pl ]
1
1
1

(12) Passive equivalent

Table 6: The presence of Bickertonian universals idifferent languages (Muhlhdusler 1984: 40)

According toTable 6 the Bickertonian universals may indeed apply tgleages like
Hawaiian Creole but Unserdeutsch does not fit plaisern. Therefore one could assume that
the application of universal principles is only iop&al or constraining creolization. This fits
the idea which most modern creolists share, ia.tthere is interplay between universals and
substrate structures:
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[...]we feel that the truth, as is so often the case, lies between the two

extremes. We suspect that there are both universal and substrate factors in
creologenesis — in varying proportions, depending o n the precise social and
historical circumstances obtaining at the period of creologenesis itself.

Muysken & Smith (1986: 11)

The SVO word order is not the only feature whichlddirectly derive from UG. One
of the features which is very common among all leggs, including Unserdeutsch is also
topicalization, i.e. movement of constituents te #entence-initial position to pragmatically
stress them:

(10) a. Unserdeutsch: oA Nur ein Namg i konnte ni findert.
b. English: dp Only one naniel could not findt;.
C. Standard German: o Nur einen Namgnkonnte ich nicht finden.

(Volker 1989: 175)

Also pay attention to the structure of the Unsatdch sentence which is completely
similar to English. The Germanic, V- feature has been lost in Unserdeutsch (as itidbngy
Yiddish), the same applies to the Standard Ger8etmklamme[(sentential bracket), hence
the switched order of subject and modal verb. lldde argued that Manyway is a marked
construction and therefore not the default settihthe UG parameter. Therefore | assume the
headedness parameter to be reset to "left-headedtisi case, this being a direct reflection of
the universal default value.

Another universal which is very typical for creslenot necessarily for standard
languages, is that these languages do not syrdlytitistinguish questions and statements
via verb-fronting as in Standard German (11bj@support in English (11c):

(11) a. Du will drinken Kaffee? Du will drinken Kaffee.
(Unserdeutsch, Volker 1989: 174)
b. Willst du Kaffee trinkerf? Du willst Kaffee trinken.
(Standard German)
C. Do you want to drink coffee? You want to drink coffee.
(English)

Intonation is the clue that tells speakers whe#tmeutterance is a question or not. This
phenomenon has also been reported for Hawaiiandbrgihd Tok Pisin.

In total, however, Unserdeutsch data seems toufaRelexification to the LBH for
reasons we will shed light on in the following sews. As Muhlh&usler notes:

It seems fair to conclude that Bickerton's conditio ns for the development
of a true creole are seriously deficient. Of the ma ny social factors that
may promote or block the emergence of Bioprogram gr ammar they may not even

count among the more important ones.

Muhlhausler (1984: 40)

8 Du willst Kaffeetrinken? would also be a possible construction in Standaedman, stressing the noun
(compare EnglishYou want to drink coffé@g).
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However, regarding this section alone would sugtiest UG's influence was quite
strong in the Unserdeutsch creolization process iBhalso what language acquisition theory
would predict.

3.2 Deficient input and its development

What makes creole languages so special is th&iorlgi Their ancestors, the pidgins,
are a product of the need for a communication nmedamong two linguistically and
culturally strongly diverging groups. Substrate aswperstrate serve as bases for the
upcoming pidgin language with the substrate andW® providing the pidgin structure and
the superstrate providing the lexicon. Needlessay, pidgin languages are not complete
languages since it is not possible to express #vagy one could express in a standard
language or a creole. Pidgins are characteristia oéduction of morphology, simplified
phonological systems as well as simplified syntaa a simplified lexicon.

If pidgins are that deficient, the question arises children should be able to learn it
as their L. As was shown by Bickerton (1996) the case ofctieelization of Hawaiian Pidgin
happened under these specific circumstances:

In Hawaii [...] the pidginized input that gave rise t 0 a creole language was
radically ill-formed in at least three ways:

a. It was structurally restricted (that is, it cont ained no sentences
that could be unambiguously analysed as containing embedded clauses).

b. It was radically variable (that is, it contained elements from more
than one language and it had little or no structura | consistency).

c. It was morphologically impoverished (in particul ar, it lacked all
grammatical and many derivational inflections as we Il as a high percentage

of such word-classes as determiners, prepositions, complementizers and

verbal auxiliaries). (Bick 1996: 34)
ickerton :

Bickerton questions that children should be abldetrn a language as; lor to
creolize a pidgin with these preconditions:

Clearly, there is no way in which a child exposed t o data of this kind
could acquire, from the data itself, the capacity t 0 produce sentences
containing relative clauses, embedded questions, em bedded factives or

adjunct clauses.
(Bickerton 1996: 36)

According to Bickerton a necessary consequencéhimries of language acquisition
would be that they can not rely on environmengalldstrate / superstrate input alone.

But if syntax can be acquired from input of this le vel of impoverishment,
then no theory that requires well-formed data as in put can be an adequate
theory of language acquisition. Since all extant th eories of acquisition
contain this requirement, it follows that, as yet, there do not exist any

that could be called adequate theories.
(Bickerton 1996: 41)

As a consequence, the Bioprogram must also dirgudlyicipate in the language
acquisition and creolization process.

One may wonder if Bickerton is exaggerating wherclaéns that in modern theories
of L; acquisition language learning is only possiblenwibn-impoverished input since these
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have never denied that children are exposed to defitient code. They rather state that our
spoken language is full of incomplete sentencegps sbf the tongue, and grammatical
mistakes and make up a huge amount of all ourautexss. With Motherese children are also
exposed to a pidgin-like structure! This does, hmvenot have any noticeable influence on
the development of the child's speech. No mattBicikerton is exaggerating or not: he points
at a gap in recent language acquisition theoryt iBhave must ask ourselves what extena
child can be exposed to deficient input. While Geation is able to answer this question,
language acquisition theory still must explain heeficient input may be for a child. Should a
child who is permanently exposed to Motherese He &b ever gain native speaker-like
competence of his environmental language or not?ihis is the case, do we have to admit
that there is indeed some kind of an innate Biogogas Bickerton claims? And if this were
not the case: how can we account for the factadhiddren are able to creolize a language (in
the LBH approach, not in the Relexification appidabut that they are unable to derive their
mother tongue from Motherese?

When we talk about deficient code we not only hawveask ourselves how it can be
acquired; we also have to ask ourselves how thie dtself is created. Comparing pidgins
cross-linguistically one will find strong similags among them, even if these are by no
means genetically or historically related to eathen One would only rarely encounter
pidgins with verbal inflection, case marking or serically highly-specific superstrate
lexemes. (12) below should give you an impressice mdgin structure, if there is any in this
case:

(12) Tumach mani mi tink kechi do.
Plenty money I think catch though
'l think he earns a lot of money, though.’
(Hawaiian Pidgin English, Bickerton 1981: 11)

How do creators of a pidgin language know whay theeve to do in order to simplify a
language? Since small children are not assumed tbtthe linguists”, why should we assume
adults who are also not linguists or who do notehawyood conscious knowledge of language
to be such? The answer can only be that there a&nagpmething innate which tells
pidginizers:

a) Use simple sounds, preferably those which oiechoth source languages!
b) Try to break complex consonant clusters!

C) Forget about morphology!

d) Forget about syntax!

e) Only use basic and everyday lexemes, i.e. s#g) (hstead of (13b):

(13) a. Go away!
b. Translocate the accumulation of protoplasmic esitihat you are.

f) etc.

The situation is very similar to baby-talk, bué taverage mother will not have studied
a language extensively and hence have a good cwmssknguistic knowledge. Nevertheless
she will be able to simplify her output in ordemb@ke herself understood better (actually this
is her intention but it does not make things easierthe child as language acquisition
research has shown). Therefore we should conchatestmplification of language or baby-
talk conforms to innate principles or innate mecdsias like the ones proposed above.
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Remember that this also means direct structuralante of UG. Again, the LBH can nicely
account for this while Relexification can not.

What about the next step in the creolization prectee creation of the creole itself?
Be it children or adults, it is a complete and ratlanguage which develops out of a pidgin,
a language which must conform to UG. Therefore W4Geas must be possible at any time,
during pidginization and during creolization. Agairere is no problem with the LBH but the
picture gets blurry when we look at Relexificatighccording to the latter creolization is
second language acquisition by adult learners défecient pidgin. If language acquisition
assumes that adults’ access to UG is more restribn for children one may wonder why
adult creolizers should be able to take this bgp $tom pidgin to creole without help from
young children.

3.3 Substrate and superstrate influence
As mentioned earlier creoles are a product ofriteraction between a substrate and a

superstrate. While the superstrate provides thedext is the substrates which are for a great
part responsible for the creole grammar. (14) bejox@s you an impression:

(14) a. Gila ta-la leka.
FOC PRO(them)  FUT-SUBJPRO (they) go
‘They will go.’
(substrate Kwaio)
b. Olketa bae-i go.
FOC PRO(them) FUT-SUBJPRO (3PL) go
‘They will go.’

(Solomons Pidgi®)
(Keesing 1988: 214)

Olketain (14b) clearly derives from Englishll togethet, its meaning and function as
a third person strong pronoun however is obviodsiyved from the substrate.

This case indicates that linguistic structure doesalways immediately derive from
UG, only the substrate can be made responsiblthéopidgin structure. Therefore (14) leads
us to conclude that in the case of substrate inflaeve have to assume a minor impact of UG
on the pidgin / creole and a major impact of thiesttate. Therefore the substrate influence
facts presented above strongly favour the Relextibim approach to the LBH.

Still there are cases of creole features whichatcsseem to derive from the substrate.
Such an example is the passive construction of ddesésch. Since it is very uncommon for
creole languages to have such passives it is iWkaly lthat passives do not directly reflect UG
characteristics but that they strongly depend anairthe source languages.

Comparing the Unserdeutsch passive (15a) with ngligh (15b) and Standard
German (15c) yields some interesting similarities:

° Solomons Pidgin is not yet a creole but a faithpke and relatively complex pidgin.
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(15) a) Der Chicken war gestohlen bei alle Raskol. (Unserdeutsch)
b) The chicken was stolen by the rascals. (English)

C) Das Huhn wurde von den Gaunern gestohl¢S8tandard German)
The chicken was by the rascals stolen

(Volker 1989: 169)

As Volker (1989: 168) pointed out the English andserdeutsch constructions are
completely similar. Superstrate influence is twdfal this case. Almost half of the lexemes
involved derive from GermaimRaskolis clearly derived from Englistascal yet it is not clear
to me whethebei is supposed to be a direct realization of Enghiglor if Germanbei 'at,
near' has been reanalysed in this case, possililyated by the English prepositidnry which
Is a cognate. Two other reanalyses can also beva@iseGermarnwurde 'became / was' is
replaced by Germawar 'was' andalle 'all', which is a quantifier in standard Germarasw
reanalysed as a definite determiner. It is alser@#ting to note that Unserdeutsch makes use
of an auxiliary which is also untypical for creddeguages.

Showing the phrase structure trees gives us anessfmn of how Relexification
works. Normally we would expect grammatical struetuto derive from the substrate but in
the case of Unserdeutsch it clearly derives fromgliEh which is a one of the superstrates.
One can now think of two different scenarios.

a) The whole structure is relexified

b) All the minor structural elements (e.g. INFL, agrest features; t..)
are copied one by one and then reassembled.

In scenario a) the lexemes are removed from thetametion leaving behind the bare
structure:

IP
Spec I*
e Nl
X | [] VP

/\
\"h PP
/\ A
\"} NP

§

Figure 4: The bare English / Unserdeutsch passivérscture

Structural properties such as the presence o€fies features in INFL as well as the
movement of xare preserved. It is now up to the creolizersiltarf the gaps with lexical
elements from the superstrate(s), yielding theese in (15a).
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Scenario a) is of course not very economic sincenaplete and complex structure has
to be copied. Keep in mind that passives are unaomim creole languages, this indicates
that passives are highly marked or complex. Thgo alomes with a certain amount of
cognitive cost. We could be more minimalistic ireisario b), assuming that the passive
structure is made up of smaller elements which faivieeen transferred separately from the
superstrate and which were then reassembled byiagpheir inherent features or through
application of phrase structure rules:

(16) IP = INFL+VP
VP 9 V+NP

[...]

This would also make it easier for the creolizersptoduce other structures in the
creolization process. A remaining problem is thesgwn of towhat exteneandwhenduring
the acquisition process functional categories IINEL are part of UG.

As we could see we have to assume a Relexificgiimtess in the case of the
Unserdeutsch passive. However, as we could alsotlseesubstrate need not always be the
structure donator. Both German and English hacttral influence on Unserdeutsch (think
of the morphology which derives from German, seefthlowing section) and therefore pure
Relexification or substrate approaches (which regiguctural superstrate influence) must be
ruled out.

Some features, on the other hand, are clearly el@fiom one of the substrates. This
is true in the case of postposed interrogativesrestruction which is similar in Unserdeutsch
and Tok Pisin which is assumed to be the main satlestn the Unserdeutsch creolization
process:

a7) a. Du laufen geht wo? (Unserdeutsch)
b. Yu ran  go we? (Tok Pisin)
You-SG run  go where

'Where are you running to?"
(Volker >1991: 144)

As Volker also showed Unserdeutsch shows diffenealizations of structural
features, each being derived from a different ssul@nguage. The different possible
possessive constructions in Unserdeutsch shadtndite this:

(18) a. haus bilong Tom (Tok Pisin)
house of Tom
"Tom's house'

b. Haus fi Tom (Unserdeutsch)
house for  Tom
"Tom's house'
(Volker 1989: 156)

In the substrate Tok Pisin possession is expregsttdthe help of the preposition
bilong 'of' (18a). One possible construction in Unsersiguis completely similar (18b). Here
the prepositiorii (< Germarfur 'for') is used, a construction which is, at laashis context,
ungrammatical in Standard German and English, heace@nly be traced back to Tok Pisin.

In (19a) the possessive construction is built bgppsing the possessor immediately
before the entity which is being possessed, a nmigin which can be found in southern
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dialects of German (which were spoken by the Gerowdonisers, this could also be regarded
as evidence for the SupH). This kind of construct®ungrammatical in Tok Pisin as well as
in English, hence can only be traced back to Stah@arman. And indeed (19b) is found in
some German dialects:

(19) a. Diese Car de Tyre is heruntergegangen.
This car the tire s flat (‘fgone down’)
"This car's tire is flat'.
(Unserdeutsch, Volker 1989: 156)

b. Diesem Auto sein Reifen ist  platt.
this.DAT car its tire s fld
"This car's tire is flat.'
(Dialectal German)

Finally, Unserdeutsch also allows possessive coctstns which make use of a
genitive suffix (20a, 21a), a construction simitar both English and Standard German.
Volker (1989: 157) claims that constructions lilZd4) where the possessor is a proper noun
can only derive from English, but this is not neszedy the case since constructions like (21a)
are also possible constructions of some Germaeaiil A similar construction can be seen
in (21b), a less specifically dialectal but genlgrald-fashioned utterance of German. (21b)
sounds very old-fashioned to native speakers aaldatreminds of constructions which might
still have been taught at the orphanage schoolsevMdeserdeutsch was born. Therefore |
would like to conclude that the genitive constrotin (21a) could also be traced back to
dialectal or old-fashioned German. However, as ¥pllalso notes a more common
construction which is used in Standard German dggd ungrammatical in Unserdeutsch
(21c):

(20) a. Papa-s Waesche
Papa-GEN  washing
'Papa’s washing’
(Unserdeutsch / Standard German, Volker 1989: 156)

(21) a. mein Vater-s Haus
my  father-GEN house
'my father's house'
(Unserdeutsch / Dialectal German, Volker 1989: 156)

b. mein-es Vater-s Haus
my-GEN father-GEN house
'my father's house'
(old-fashioned German, *Unserdeutsch)

'DAT = Dative

1 We have to note that (21a) is more common in dialef northern Germany. The superstrate variahtstw
are assumed to have participated in the Unserdeatsolization process, however, were dialectoaftern
areas. This could indicate that (21b) is more jikelbe the source.

29



C. das Haus mein-es Vater-s
the house my-GEN father-GEN
'my father's house'
(Standard Germaf *Unserdeutsch)

In addition, one can observe that Unserdeutschgsss/e pronouns are not genitive-
marked anymore (as they are in Standard Germal®asitnot overtly, while nouns still show
this feature. Therefore the construction in (2&bYld be regarded as being the most likely
structural predecessor.

All these facts account for the idea that the LB&h mot always be applied to
Unserdeutsch. Quite a number of features deriva fvoe of the superstrates, the substrate or
even all of them. Relexification, on the other haras shown to be a good explanation for the
origin of many Unserdeutsch structures. This isdence for the fact that UG's direct
influence is not as strong as far as creole genesisncerned. As we will see later this has
serious implications for theories of language asitjon.

3.4 A challenge for LBH and Relexification: Boardirg School Creoles

Many creoles developed in much the same fashiarogean colonizers took control
over a colony, enslaving the indigenous populatiod raising the need for a lingua franca.
The colonizers' language served as the supersthake the indigenous' language(s) served as
substrate languages in the pidginization processweler, this kind of development is
different from the creole genesis which happenddriserdeutsch.

In the case of Unserdeutsch the first speakere wered-race children who were
being taught Standard German at a catholic missiphanage school. Non of these children
had a good command of any language, most of thewndndittle knowledge of Pidgin
English (which should later become Tok Pisin) omsoother substrates (Tolai, Filipino,
Chinese and others). Although the contact to them@e superstrate was quite strong due to
the German classes Standard German itself wasamdly spoken in the children's bedrooms.
Rather a more or less relexified version of TokrPdeveloped as kind of a secret language
so the children could give themselves a commortiiyen

This gives raise to three important questionsaaga$ creole genesis is concerned:

a) Who were the first competent speakers of Ures#sdh, adult  speakers of
Pidgin German or the children acquiring Pidgin Gamras L?

b) Does the answer to a) have any implicatiorL#ii and Relexification?

C) To what extent is UG involved in the developmeina Boarding School
Creole (or secret language), both from the LBH Ritexification point of
view?

It is not yet possible to answer question a),hegifor Unserdeutsch nor for any other
known creole language. The reasons are differegpemiding on which theory of creole
genesis is assumed. If we assume the adequacy &BH linguists would have to observe
communities of pidgin speakers and then observhdfe are any children acquiring the
pidgin as mother tongue. The situation would béeedom a Relexification point of view. In

121t should be noted that the use of the genitivimg81c) is on the decline in German. In spokenn@m it is
often replaced by a combination of the preposition'of' and the possessive pronoun in the dative aBas
Haus von mein-em Vater
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this case linguists would only have to permanergord and analyse the language which is
spoken by L speakers of the pidgin. However, from quite a neindf pidgin languages we
know that they have never developed into creokssn & they are being spoken for more than
one generation (e.g. Liberian Pidgin English).

This comes with an important implication whichrédated to question b): if there are
pidgins which never creolize, how can Relexificatiben claim that it is adults who are the
actual creolizers? Pidgins which exist for morentt@ne generation and which have a
sufficient number of speakers would necessarilyehtv develop into a creole, but as we
know now this is simply not the case! The LBH, tie bther hand can explain the reason
nicely. Since there have never been any children adguired the pidgin as l(often due to
sociocultural reasons like negative reputationhef pidgin) creolization can also never have
happened. Therefore, in the case of Unserdeutsetetss in the case of any other creole
language | would like to argue that Relexificatiwes a serious defect if it assumes adults to
be the creolizers.

Question c) sets Boarding School Creoles a bittdpan standard creoles. One may
ask to what extent creolizers draw back to UG eséhcases, as opposed to standard creoles.
One of the major differences between standard eseahd Boarding School Creoles is that
there is actually no need for a lingua franca m lttter case. The creolizers (children in this
case) have intensive access to the superstrate Wwailing lesser access to the substrate(s).
The superstrate alone could serve as a linguadrdnut still the creolizers decide to compose
a language which allows them to identify themselwathout appeasing too much to the
superstrate and yet distinguish themselves enaugbtablish themselves as a separate group
within the indigenous community.

If there is such a strong contact with the supatestone could expect a much stronger
structural impact on the creole. Remember thatlerstoucture is assumed to derive more or
less from the substrate in the Substratist andxielgtion approach. As some Unserdeutsch
language samples clearly show there has been abviopact of German structure on
Unserdeutsch. This can be seen in case of thevedlatomplex Unserdeutsch morphology
which obviously has its origin in Standard Germtms is very salient in the case of the
Unserdeutsch participle forms which are circumfidgdge- and—en a morpheme which is
productive in Unserdeutsch (22a):

(22) a. Wir war ge-gang-en fi such.
We were PAR7T-go.PERF-PART for searcl?
'We went to look (for x)'
(Unserdeutsch, Volker 1989: 171)

b. Wir sind ge-gang-en, um [X] zu suchen.
We are PART-go.PERF-PART for [X] to search
'We went to look (for x)'
(Standard German)

It is also interesting to note that the creolizef$Jnserdeutsch did not eliminate the
irregular verb formgegangerigone' and stick to a more generalized rule witegular (but
here ungrammatical) formatiogegeht='goed’, as children learning Standard German or
English as L regularly do (23a, 23b):

(23) a. Wir sind (zu x) gegeht. (children’s Ly German)
b. *We goed (to x). (children’s L4 English)

13 PART, = participle prefix, PART = participle suffix, DAT = dative
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Very often it seems to be the case that speaketdneerdeutsch tend to replace
participle verb forms ending it in Standard German (24b) by those endingen(24a):

(24) a. Du has mi fi das ge-frag-en, | werd geben du nachhe
You have me for that PARTsk-PART, | will give you later.
"You asked me for that, | will give it to you later

(Unserdeutsch, Volker 1989: 181)

b. Du hast mich danach ge-frag-t, ich werde es dirhieez geben.
You have me for.that PARTask-PART, | will it you.DAT later give
'You asked me for that, | will give it to youda.'
(Standard German)

However, it is not the case thge- and—t circumfixation is completely abandoned in
Unserdeutsch.

In other cases word forms can become even moreleamagain motivated by an
appropriate structure in German (25b). Here theighamweg 'away' is prefixed to the verb
(25a):

(25) a. Alle Knabe sind weg-ge-gang-en fi holen etwas.
The boys are away-PAR§o.PERF-PART for fetch something
‘The boys went away to fetch something.’

(Unserdeutsch, Volker 1989: 179)

b. Die Knaben sind weg-ge-gang-en, um etwas zu holen.
The boys are away-PARQo.PERF-PART for something to fetch
‘The boys went away to fetch something.'
(Standard German)

Hereweg-ge-gang-etgone away' consists of even three morphéesich is a very
high number for an analytic language. These vertligia constructions are quite complex,
still they have survived in Unserdeutsch.

These observations have strong implications forHLBnd Relexification. The
structures we have seen above indicate a diraatstal influence of the superstrates, this is
partly due to the strong contact Boarding Scho@lol&s have to this superstrate. UG may be
constraining this process, but it is not directgflected in these cases. The Lefebvrian
Relexification approach does not come into plapegitsince there is no visible substrate
influence in the case of the participle verb foamns verb particle constructions.

The sections above should have given you an immresof how both LBH and
Relexification can account for features or genesiginserdeutsch, and why they can not in
some cases. Since this paper is supposed to bepexr péiich wants to point at the
implications for theories of language acquisitian indings shall be gathered and compared
with theories of language acquisition in the follogitwo sections.

1% Or four, depending on whether a circumfix is reigar as one or two morphemes.
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3.5 Implications for theories of L; acquisition

Relexification may be able to answer a fair amafngquestions which are related to
the origin of creole languages. However, the apgrqaroposed by Lefebvre (1998) comes
with a serious and important assumption: gdsiltswho are the driving forces behind creole
genesis and nathildren, as the LBH proposes. This also has another imdic: while the
LBH assumes that creolization is lacquisition of a pidgin, Relexification claims tha
creolization is k acquisition of a pidgin. If we assume Relexificatito be a valid theory we
must oppose Relexification to; lacquisition theories. jLacquisition has shown that it is
children who are the best language learners, aswhreh has also shown that the ability to
acquire a language decreases with time. Givenatthaits may have more problems acquiring
a language, how then should they be able to ceealipidgin? Remember that creolization is
a very complex procedure since it is the goal teetti a deficient language with little
structure into a completely new natural languadas s why language acquisition research is
more compatible with the LBH than with Relexificati theory. The problem becomes even
worse since language acquisition stresses thedidedinguistic capacities of children while
universal and Nativist theories of creole genesgsraled out by Substratists. It sounds like a
new logical problem of language acquisition: asswigthe linguistic power of children, hence
stressing the importance of the LBH, Relexificataord stronger substrate theories are ruled
out. Assuming the importance of substrate languages Relexification theory in creole
genesis the children's role and UG influence idewtgd. What does this controversy tell us
about the specific theories of hcquisition we dealt with in section 2?

In theLexical Learningtheory of theContinuity approach it is assumed that syntactic
structures are an inherent property of the lexewtgke UG is constraining what the surface
result can look like. This means that the structactually derives from the lexemes (thus
from the superstrate), not from UG itself. Sinceasitthe superstrates which fill the creole
lexicon, within this framework we would have to as® that the structural influence of the
superstrate is far higher than is usually assuribe runs contrary to what the Lefebvrian
Relexification theory assumes, because in this draonk it is the substrates which are
responsible for the creole structure. However, taixl.earning does not rule out the LBH
because it could be argued that the grammaticdalurie® which the lexemes bear are a
projection of and constrained by UG.

Ordered Parametersn the other hand also assumes the presence &fodGhe very
beginning. Ordered Parameters focussed on the amisginput which is imposed to the
child (in the Relexification approach: to the ajluNobody will deny that pidgins are such a
deficient input, and this input is even worse thrastandard languages. Unfortunately there is
yet too little data concerning the acquisition a@fgin languages since the actual creolization
process happens in a very short period of timeréfbee Ordered Parameters can not be ruled
out or verified from the creole genesis point @wi

Maturation on the other hand, assumed that UG is presentnbutcompletely
assessable by the child at the very beginning. Mttanif we look atMaturing Modules
Maturing Principlesor Maturing Levelsit is very difficult to falsify Maturation apprahes
since again there is no data on pidgin acquisition. This comes with an interesting
consequence: should we wonder if a child acquiangidgin as mother tongue can ever
produce an ungrammatical sentence? Remember #at ith actually no positive evidence
available for the child since a pidgin (especiatlyearly stages) is a highly irregular linguistic
code! However, the child is still able to create tiew creole language out of nothing. This
does of course not apply to the Relexification apph. In this framework adults should be
expected to produce a lot of ungrammatical uttezanthey should even not be expected to
ever gain final native competence of the creole! ofdposed to Continuity we could also
assume that complex creole structures developtlaersimple structures because the child is
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initially not able to process complex proceduresit B/ho should be able to judge the
grammaticality of creolizers’ utterances if not tleeeolizers themselves? This is why
Maturation can also not be verified from the cregg@esis point of view.

To sum up we can say that there is strong frichetween theories of creole genesis
and theories of L acquisition. While language acquisition stresses linguistic power of
children, Relexification neglects the role of chdd and focuses on adults. Whilg L
acquisition assumes that the higher the age iseti®likely it is to acquire a language with
native-speaker-like competence, Relexification régacreolization as a gradual process
which can be done by one or more generations gfipispeakers.

3.6 Implications for theories of L, acquisition

L; acquisition was shown to be incompatible with twegenesis if we assume
Relexification to be the appropriate candidate xplan how creoles evolve. What do our
observations now tell us about theories patquisition?

Much the same of what we said aboutakcquisition is also true for,lacquisition, the
most important fact being the role of children dulés in the creolization process. It is also a
major (and strongly discussed) claim of theoried pfcquisition that L learning is more
effective and more likely to become native-like §ymunger the language learner is. This
alone favours the LBH and disfavours Relexificatidknother question which remains
unanswered is why if adults are assumed to be ribaizers, why is it only the substrate
speakers who are creolizing and why are speaketheobBuperstrate left outside? Still we
should be aware that there is a strong connecfi®elexification and L acquisition which is
L,. There should not be too many differences betwagult acquisition of a standard
language and adult acquisition of a pidgin langu&dge is of course the status of itself
which is a non-deficient language in normaldcquisition and which is a deficient pidgin in
creolization. In order to establish a creole cm®sl must have good access to UG and this
access may not be too restricted because creolzetia complex procedure which must be
constrained by UG. Since substrate influence has lshown to be an important factor in
creole structure this runs contrary to the LBHes$ing the importance of Relexification and
Substratist approaches. What does this all teldlusut the theories of,Lacquisition we
discussed in section 27?

The IHS claims that for both {.and L, acquisition UG is the initial state. From the
Relexification point of view the IHS is not tenalidecause here the substrate is the initial
state. The LBH is therefore highly compatible wikie IHS. Since creolists prefer either a
Substratist or Relexification approach modern tigsoof creole genesis rule out the IHS.

TheFAWT s not compatible with Relexification since it iohes that neither the Lnor
the substrate is the initial state, this is due¢ht® exclusion of transfer processes. However,
this does not mean thag br substrate are inaccessible. Since it was unetgat the initial
state should be in the FAWT approach the LBH isfalty supported by this idea.

Minimal Treesassumes that only lexical categories are availabkbe L, learner at
the beginning while functional categories are tiramed from UG to the creole. This
approach seems quite compatible with universal gggbres to creole genesis because both
state that UG is immediately involved to a certextent, although in the case of Minimal
Trees we do not know to what extent. However, Rétetion would assume that functional
categories would be initially available becausernder to transfer a structure the creolizer has
to know what "the structure of the structure” ierefore Minimal Trees is incompatible with
Relexification.

Valueless Featureseems to be more compatible with Relexificatioprapches since
both assume that linguistic structure is transterfirem Ly or substrate / pidgin to,Lor
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creole. The problem is that Valueless Features@sgarameters to be inactive as long as the
morphological paradigm is not acquired. Since @éahguages tend to be analytic languages
this is very problematic, therefore Valueless Festicould be considered inappropriate from
the creole genesis point of view.

Finally there is thd&=TFA approach which obviously is compatible to Releafion.
Both assume that the child has full access to U@ WG being only a constraining
mechanism rather than a source of grammaticaltsmeicLinguistic structure is copied from
substrate to creole or from o L,. Therefore the LBH is ruled out in this case.

Our findings for both Land L, acquisition can be summarized as follows: as we ha
seen, Substratist and especially Relexificationr@gghes strongly favour semi-Nativist
approaches of language acquisition instead of platesist / Universalist approaches. While
FTFA (L), Valueless Features{Land Relexification go hand in hand the LBH prefeeing
accompanied by Continuity as well as Maturation),(IHS (L), FAWT (L) and Minimal
Trees (k). This means there is very strong friction betwtesories of k. acquisition and the
Relexification approach proposed by Lefebvre. TiBHLseems to be more compatible to
modern theories of language acquisition, but in esartases we could also observe some
friction, but to a lesser extent.

4. Conclusion

The original intention of this paper was not toifyeor falsify the different theories of
creole genesis and language acquisition but to gshatvthere is friction between both. Our
findings in the previous sections may, howeverptanand disfavour certain theories but they
are by no means able to completely prove or rutetloese theories. The main reason is that
only little is known about the early stages of timgion as far as language acquisition is
concerned. Since creolization is a very rapid pscen the LBH approach linguists have to
react fast in order to get data from children acggia pidgin language as their mother
tongue. This kind of data is not available, themefd is almost impossible to use creole
genesis against theories of language acquisitiore @ay, however, count our findings at
least as circumstantial evidence.

There is another reason which makes creole genesilequate to falsify language
acquisition at the current stage of research: thies Universal GrammarPrinciples and
Parametersare still everything else but transparent. Neithaguage acquisition research nor
creole genesis can clearly define what exactlytased in our brains and to what extent
children or adults have access to these data. Weake genesis needs is more facts.

Many of the facts presented in this paper coulghest that linguists have to assume
that creole genesis is different from language wtipn; this means that the principles and
processes which are underlying creole genesisitiegemht from these underlying;land L,
acquisition. As a consequence, this could indichs¢ either modern language acquisition
theory or the Lefebvrian Relexification approaclkcteole genesis is on the wrong track.

Looking at our findings vice versa could also lesdto assume that it is language
acquisition theory which is often based on falsespmptions. If we accept the Lefebvrian
point of view we would have to wonder what the bdsr L; acquisition should be since there
is nothing available to the child to be relexifieldowever, this does not apply to, L
acquisition because there we have plenty of pdasbifor bases which could be relexified
(L, itself, a copy of &, UG ...). Just remember the different approachek;tacquisition
mentioned in Chapter 2.3).

Both LBH and Relexification are regarded as ex@eheories. Such theories have the
advantage of being able to explain problems eastlly both few rules and few exceptions.
On the other hand simple evidence is very ofternlaba and sufficient to easily falsify these
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theories, this has been shown for both LBH and »&f@ation. Recent theories of creole

genesis (such as Semantic Transparency) tend lochted between these two poles. They
comprise many advantages of both poles (which doesnean that they do not produce new
problems) and therefore seem to be more compatiblenodern theories of language

acquisition which stress both the importance of &kGwell as the need for environmental
input (=substrate / superstrate input). Therefogoad starting point to find a compromise

between language acquisition and creole genesistingglocated in the middle.
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