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Repourt on the i971 Winter Meenng of the Linguistic Societ! of America

froin the Point of View of Language Universals and Txgogz

Edith Moravesik

There were six papers prescnted at the 1971 LSA Winter Meeting
in daint Louuis which concerned themselves with crosslinguistic gener-
scizations.  Two of them were about question structure, given by
Christina Paulson {rom the University of Pittsburgh and by Harvey
Rosenbaum from the University of Texas, two dealt with subjects and
objects, by Winfred Lehmann from the University of Texas and by John
Rouss from Harvard Univers:ity, one was about possessive constructions,
by Rubert Underhill of Harvard University, and one was about language
acquisition, by Carolyn Kessler from St. Mary-of-the-Woods College.
We will summarize these papers and discuss some of what they zlaim.

Crosslinguistically recurrent properties of question structure that
were discussed by the Rosenbaum and the Paulston papers are the simi-
iarity of wh questions to relative clauses and reference to the hearer
in & special type of wh question. The particular resemblance between
relative viauses and wh questions discussed in the Rosenbaum paper,

enlitiea Vadey Zapotec: identical rule for both wh question movement

and felative Clause constituent movementl is this: in ZAPOTEC, nei-

ther relative clauses nor wh questions must contain the so-called
‘delinite future tense''. In other languages, many other shared pro-
perties huve been observed related not only to verb conjugation but
4i30 to word order and the shape of question words, question particles
and conjunctiorn.s. 2 Since the formation of both wh questions and rela-
tive clauses involves a movement rule which is unbounded, since both

' To be published in Festschrift for A.A. Hill and Bach-Peters'
NSF report on research conducted under NSF Grant 2468, under the
titie Constraints in Zapotec questions and relative clauses. The present
summary 1s based on this expanded and revised written version.

?
" See Farwell 1972, in the present issue.
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of these rules have to mention in their structural’ indices the verb of
the ¢lause into which the constituents will be moved, and since a change
of Rasenbaum’s informant's judgement over a period of two months
tuvk place concurrently in both of these clause types, he suggests that
perhaps the same rule is operative in the formation of both of these
sentence types an ZAPOTEC and,perhaps, in other languages as well.

Paulston in her paper entitled Language universals and socio-

cultural urplications in deviant usage: personal questions in Swedish

irvestigated nroperties of questions of a certain type in SWEDISH,
Ageinst this background, she focuses on an interesting theoretical
problem: how to deal with exceptions to generalizations; in narticular,
to amiversal Taws,  The summary of the paper is this. Eleven ways of
cxoressing ‘What do you want? ' in SWEDISH are presented and analysed,
ticd -t ix found that only two of these contain reference to the arldressee.,
s s osadd to be in conflict with a language universal. The explanation
«f this deviant usage is seen in factors related to societal change.
Swerder 18 now in a stage of developmoent from a "'still high'y stratified
Comvnunity i terms of social class and the Social- Democratic ideology
S8 equelitv’s According to official policy, of the two available second
nerson oronominal forms whose use once expressed social uncqualities,
new only the more intimate du is to be used. People, however, still
feel uneasy about the informality of this address form and rather avoid
referring to the hearer altogether., This way of accounting for the lack

of second serson forms in this question type is then generalized: Paulston

Ji

urgests that Vif a language possesses... {a) universal languoge feature
hut under specific conditions systematically avoids this feature with
cirowmscriptions, then this particular language usage contains clues

‘o the socio-economic conditions in that social structure. '’

The Jucidity of the argument leaves something to be desired. It is

"t e te e what is the particular Janguage universal with which

J
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the avoidance uf reference to the addressee as in conflict. Paulston
quutes Hockett's unaversal: "Among the deictic elements of every
hwnan lunguage 15 one that denutes the speaker and one that denotes
the addreasce.'; but the avoidance of you-forms in certain questions
duea nut conflict wath this statement. She also mentions that there
s o wiversal tendency wath respect to questions which ask about ''the
addressee’s opimion, want, {eeling, or experience' to formally denote
the addressee. To this, the SWEDISH case does appear to provide a
counterexample, but the tendency itself would have to be more carefully
defined and 1ts validity documented. But the notion "'universal' is not
really relevant to the sound methodological point Paulston makes.
What her aata actually show is that deviance from a rule of "grammar-
book grammar' (whether it happens to be a universal rule or not), or
change {rom une norm to diverse usage can be explained in terms of
suCietal facturs, or, more generally, that observing the lack of mani-
festation uf some generalization, one may find the explanatiun in the
:nfluence of some other law of greater force which takes precedence.
The application of this general principle in accounting for exceptions
to universais has been recoguized and made use of by‘iinguiats such
as Alan Bell (Bell 1970) and Charles Ferguson (Ferguson 1971).

Next, we will turn to the two papers which discussed subjects and

objects. Lehmann's paper entitled On a structural principle of language

and its umplications argued for the typological significance of the Object

over the Subject and Ross's paper entitied Primacy illustrated the gram-
matical primacy of the Subject as opposed to the Object.

Lehmann sets out to find an explanation for a correlation between
4 syntactic and a morphological fact which he had observed in the lan-
guages of the world. The observation is this: many languages whose
basic suriace order includes OV are agglutinative whereas consistent

VO languages are inflectional. The explanation he proposes is the
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Pollowinds Mhe asswmes ageneral principle which states: "Modifiers
cre placed on the opnosite gide of 4 basic syntactic element from its
nronaey concom:itant, ' I markers of categuries such as negation,
coviation, or reflexive action are interpreted as modifiers to the Verb,
ther, according to this principle, they hive their place assigner! on the
site of the Verh where the Object, the Verb's "primary concom:tant™, s
sttt o marticular, an OV Languges the predicted pattern is O-V-Murkery
erd i VO tanguage s, Miarker-V-0. Pastverba! markers Lehm. nn sup-
ae et then ove Prose to agelutinative morphology and preverbal ores to
*ectieery The pamer provides rich documentation of how negaton,
Lot ey retlesavity, reciprocity, interrogition, and moods sach as
T ontative, desaderative and potential are agglutinatively morked in
OV T e aiae s such as JTAPANESE, TURK'SH, QUECHUA and SANKET!
P S TANYITD e in VO lanpguage s such as CLASSICAL M1 BREW
c ARUANISHLD Dplications of the proposal especially with respect to
DR TR ODPEAN are discussed and additional typological propertics, mostly
Troas e wogdm of g»?u;nu!ugy are pointed out of the basic language tynes,

Pocoieg by the various queries and problems that arise in the reader?

e terermost o these s thist why should preverbal marking
moeoalt e stlection and postverbal one inoagglutination?  One would rother
et e famne r o give rise to prefixing and the latter, to suffixing,
D et ~tton and suffixation are 0 fact correlated with bas ¢ order
tyvne s s segrested by three of Greenberg's universals (number 3, 4, and
ST Greennerg 90 3). According to these, exclusively suffixing lan-
Bt tre pastpositionial and exclusively prefixing ones are prenositional;
2w e aronerties ‘prepositional’ and “postrositional’ are correlated
At VSO one SOV orders, respectively, An explanation to sutfixing

RN S

veeraus hre vl was proposed by Given *971, Although he includes in
s nvee =t st o0 omuch wider range of markers *han Lehmann does -

oacdittor to ol ityemarkers, also agreemente-markers and deriva-
oot ttixes -- s theory 1s similar to Lehmana's in that he, ‘oo,
vrn s cnarshatocica! order in terms of prior syntactic order. He
derves, for onstonce, BANTU modality nrefices and verbederiving

Lt oves teesse e verbs which nrecerde or follow, respectively, their
weotent al s eplements An exnlanation of why nreverbal mark e should
comreate wth nflection rather than prefixation atsei mayv lie i the
Lecves Oy ounfavored and unstable character of prefixes, Greenberg has
enteo sut (1707 St prefixes are comparativelv infrequent and they
el e o to somie other kind of myarking snd that thie “et can Le

WL s terms of renera’ nsvehological laws.,
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eiv atudyang the substantiai wimount of datd included in the paper and the
iNaLy JGeas and sugyestions presented, let us rather explore the gencrai
anpiacations of Lehmuann's basic cluun: that there are only two basic
types ol wanguages, those characterized by OV and thuse charactericed
By VO oracer.

How does thes two-fold division relate to the full range of logically
pusscbic urderaigs and to the urders actually found in languages? Logi-
Cays tnere are v pussible orders for the three basic constituents:
=VO, SOV, OVs, OS5V, VSO, und VOS. Greenberg found (1963, 7¢) that
» uf theae are extremely mrc.‘* These are the ones in which the Object
precedes the dubject (compare unaversal no.l in Greenberg 1963). What
onie adtual.y finds fur basic declarative orders in the languages of the
worla arce ouly these three: VSO, SVO, and SOV. When Lehmann
Cidima that there are unly 2 typologically significant orders: OV and
VO, ana .umps together VSO and SVO, both being VO, as against SOV,

Apart trom Greenberg's three-folds and Lehmann's two-fold order
tynulugics, there has been one more recent proposal as to how languages
v the worid are to be divided with respect to prevailing word order. In
*7u, MiCGawley propuscd that there may be only two basic types of
saffuages: V-ainitial and V-final, and that the order where the V is
sentence -medial ==a.e. SVO -- i3 to be derived from the V-initial
wraer =- L. trom VSO (McCawley 14970, 298).

How does this proposal differ from Greenberg's and Lehmann's?
Ali three (lassilications differentiate between SOV languages and the

rest. MceCawley and Lehmann both differ from Greenberg in that they

<4
Rouss (1970, 842) thinks TAGALOG may be VOS, ALCONQUIAN,
OV:s and ALEUT, OSV.

>Greenberg's classification is three-fold in the sense that he starts
cut with the three prevailing word orders as corresponding to three pos-
sible types., There are a number of indications in the paper, however,
whick show that he i1s aware of the closeness of the VSO and SVO types
as agaiast SOV languages.

t
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nrovose to completely erase the havic class boundiary between VSO
el SOV Languages. MoeCawley furthe rmore differs from Letunann
it that Tehmann's VO type includes VSO and SVO as two “equal”
mermhers, whereas MeCawley assigns, of the two, primacy tu V30

e o deriverd gtiatus to SVO. The following chart summarizes this:

LOGICAL POSSIBILITIES: VSO SVO SOV VOS 0OVS OSsv

ACTUALLY OCCURRING BASIC
THCLAMATIVE SURFACE ORDERS: VSO SVO SOV

GRUIENDRERG'S CLASSIFICATION: VSO SVO SOV
\ /
\"/

PREANIANNS CLASSIFICATION: voO ov

MOCCAWLEY'S CLASSIFICATION:

o can we eviduate the three proposed classifications”  They have
smalications that are subject to testing in two respects. First, they make
(Ltterent predctions about how particular languages should differ from
ot resernble cach other in their particular characteristics, Second, they
viesoor rhfterert degrees of importance to the main constituents of the
certemee s We will now explore to some extent both kinds of implications

Forat, we wall take a look at the actual languages that hide behind
these urder labels and see how these classifications stand up it the light

o actu!

language characteristics. In particular, we will consider

thres thangst 1) frequency of order types in the languages of the wor'd,

SV oorader alternation within a language, 3) correlation betweenr basic order
tvoe ard other properties of a language,

As fare as frenuency of order tyoes s concerned, Greenberg reports
thit *be SVO type (eo.g. ENGL'SH, FRENCH, FINNISH, or THAI is the
st frequent; the SOV lype (TURKISH, JAPANESE, BASQUE etc.) is
thout as - mmon, and the VSO type (ARABIC, HEBREW, ZAPOTEC) is

i tetinite minority (1963, 77).
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i terms of thas ubservation, V5Q and SVO languages are poular
uppusites in frequency. This makes one dissatisfied with the Lehmann
framewura where these twu types come out as 'equal' manifestations
of the VO type. In McCawley's framework VSO 18 basic and SVO derived:
this perhaps can be taken to currespund ¢ e instability of the VSO
type whion would then account for 1ts lack of frequency as a basic sur~
fut v urder type as opposed to SVO which it ""becomes''. |

Two of Greenberg's gencralizations mention order alternations

within 4 sanguage. Unaversal o states that "all languages with dominant
V0 urcer have SVO as an alternative or as the only alternative basic
order's This observation is again captured by the McCawley framework
which Buaits o transiormation which 18 constrained so as to convert VSO
.nto SVO but nut SOV anto SVO, or VSO into SOV or SOV into anything.
in universal 7, Greenberg notes that adverbial modifiers precede the
Vero in languages where the only basic surface order is SOV; or if there
.5 une auternative order only: OSV. This observation does not bear on
the relationahip between VSO and SVO languages, but it can be taken

te oe cvaaence fur the significance of the OV order, since it shows that
v urder o u regularity -« one about adverbial ordering here -~ to

st for e OV lunguape, the only alternative order which the language
i» permitted to have 18 une which preserves the OV order. On the other
hand, 1t car also be taken as evidence for the significance of the sentence-
tinality of the Verb, since the alternative order that is allowed, OSV,
alsu preserves the verb-final property of the main order, SOV. In fact,
i1t 18 mure in support of McCawley's classification: if the preservation
vf OV order were crucial, an OVS alternative order should also be
permissible, whereas the requirement that the Verb should remain
sentence-{inal 1n the alternative order uniquely determines OSV.

Let us now turn to other characteristics of these languages and see

which of the three classifications are most in line with the similarities

b
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and differences observed with respect to these properties, " What is
really heang claimed”?  In Greenbery's classification, HEBREW, ARABIC,
and ZAPOTEC, being VSO languages, are a semrate class trom FENGLISH,
FRENCIH, FINNISH, and THAI, these being SVO languages, and bhoth
Are ceparde fronm JAPANESE, HINDIL, and BASQUE, the SOV group.
Pehrm ovcwontd claim that there 10 no fundivnental typologica! disting -
tion hetween ARABIC - HERREW - AAPOTEC, on the one hand, and
ENGLISH - 'PENCH « FINNISH - TIIAL, on the other. The imnlication

P MG ey s claum would perhaps be that ENGLISH, FRENCIH!, FIN-
NS THAL Gre Yess Chasic” a type than ARARIC, HEBREW, ind ZAPO-
HEC.,

Fhere tre qevera] obse rvations in the Greenberg paper whveh are
relevont to evaluating these claims. First of all, he noted that « onsidere
108 e sratwerty of “having prepositions' and "hiaving postpositions',
rne e claer property of the order of the qualifying adjective with respect
et b, e finds that different SVO language s do not behove the

e et reenect to these two properties, and that, whereas most VSO
Lt tle o mave prepositions and the adjective fol'nws the rouns, and
et OV Diaguages have postpositions and the adiective precedes the
Yoo SV Ianpunges are more similar to the V30 rroup in that more
P ve prepusitions ond the adiective following than postpositions
tectes preceding (Greenbere 1903, 77). This reflects q rela-
e et eer VSQ oand SVO languages as opposed to SOVes 18 Hoth
Lefvveana and MeCawley claimed; and it also argues for SVO languages
heong tedd “Hasic' which 1s what is McCawley's additional ¢laim.
The <ame point: that the major typological difference is between

VSO and SOV languages, is borne out by a number of Greenberg's

® Lehmann himself makes gome hints at some propertics that OV
‘anguages, but, presumably, not VO languages have (e.g. vowel harmony

and pitch accent), but the facts do not appear to me to be sufficiently
clear and sufficiently ducumented.
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proupuscd tpaversais. Besides universals 2 and 3 which state the abuve-
mentivies courrelation between VSO order and prepositions and SOV and
pustpusitions, there are two more of interest. Universal 16 correlates
V50 urder with the inflected auxihary preceding the Verb and SOV
vrder with the inflected auxiliary following the Verb., Universal 12 states
that VSO linguages put interrogative markers and phrases first in wh
queations, where fur SOV languages there 1s no such invariant rule.

Grevaveryg in fact states no typological generalization which would
single vut SVO languages as opposed to the others. The only suggestion
vf this Kind that | know of has been made by Schwartz (1972; in the pre-
sent issuc).  He claims there are two characteristics waich set apart
SVO languages from the other two types: one is that there is no SVO
sanguage which would at the same time also have a pure ergative system
whereas vrygative languages uccur in both of the otaer types; and he says
that SVO iunguages but not the other two types have a constituent binding
Setwoeen the Verb and the Object, ive¢. a VP constituent.

Adait.onal evidence for the relationship between SVO and VSO
caliguuges and to the busicness of VSO order is given in McCawley 1970,
McCuwley here claaums that ENGLISH 18 "really" a VSO language. He
presents seven cases in which a grammatical account of ENGLISH could
be imipruved if rules would work on a VSO rather than SVO order. These
rules are: the passive transformation, there-insertion, subject raising,
negative-raising, predicate-raising, the mechanism to account for the
fact that when only and cven apply to the whole sentence, they imine-
dately precede the verb, and the mechanism that accounts for the fact
that in ENGLISH conjunctions go with the constituent that they immediately
precede. More arguments in favor of the same point are said to be given
by M. Muraks (in his Ph.D. thesis written at the University of Texas
in 1970 and entitled Presuppositions, pseudoclefting, and thematization;
referred to in Bach 1971). One more reason why ENGLISH and
perhaps also some other SVO languages should be looked upon as

Q I“
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VSO Dinguages iy given by Bach in his recent paper on questions (Bach
T The argument is this, It the movement of the question word in

the formation of wh questions happeus by attraction to the governmirg
verh, then i SVO Linguages such ax ENGLISH one would expect the rale
vooonerate When the embedded question 18 an ohiect clause ~- ¢. . | asked

crere e was working. == but not when it is i subject clause: pstead of

Where he was wourking was obvicus, we would expect 2He was wuorking

her wes ehvious,, since in this case there i8 no govern:ng verb in the

B
e
- e

egine teg ol the sentence to attract the wh word. Since this prediction
St horee outl wh movement does take place in both types of clauses,

B s aggests that SVO languages should he looked upon as VSO languages,
o rder taonrovide o sentence~initial Verb towards which the wh word
VLA VS T ove s, -

osam: moest but not all of the facts cited by various linguidts appear
v =hov that the typological distance between SOV and VSO or SVO lan- '
e s wmger than betweer. VSO ond SVO languages; and that of the
e VOO s mvore homogencous and it desceriptively, 1 not hastorically,
it e e SYO order,

desiees the predictions that we can derive from the three typologies
Lot mesnedt teosimilarities and differeonces among the languages of the
wor'd, there are also other testable implications of these class.fications
= we pomnted cut before;  in particular, with respect o the groonmatical
St cance of constituents. Greenberg doesn't indicate explic:tly that
= fcts, ohects and verbs would have different degrees of sigeficance
otvnologienl statements. McCawley, on the other hand, implies that
t s e Verh i its order to the sentence boundary which is significant,
Tetunann’s OV - VO typolugy is based on two contentions. First, Lehmann
ceor.ves the Subject of its language ~typological significance. lHe states
ernlaallyt ... subjects are by no means primary elemoents in sentences.

neluriny them among the primary clements as in an attempt to classify

11
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SVO wnu VOO lunguagt s a8 majurl types an the same way as VO and

OV languages, has been o source of trouble for typulogical analysis,

oo Typoiogical studies. . callustrate. .. /e/ that the S in SVO formuiae

i3 far iess significant than are the categories represented by V and O. ¢
Second, wien he talks ubout the Object as a ''primary concomitant'’ of
the Voerb, e must wssume a predicate constatuent.  Let us now take a
ureel doun gt fudts whach bear on these claims: on the relative signafi-
cance ol the Object uver the Subject and the existence of a "VP note''.

Rus»' puper given at the Mcecting eatitled Primacy, bears on the
LTl pusnt and provides evidence an the opposite direction. Ross in his
;upu:? Cited @ whele urray of grammatical rules all showing that if a
Fuse appies tu ubjects, it also applies to subjects; and if a rule is con-
Gitivied, exically, or structurally, for subjects, it must be conditioned
fur ubjects as well.

Ot the uther hand, there are at least two points to make in favor of
the gram:atical "primacy' of the Object over the Subject. One is pro-
Videu DY wa o ubservation of Lehmann's. In VO languages, nominal mudi-
LaePa s as redaluve clauses, adjectives, and genitival expressions
toiluw nouns, an OV languages they precede them. This ordering
reguiar.ty van be explained by the same "principle of the vpposite side"
which was used to explain the ordering of verbal modifiers. Since the
primary concomatant of the Oliect 18 the Verb, we predict NominalModifier-
O-V order in OV languages and V-O-NominalModifier in VO languages.
This argwnent, however, stands or falls with the assumption that nominal
moditiers are pramarnily modifiers of Objects. If we try to apply the
principle tu the Subject, we still get the right order for SOV languages:
Num:nalModifier-5-0-V (the "primary concomitant' of the Subject being
the OV cumplex), but for SVO languages we would predict the wrong order:
"NominalMudifier-58-V-0; the right order S-NominalModifier-V-0 is

7
Unlike the other papers surveyed here, I have no written version
of Russ' tulk,

lh
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counter to the “principle of the opposite side', Finally, in VSO languages,
in urder to predict the desired order V-S-Nominal Modifie r-0, we would
have to arhitrarily assume that the primary concomitant of the Subject

= the Verb rather than the Object. All this shows that the explanation

of the typology of the ordering of nominal modifiers with respect to the
head requires the mention of the Object but not of the Subject.

Second, we may allude to the arca of definiteness. There seem to
P¢ many regularities here which pertain to the Object but not to the
Suhrects Two of thegse I know of as being well-attested in a number of
sanguages. First, in languages such as HUNGARIAN, AMHARIC, SWA-
HILIL, AKKADIAN, and FIJIAN, the inflection of the main Verb varies
“enerriing on whether the Object is definite or indefinite. Second, in
some ianguages the marking of the Object itself varies depending on
whether the Object i8 definite or indefinite, such as in TURKISH, HE-
BREW, PYRSIAN, and MACEDONIAN.

The other grammatical implication of Lehmann's claim is that there
st e w nredicate constituent, which then determires that the primary
¢onvemtant of the Verb is the Object. Assuming that the primary con-
com.otant is more closely bound to the Verb than the non-primary one
tls0 gives sense to the "principle of the opposite side': modifiers are
= the noposite side from the primary corcomitant, presumably in order
rot to disrunt that close binding. Lehmann implies that there is a "'node'’
svers hoth OV and VO; i.e. he assumes a predicate constituent to be a
universal ane, There is at least one other theory in which the univer-
ality of the predicate constituent on some derivational! level is assumed:
the Sirders-Tal “immediate dominance"” principle. Recently Schwartz
(177210 in this issue) has taken up an investigation of the extent of the VP
noce in language types and he concludes that SVO languages have it only,
I~ ENGLISH itself, there appears to be little evidence for the assumption

©{ 4 VP node on a non-superficial leve. Irstances where the Verb and

1
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the Object form a unit an the operation of a rule -=- such as in predicate
deletion ur so-pronominalization (compare Jacobs and iKosenbaum 1966,
27, 41, anu McCawley 1970, 298) -- do not necessitate the assumption of
4 separate predicate node in the deep structure: the constituency required
Oy these rules naturally yiclds itself if Sentence in the deep structure is
dominateu LY another S node, with Tense being its sister constituent.
if Subject Raising then subscquently applies, Verb and Object will end
up as sole constituents of an S node (Lakoff and Ross 1968, McCawley
1970, 295). In sum, we may conclude that both claims that are implicit
in Lehmann's classification -~ cuicerning the primacy of the Object and
the universality of VP ~= are controversial issues and are in need of
further rescarch.

in cunsidering how basic the subject-object distinction is in language,
pertinent data {rom language acquisition are of importance as well.

Carolyn Kessler's paper Contrasts in the acquisition of syntax in bilingual

children presented at the Meetings shows that the distinction between
dubject und Indirect Object and the distinction between Direct and Indirect
Object ure the earliest-learnt ones, at least in the case of ENGLISH-
iTALIAN bilingual children. This,however, 18 not the main finding of

the paper. The study i1s based on comprehension data from twelve
bil:rguas children an the Italo-American community of South Philadelphia,
age © to 8. Kessler investigated how 16 types of ''surface structure"

in ITALIAN and in ENGLISH were learned by these children in both
languages. She finds that structures that are similar in the two languages
== such as the differentiation between for and to, or tbe differertiation

between direct and indirect object or between subject and indirect object --

8
The full report of the research presented in the paper is given in
The acquisition of Syntax in bilingual children, Washington, D.C.
Georgetown University Press, 1972.
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are waquired at approximately the same rate and in the same sequence
in the two languages, whereas structures that are acquired at varying
rates are different in the two languages. ? Examples of the latter type
of vonstructions would be pronominalization of the object which 1s more
commplex in ITALIAN since it involves a change in word order as well,

or ref'exivization which appears simpler in ITALIAN, since i, hinself-

herself-itself there is one form si corresponding.  She then generalizes

from her observations by suggesting that there may be a general law-
“tke relation between two factors: the sequence and rate of acquisition
o! linguistic structures in two langu:{ges learnerd by the same person
ard the degree of their similarity in those languages: from one of these
nred o ctions could be made to the other. In accounting for the sequencing
of language-snec:fic structures, she resorts to the idea of linguistic

"

complexity.

Rohert Underhill in his paper entitled Remarks on possessives

notes that in many languaves there is a formal similarity between
ordinary possessive constructions and gerundive nominalizations. This
.« the case, for instance, in MAORI, THAJ, TURKISH, and ENGLISH;

compare John's hat with John's coming. He sugges's a formal account

to explun this s:nularnity by positing a nominalization rule which creates
A deriverd structure identical with that of ordinary possessives. A sub-
seaaent nossessive-narking transformation then inserts a formal marker
for.nossess:ve constructions. In the course of a detailed discussion
concerming TURKISH, ENGLISH and THAI, he makes an observation
which he thinks may be universally valid: that a possessed noun may

have »nly one possessor.

'JThis .8 not a longitudinal study. she takes the number of errors
made in a one-time comprehension test to be indicative of the rate and
sequence of acquisition of a particular construction,

i0 ' . . .

For linguistic complexity as an explanatory principle in language
acnu:s.tion, see Ferguson 19¢4 and Brown and Hanlon 1970,
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