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13) Jgﬁg 01;>B111 PRO to leave. ’ ' ’ -

' ¢4) John promised Bill PRO to leave.

» [ ’ ] [ . . " -
Considerable attention has been given to the acquisition )

.
by children of structures containing infinitive Jomplements.

C. Chomsky (1969) deals with cquisition of structures such

’

as the followings ) /

(1) John told Bill to leave.. ‘ ' o,
I L ] .

P ,®
(2) John promised Bill to leave.

-

Proper interp:etatign of such structures requires a knowledge
of a lexical pro'prty assoc1ated w1th the matrix verb, which
specifies. vﬁéther the understood subJect' of the 1nf1n;qnve
is to be the' main clduse subject or a noun phrase (NP) inAthe

\
verbal complement. Within the framework of N. Chomsky (1980),

[N

the underlying subject of an infinitive complement is the constit-

¥ £

uent PRO. Accordingly, sentences 1 and 2 would be rePresented

; ]
as 3 and 4, respect1ve1y, where labelled bracketing w111 be ignored.

-

- b : \
L ’ )
Following N. Chomsk?is'rule of control (1980;32-6), a coindexing
-~ .

" procedure assigns to PRO the index of the NP in the sentence .

which is defined as the controller of PRO.
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"With most verbs that take infinitive complements . in English

(tell, persuade, order, allow, force, etc.) an NP in the verbal

b4
complement is the controller of PRO. In 3 above, Bill will do

‘ the leaving and’ not John, so Bill and PRO are éoindexed; in other
. * T

words, Bill is the controller of PRO. Verbs'like tell .are said

"to assign complement control, 1In coamtrast to.verbs that assign

. “ ’ » » L3
complement control, the verb promise is an exception to the general

‘ ]

rule in that it has the property of subject control. So in 4,

>

John, the subject NP, is the controller of PRO becausg John will,’

do the E;aJiné and not Bill.
C. Chomsky '(1969) foind that children Between the ages of
5 and 10 passed through four stages in their acquisition of struc-

tures with infinitive complements. In the first stage\children
overgeneralized complement control, consistently assigning Bill
as the subject of the infinitive in sentences like both 1 and

R . ¢ .
2. .In the second stage children were not consistent in their

integpretation of .such sentences. In the third stagde children
- .

. . -~ M !
had/ mastered tell but stil} made mistakes with promise. And
. . TN *
in the fourth stage children yere.shccessful with both verbs.

.
¢ ~

.. -
B . ~
.

1. The ‘Minimal Distanée Principle. To explain children's

‘difficulty with the verb promise;-C. Chomsky hypo‘Pesized that
‘ . . LY

-children vere overextendfng the Minimal Distdnce Principle (MDP),'

a‘notion defined in Rosenbaum‘(l§67). As it relates to structures

* ’
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with infinitive complements, the MDP stipulates that the NP imme-

A

diately to the left of the infinitive is assigned as the subject

of the infinitive.! While most verbs comply with the MDP, promise.
violates it by assigning -subject control and must be so'designatéq

’

. #in the lexicon. C..Chomsky maintained that the late acquisition

'pf promise was due to its violation of the MDP. )

! '
.

The verb ask adheres to the MDP in its meaning of 'request’

but violates it in its meaning of 'question'. Consider the fol-

”
1

. ' "lowing three sentences (PRO will be ignored): : -

¢ . " \ N . . . /- \\

(5) John asked Bill to leave.
. (6) John asked to leave.

* (7) John asked Bill what to do. _ ' .
- P

1 . )
In 5 and 6, ask is a requj;t for action. As C, Chom;ky pointed

. ¢ - . N
out, request-verbs (ask, beg, want, choose, etc.) follow the .

[

X MDP. When.there is an NP in the verbal complemerit, it is undér-

stood as the subject of the infinitive: in 5, Bill will do the:
leaving. In the absence of an NP in the verbal complément'the . .
sentential subject is the closest NP to the intinitive and.is 4

accordingly understood as the subject of the infinitive: in
'y - R .
6, John will do the leaving. But ask in 7 is a query and as*
. such has a different control property from ask as a request.

Like promise,|it violates the MDP and is marked for subject control.. .

.
e ‘ .

It is John rather than Bill that is understood &s the subject .
of to do in 7. ‘ o s
. ) ’ "
. ' o
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Because there are actua¥Yly two verbs ask, one with complement
T contrdl, one with subject control, C. Chomsky found that ask

was even more difficuwdt to acquire than gromise, which is at ’

least consistent in its violation of the MDP, She found that ) ,

children first went through a stage in which they overextended
. i A4 [}
the MDP to all instances of ask. That is, they interpreted Bill

! -

as the suﬁject of the infinitive in both 5 and 7. Later the.

children began to diétinguish the two ve)bs ask, but some continued

-

to misinterpret &

kd

to pr&mise, which was mastered by age 9.

7 e

meaning '

question' even at age 10, as opposed

»

L]

Others have replicated C. Chomsky's study or Eondﬁctéd similar

—~

studies which essentially support an overextension of the MDP .

2’3Mw¢ )

-
-~ 1

by children in their acquisition of control structures.
studies have differed from Chomsky's only in minor details.
In_one such study, Kessel (1970), children mastered ask and tell

complements earlier than the children in Chomsky's stu&y. Many

[

of Kessel's 7-year-olds and most of his 8-year-olds correctly

interpreted the complements of both veibél Tavakolian (1978)

p .

studied children aged 3 to 5 and observed among the 4- ard 5-
. »

L]

‘. year-olds an overextﬁnsian of thé MDP to the verb promise. Among
* ' L]

the 3-year-olds, however, she suspects an even earlier strategy

s than the MDP.“ In a study wjth Arabic-speaking children, Aller .
et al. (1977) tested the ﬁ}z:ic equivalents of ask and tell §£ruc-,

tures and observed a stage during which the MDP was in fact over-

-
-

’ " extended to Arabic ask 'question'.f/

! [} . ] 3
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Whereas the above studies are-first language inveatigations\ -

of the acqu1s1t; n of infinitive complement structures, d‘AngleJan

and Tucke$ (1974) 1nvest1gated the ac&h1sit}on of these and ‘other
. . '

structures by adult second language léarners. :Their subjects

were divided into two groups, beginners and advanced. One task

tested subjects' comprehens1on of sEntences like 1 and 2 above,

with the aim of assessing their knowledge of the ShbJeet fontrol
L property of promise. On this task the beginnera were fnconsistent
.7 } ‘e
in thedr responées, behaving somewhat like‘the children in C:

Chomsky ] (1969) second stage (inconsistency). The é?vanced .’

<3

—

subjects made v1rtua11y no errors on these structures. ' Another

tiek.feaxed subjects' comprehension of structutes likg 7 above,

. : e \
in which ask with a wh-complement ,assigns subject control, versus

\ structures like 8/ bdlow, in which_ tell assigns icomplement control
. , fﬂesp1te‘the !h-complegent. .
(8) John told Bill what to do. .. )
'_ . <7 ‘ .
“ Y . ~ . - -

I

«On this task ths,beginners applied the MDP correctly to structures

s like 8 but exnibifed a 50% efror rate on structures like 7.
. . $ . < .
This fact indicates ap overextensiph of the MDP by .a large number
: .- ‘ S * ~
of subjecté at the beginning leve]. The advanced group recognized

the)’ d1fferent control properfies of the two verbs and made few

Q

~

errors dh‘theytask. Ce,
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In their study, d'Anglejan and Tucker found no second language
. . .

'strategfes that differed from any of the first language strategies —
reported in the literature. They conclude that second language

b . &
learners utilize 'basic’iaqguage proéessing principles' and apply

'broad general rules' in interpreting the kinds of sentences
L) 4 . \'

.

under discussion and ghat they do not resort to any contrastive

analysis of their first.languages'(292-3). These conclusions

.-

are consisqsnt_with the hypothesis advanced in Dulay and Burt c
(1974, 1976) that in most respects the mechanisms of s;cond lan- ,
guage acquis@t?on parallel those of first language acqui;iijon.s

Given the evidence in the above studies, it is reasonable
to assume that children do pass through a stage in whic; they _ e
overextend the MDP aé an‘interpretive sérage;;’for the ;omprehen;‘
sion of control structure?. This assumption Qill be ﬁaintained
tﬁrbughout the paper. ‘In view of d'Anglejan and Tucker'(}9745r
the QPP 4ppears to be overextended by adult seﬁend langgfge ledrners 4
as well. T

2. Second language learners and prelingually deaf learners
Y English. The question of the second languagg acquisijion
of infin%tivé complement structures is pursued “in this paper.
In addit;oa, the afquisition: of these:structures by_pgelingdally
deaf learners of English is also pursued. IQ many respects,
deaf learners of English exhiQét«Fhé same kinds of syntactic
behavior as other popula;tgns ‘learning English do'(Q;igley and

. An N .
.

s

h
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King 1980:337-422. Hence the errors of deaf individuals should

not be studied in isolation. Along with the findings of first
and second language acquisition studies, the errors (and other

linguistic behav1or) of deaf individuals are valusble to an undé’-

4 » -

standing of language acquisition generalf&. In some respects

their behavior might resemble firbe language learﬁers, ift-other -

respects second language learners (see fn. 5). Where the three
. . .

populations behave sfmilary relative to the acquisition of parti-
’ ) :
cular structures, an explanation of the similarity might be sought

in the inherent nature of the strufipres themselves. *°
o . .
The survey shown in Table 1 was admimistered to 103 adult

B

speakers of other laﬁéuages learning English and to 51 adult

prelingually deaf learners of English. The.speakers of other

:
* languages were students at Boston University's Center for English

Language and Orientation Programs (CELOP) and represented twelve

different nagive languages as follows (figyres in parentheses-

,indicate numbers of speakers of eath langudge): Spanish (55),

+

Farsi (12), Arabic (10), Japanese (8), Erench (4), Portuguese
(4), Turkish (3), Armenian (3), Greek (1), Korean é}), Chinese \
(1), and Créole (from G;inea Bisao) (1). On the basis of CELOP |
placement tests, written language sambles,_and oral interviews,

tﬁ% students were distributed across eleven levels of English‘
proficienc; froﬁ'beginning to advanced. The prelingually deaf

PR /
students were newly admitted to the National Technical Institute

.




'placed'in one of NTID's five English levels on the basis of an

English score, whig&ffs a combination of the California Redﬁing

Test and ‘NTID's Writteén Language Test. Though such parallel%,

are only an approximation, the@e_Ehglish levels are roughly com-—
L]

patable to an ESL range of from low infermediate to advanced.

.
., . -
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(A) George -asked Tom to buy a newspaper. ‘

Who will buy a newspaper? ° 7 Qeorge
(B) ,Bill chose fo stay at home. .'
Who stayed at home? Bill . another person
(C) John told Mary to close Qre door.
. Who will close the door?- John Mary
(p) Eill pré;ised Georée to wash the dishes. . .
‘ Who will wash the dishes? Bill Ge;rge
-(E)' John said to come at 7:30. ’ ' '

Y

Who will come at 7:302.‘ \ ‘another person

(F) Jim showed Larry where to ép.
\ .

4

, ‘Who will go somewhere?

* (G) Mary asked to see thg\:eﬁcher{
- !

" . . , .
Who will see the teacher? another person -

(H) Larry told John what to do.

’

?

Who will-do something? . ) Larry = John'
Tom reminded George to do the homework.

Who did the homework? © Tom) ~Teorge

Larry was ‘skld(where to sit. N .

Who will sit somewhere? L;rry another person

Alice explained.what to do. Y \
/

Who will do something? ' 'Alice_ another pefson

v

-

Linda ‘chose Mary to answer ,the question.

Who answered the question? Linda Mary
: ’ .

» »
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(M) Mike was reminded by George to study the lésson.

i b : Who will study.the lesson? Mike Geofge
QSN)' Jim was told whom to visit. 0N
l; © - Who will visit sameone? "Jim
_ (0) Tén asked Bill what to buy:
L i rd . -
‘ .7 Who will’buy something? Tom . . Bill
. ] ) ¥ 7 %
p) T N
. Ny . )

),_/// + Table 1. Survey-of infinitive éompLemenf“structures.
3 ‘. «

I'd * .
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- (Correct answers are shown in italics.)
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The sub'jeg:t.s verd ,péked to read each sentence and accompanying

. . N y .
in Table 1 and to-circle the NP to the .

" question on the su

. -right of the question whicR they felt to be correct.  Correct

, ,amswers have been italjici in Table 1. Eight different main

icize
- S ) . *
. verbs arezinvolved, |It Vas assumed thamall subjects understood -
»

. othe 'meanings' of thede ve and the meanings of the other lexical

(. ,.items in the sentences. It was also assumed _tHat all gubjects ’

" were dapable of brocesé.i.ng' the simple questions which accompany
. s ¥ .

’ the senteffces. " . N
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"The verb ask appears in sentences A,.G, J( and 0. In A

and G, ask has the request meaning, so the MDP applies. ,In J
T " ~ .

and 0, the infinitive complement contains a-wh-word; thegkfore
ask has the quest1on meaning and the MDP is violated. iut J

is a passrve sentence, wh1ch has the effect of revegs1ng the !b_'

. -
-

‘control relationship, so the subject NP L Larry is not interpreted
A%
as the subject of to git. Instead, some unspecified NP, another

person, must be understood as the subject of to sit. ] - .

Sentences B ang L contain the wverb choose. Both sentences

. £ .
comply with the MDP. The verb teld, a consistent MDP verb, appears
’ in sentences C, H, and N. The presence of the wh-wqu in H, and
¢ S g

‘N does not affect the control property of tell, but the presence

of passive in N does; therefore, the subject NP Jim is interpreted
- ’ - Lo ' - !

as the subject of to visit. Other verbs that comply with the - -
MDP are show in sentence F and remind in sentences I and M, but s kﬁ

©

L3 L3 * L3 L3 * L3
again, passive reverses the relation in M.. Seritence D contains

- . .

romise, the consistent MDP violator. . t

-

Sentences E and K .contain two verbs tiat fave rather peculiar
) .
control characteristics.” The verb say in E has complement control ’

even though there is no speC1féed N%‘1n the verb&l complement. .

Thus some unspecified NP is to do the coming. ‘Wheé‘in NP is .
\ b o .
specified, it appears after a for-complementizer as. in 9 below. .

\ * h;.* ‘ . .

(9) ‘John said for Bill to come at 7:30.




<, ,

.
Ry

- -

The verb explain in K behaves in a similar fashion to say, but

a specified NP will appear in a"prepositional phrase with to,

L

as in 10: .

.

. . . . _
(10) Alice explained to Bill what to do.

P

To summarize, sentences A, B, C, F, G, H, k, and L comply l_

fully with the MDP. Sentence M, pon the other hand, is a:péqsivq

/ > . N .
sentence with an agent by-phrase, so the MDP is violated as expected.
» - .

D and O violaté the MDP by virtue of the subject control propexty

B 3
of their matrix verbs, and J, a passive septence which would

. conform to the MDP because of a reversed relationship of its

subject-controlling verb, nevertheless vidlates it because of

‘the absence of a by-phrase. Sentences E and K form a special
class of .verbs which seem to have complement control’even in “

13 ] - ‘
the absence of an NP in the complement. E and K accordingly

¢
violate the MDP.

<
«

violate the MDP because it is passive, an agent by-phrase is

»

absent, resulting in what would seem to be a de facto compliance
with the MDP. However, unlike the other sentences with wh-words,

N containeg the relative pronoun whom, which can only refer to
* »

a person. Since the choices for sentence N in Table 1 are Jim

[

and another person, an overextended MDP strategy would designate

3 . »” .

Sentence N has an inter"%ing status. Although N would ..




»

‘\

\\"

»

the NP whom'as the understood subject of to visit in N.
these\Eircumstances N violates the MDP.6

3. Analysis of results.

Under

Table 2 reflects. the order of

difficulty of the sentences,in Table 1 for each group. The per-

.

centage of subjects who interpreted a sentence incortectly is
\
’

given beside the \}etter designating that sentence. Although
a greater percentage of prelingually deaf subjectsﬁmiss the hardest

seven sentences for both groups-5J, 0, E, N, K, D, M--the relative

order of difficulty of those sentences is similar for both groupss

/

Each one of the seven sentences is missed by more than w of -

— - . \
the members of each group. There is less gimilarity in the rela-
‘tive order of difficulty of the eight easier sentences for both
groups (those missed by fewer than 152) and no consistency in

.
» e . -

percentages between the two groups.

16
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Second Language Learners

Séntence

ek

E

J

.

"% Erring

3
59.2

54.4

- L 43,7

2 32.0

29'1
19.4

15.5

’

13-6 '

. 12.6

- 1.7

8.7

6.7 -

3.9

1.9
. -

1.0

‘ Senténce ‘2 Erring
J 80.4
o, ' 74.5 -
E 51.0
N ¢ 43,1
K 7 41:g
D 35.3
M 21.6 i
é . 13.7 »
I { 11.8~
F 3.9
A
A 2.0
L | 2.0 '
B, 0.0
c' | 0.0
i OTU’

16

Prelingually Deaf

{

Table 2. Order of difficulty by grotp.
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The seven hardest sentences have been shown to violate the

MDP in some éuy, vhile the eight easiest sentences comply fully

with the ¥DP. From the standpoint of the language learner, there-
* : .

fore, the easy sentences have predictable control and the difficult‘

-

sentences have unpredictable contyol..

3.1 Performance by proficiency level. A contingency test .

-

was used to determine whether there was an ihtergction between

" performance on the sentences with unpredictable control--J, O,
. -

#

E, N, K, D, Mand English proficiency level. For each group
; y

actual proficiency levels as described in section 2 were collapsed
" ~_ .

L 1%

into three levels: lqw, mid, and high. The cogtin;ency test

cevealed that there was a significant associati?n between unpre-
dictable control and performance across proficiency levels for .
second language learmers (chi? = 6.77; df = 2, p .05, C = .07). °

-
Y

A contingency coefficient (C) of .OZ/{g;icates a weak but signi-

ficant correlation. There is likewise a significant jssociation
> . . . .

between unpredictable control and’ performance by level for Bre- b

lingually deaf individuals (chi’ = 9.31, df = 2, p .01, C = .13).,
Figures 1 and 2 Qhow-the degree oﬁ’improveﬁent'on each sen-

tence type by second language learners and prelingually dedf

students; respectiveély. As illustrate& in Figure 1, the serond 7

language learners, broken down by proficiency level, made correct -ﬂ‘ '

/
judgments on the predictable ‘sentences as follows: low (86%),
) ) . e
mid (94%), high 5981). On the unpredictable sentences they per-

1

.
’



L .s/\/,

formed as followsY low (49%), mid (692)s high (76%). As illu-

»
—
o«

N 3

{ ~

stragfd in Figure 2, the deaf subjects performed as follows on .~ .

*

the pradictable sentences: low (96%), mid (95%), high (97%);

and as follgws on the ynpredictable sentences: low (35%), mid

(49%), high (70%).

-
)

-

-

19.
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Despite the correlation between proficiency level and improve-
ment, sucdessful interpretation of the sentences with unpredictable

control is only 76% for second language learners and 70X for
' A

the deaf subjects at the high proficiency levels. Tabld 3 gives

4 - ’ ’
the percentages of errors made by both groups at the high level -
on these sentences individually and the relative orders of dif-

ficulty. The verbs say (sentence E) and ask 'ques‘?’on' (sentences

J and 0) are still particularly troublesome to botH groups.

.. 7 .
te
A - 1Y
, RS
,{‘
2 }:} = -{
"z
? i
~ . - " -
. N
. » . ——
- . -
N o .
' \.; L4
. o~
-
4 ‘ ? "‘
. . iil
4 L )
L Wy - '
AY
. - .
o]
T ¢
. /

w




{

F1) .

’ {
. ) Second Language 'Learners ~ Prelingually Deaf . v 7’
(32 subjects) (16 subjects) - . o ! ..
» t N '
e Sentence % Erring Sentence % Erring - ‘x
E" 50.0 3 . 62.5 - ]
J 4d.6 1o 56.3 s
0 VA E 43,8
K 21.9 1; _ 18.8 °
N ' 18.8 D 18.8
i . L4 M 2 - f ,
M 0.0 N. 603
. - . e
, D ] ‘ 0.0 M 6.3. N
. Iy - , o
Table 3. Percentages and order of difficulty at the h'x%—/
proficiency levels. .
(
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S
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‘ ?.2 _Markedness and linguistic complaxity. 'A'grammar‘may .
V contain -idiosyncratic rules which violate general principles . .,/j ‘f
R -of gramn;r or general conditions on rules (N. Chqméky 1977a:20- » A
1). Relative to other rules, %Lese 'higﬁly m;rkeq' rules will .

be acquired late by children. The subject control }roperty of

~ verbs‘like promise and ask 'question' has a marked status in+ -

the grammar in that it violates a generai prinéiple of  the rule

that assigns a.controller to PRO,"namely the MDP (or its revised -

definition as '‘nearness' in'N. Chomsky (1980); see fn. 1). Appli- |

cation é% tke MDP is the genmeral, 'ummarked' instancé of the

ruie of control, b :

. As shown in the(litera;ure on first language acquisition

* dfd as disCussed~above, first language learners, adult second
language learners, and adult prelingually deaf learners of English
all seem to overextend the MDP.as a strategy for acquiring infin-
itive complement structures (but see. fn. 4). Thus the same phe-
nomenon is being'handleq similarly by three'different populations.
There is nothing apparent‘vhich sets off ;ny one group from another

-

regarding the acquisition of these structures. It is therefore

\
reasonable to seek anﬁexplanétion for this similar behavior in

the nature of the structures thgmselves.

s . . i
e ’ N .
| ' \\ " .,
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Successful inte;}retation of infinitive complements: was ‘
linked to the predictability of control in‘éiew of the MDP.

In terms of markedness the predictable sentences follow the un-

- . 3 -

. ' marked application of the rule of control-under which the MDP I s

. aéplies. The unpredictable. sentences do not follow the unmarked /447/4?//// .

*

1

v

application of the ru}e and are accordiﬁgly misintefpreted fy
significant humbers of learners. ?h}s fact and the ‘fact éhé; -
most of the unpredictable sentences are stili misinterpreted ’
by subjjects at the high proficiency levels (Table 3) is proof
tha; these structures are acquired late and that markedness might '
-

+in some way be responsible.

White (1980:97) asserts that 'claime about markedness...are

claims about acquisition in real time, about the likely ¢é;rs:\‘* -
< .
of acquisition...' and further that 'a correlation may be found \

.

between acquisition orgders and the predictions of markedness.'

Convergily, White (99) maintains that 'if marked rules are indeed

acquired late, this is confirming evidence for their marked status...!

She cites C. Chomsky's (1969) finding that, while promise and .\ . '
ask 'quegtion' vere ﬁ;fh\fcqg}red late, ask vas acqui;ed later \/—
than promise because ask is not consistent in its violation of \‘
the MDP. “That is, there are two verbs sk, one which follows - T‘; ~ -
the MDP ('request'), one which violates it ('éﬁéstioﬁ'). Hence ~

.one form can be marked relative to another marked form and there-

fore acquired later than the less marked form. v -

-
- 4
. kb , : . .
.
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G1ven the vary1ng percentages in Tables 2 and 3, an expla-

nation for’this vargg;hon might be -found in term;~\? markedness

or other man1festat1ons of 11ngu1st1c complex1ty. F1rst of all,

Just as with C Chiomsky' 8, f1rst language learners pr omise (sen-

e .. tence D) poses less of a problem than ask 'question’ (seamtenges
- . . ‘ ‘ M
J -and 0) overall for the sencond language learners and the prelin— -

gually deaf subjects (see Table 2) and is magtered by all second

- i

language learners and all but 18.8% of the deaf learners at the

-
4

r high prof1c1ency level (see Table 3). J end 0 are still misin-
é\rpreted by large numbers of both groups at that level. These

" facts lend support to the greater degree of marke@nesé\affributed

14
A}

to ask due to its inconsistency. )
In sentences G and A, re ask does conform to the MDP,

'subjects are more succglsful; yet G is gverall more 'difficu"lt

~  than A. A follows tHe most general application of the control
rule. In G, hé&ever, con;rol'is assigned :A the subjeé:_NP in
the absence of a controller in the verbal complement. Since
ask 'reeuest' admits two possible complement structures and since
ask is‘inconeisee;t anyhow Yith regard to th:vMDPh vaay be con-
sidered more complex than A. Those subjects who misinterpre;

'G anticipate a controll1ng NP in the verbal complement which

s not there. Again, telat1ve d1ff1cu1ty even among the, pred1ct-

able sentences can' be expla1ned in terms ¢f markedness,

\ , ) .
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Beturning to the unpredictable oenténces, the verb say in

.o N

E is highly marked relative to many other control structures
. * .
in English. Sentence E can either be considered elliptical for

)

a gentence-like'9 in section 2 above, where the deleted for NP

~

will be understood'from‘éontext, or else ggi might be analyzed
as a member of a smail class of verbs which assign complement

,cohtr;}\kgf have no NP. in th% verbal complement to'serve as'a

% \ N

é controllér.7 In any case, E lacks an overt controller. 1In addix

' )
Mion, say appears most frequently with a that-complement.to express
. . F S *

indirect speech. 1Its usage in E is quite idiomatic.

Like E, semtence J also lacks an overt controller—by virtue
of an elliptical by-phrase. Se;tenCG’sitakepins a controller,
but»i;~is the subject NP Tom. Highly marked E, J, and O are
the sentences most‘?requently‘miséed by bot; i;Oups. ‘It is not
elear Ytz'Eiwould'be 1;33 difficult, relative to J 'and 9, for
the prelingually déaf subjects than for the second language learners.
Since the deaf sﬁbjects have all completed 12 or ;ore years of
formal educat%on &ngtince-ihey have been expgded to English
for much of tﬁe{é lives despite’their language deficiency, they"
might possibly bq'ﬁore familiar witb the idiomatic usage of say
‘in E. Such’spructurea would b; common in a c1as§rg&ﬂ~setting
vhere a teacher‘iight frequent}y utter seétences like I said

A

to sit down. Such a sentence would be easily understood from
- s

.

context. R

’

e



elliptical control as in sentence K (or it might be marked for
complement control; see fn. 7). K is still somewhat troublesome
at the high proficiency levels. Why K is considerably easier

than E might follow from the fact that its asfociated complements

-
(wh + infinitive, wh + clause, that + clause) all have a high

frequency of occurrence. Furthermore, unlike say, the semantics

of explain is consistent in that one anticipates a recipie

(i.e. a controller) of the explaining.

Sentences M and N are pgzgive like sentence Jc but they

Ay

ave different from J since remind and tell both conform to the

[y v

MDP. 1In a passive gentence control seemingly reverts to the

subject NP.® Maratsos (1974) found that 4-. and 5-year-old first
L ]

language learners who wére capable of understanding passive gen-

tences were also capable of assigning control properly. The

- B

same appears to be frue of the adult learners: M and N are‘ilter-

preted with greater 8CCur8C§ at the high proficiency levels.

The fact that subjects perform better on M and N than_.on E, J,

o niéhf indt"te that a passive sentence containing a verb that

consistently follows the MDP is inherently less complex than

structures containing idiosyncratic ask 'question’, or say with
_an elliptical_con;roller.

Why M is easier than N should follow from the fact that

M is a full passive with an explicit by-phrase. N }acid a by-

~
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phrase and contains the confounding relative pronoun whom, which o

I . v * . -
is presumably interpreted as' the controlling NP by many of the ,
subjects.

As: for the order of difficulty among the predictable sentences--H,

F, G, I, A, L, C, B--the second language learners have most diff1Cu1ty
.witheH and F, both of which contain wh-words. For these subjects :;
. -~ .

the wh-word seems to add to the complexity of the infipitive )

complement structure. For the deaf subjécts,.on:the othér hand,

the wh-words do not affect comprehénsion of H and F. Generally

speaking,'mgny prelingually de;f indivi;uals ignore wh-words

'and other functors in processing.Engliéh.? ) . o
4, _Cpncluding remarks.. It- has been ;hown ;n the basis

_ of their judgments on the sentences in. Table * of segtion 2 that

the adult seébpd language leartters and the adult brelingually .

deaf learners of English in this siudy overextend thetMDPiin

interpreting the logical subject of the infinitive in infinitive v

complement structures. An overextension of the MDP to these

~

*gtructures is the same’strategy which has beqn,obserQed among

- 4
5

children in fi;st language acquisition studies. Thus three popu-
-lations of iangpage learners emplgy the same comprehension strategy
‘for the same'strucpures. Difficulty in the interpretation of

Table 1 ;entences is similar for the two adult populations, as
. shown by the réleti;e orders of difficulty'%n Table 2 of sectiod

3. Seven of the sentences are misinterprbted b& more than -15%,




; of all subjects and are shown to have unpredictable coqtrol by

. [ virtue, of their violation of the MDP. The eight easier dentences
. N -

all comply with the MDP. )

/%

Relet1ve order of difficulty and the fact that subjects
/s

still m1s1nterpret most of the unpred1ctab1e sentqnces at the
high proficiency levels indicate that certain structures-are
acquired later than other structures. It can be shown that the

inherent nature of the structures themselves is responsible for

v -

acquisition orders. Certain forms are marked relative to other-
marked forms. For example, the verb promise, which violetes

- the MDP, is'morﬁed relative to the verb tell, which does not;
3 N

»

! : g but ask, which is inconmsistent in its violation of the MDP, is

-

therefore more marked than promise. Accordingly, the details
[ ] -

of gg!iiae acquxre% later than the details of promise, a fact

- - which is supported by the results of this study and the’ ?esults

" wof first languagerech331t1on studies.

vt

In a study oh children's acquisition of structures containing

the rec1proc¢} pronoun .each other, Otsu (1981) found that children

SN < e - e

i beg;% to honor the Opac1ty Condition, a principle affect1ng the

5
+ distribution of each other (see N Chomsky (1980) for details)

* ’ only.after they had ecquired the details of the complementation

-

system. Similarly, details of the assignment of a logical subject‘)
for an infinitive (a cgﬁtroller for PRO) can only beﬁncduired .

- after the leerner'recognizes that an infinitive needs to be assigned

'
E S

«

'Y ' . -~ ™
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" a subject. Learners must also have acquired the syntactic-and

morphological facts# associated with passive and the pf&nciples

.~

of deletion that yield elliptical structures. At that point
they will’;roperly apply the MDP as the unmarked /instance of
the application of the rule of control, given that marked proper-

v

ties such @& subject control are associated with the relevant

o

lexical itemsi - . )

Many questions regarding the imteraction of linguistic phe-
nomena and the impact of this interaction oq'thé acquisition
process need to be answered. To answer some of these questions,
more production stugies need to be ;QPducted. Regarding first
language acquisition, Bowerman (1979;303) emphasizes that fuk\her
research should focus‘on how and when children begin to" produce
a variety of linguistic structures including infinitive ?omplement
structures. To be sure, there is a need.as well for rese;rch
on production in second language acquisition and in the area
of language and deafness. Production data will contribute to
a better understanding of the acquisition of infinitive cdmplement .
structures and the properties and restricfions associaéed with

them. '
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*A shorter version of this paper was presented at the 56th
Annufl Heeti;g'of the Linguistic Society of Ageri;a, Néw York,
. December 27-30, 1981. I am indebted to my former colleagues
at Boston University;s Center for English Language and Orientatiom
'Programs for their assistance in gathering data from sgcond laflguage

learners and to John Albertini for his assistance in gathering

data from students.at the National Technical Institute for the

\ a \/-~

Deaf. I am also indebted to Joe Bochner for his valuable comments '
and to Vince Samar for his valuable comments”and for his statistical & _

support. I would also like to thank the numerous students at

o

' both institutions mentioned for their participation in this study.
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1n N. Chomsky's (1980:33-43) theory of control, the MDP

s

includes the notion of nearness, which is based not only on the

distance of an NP from the infiqitive but also on other structural
relations within the sentence. By that account sentencks like »
(a) do not pose a problem for #he MDP.

-
~

\ (a) John told the man next fo Bill to leave.

- -

' ¢ B
- /
- .

Under a definition of the MDP based on distance alone, Bill would.

be the understood subject of to.leave, which is of course not




. | \ .
- . " a

the case. C. Chomsky (1969) and the studies cited below have

. T not tested sentences like (a), so the simpler definition of the -
Q -
, MDP will suffice for now. .
. M » N ‘
2

14 .
Some stud%es have addressed other, nonsyntactic matters

-

involving verbs like ask and tell. Warden (1981) used a technique
» .

involving pictures to test children's knowledge of who is asking,

. P . ,
> . who is telling, who is being asked, and whq is being told. - Children
ol had to\reépond, by éoloring in their choices, to the various '

combinations of stimulus sentences such as John is asking/telling

Péter where to put the box. Which is John/Peter? Warden's results

. revealed that 5-year-olds (his subjects ranged in age from 4;10
E.

té 5;9) could successfully identify vho was asking, who was. telling,

[

. and, slightly less successfully, who was being told. But they
could identify who.was being asked at no better than chance level.
He maintains that these results say little about children's lexical

knowledge of ask ard tell. They show only that 5-year-olds can

’ recognize the relative nea%ings of the two verbs. Bock and Hornsby °
. lad .

[y

(1981) have studied children's ability to distinguish between )

(

ask 'request' and tell, both MDP verbs. Interestingly, Bock

: -
and Hornsby found that children bétween the ages of '2;6 and 636

. /

do in faét,underltand the differences between the 'directive’
&

]

, sense of ask and tell. They observed that children were more

polite when asking than when telling.

- - 'y

SRR .
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3One study, Maratosos (1974),%% igainst the MDP alto-

'gether. Maratsos claims that the MDP fails to account for the

interpretation of passive sentences such as (a).

W

(a) Bill was told b§ John to leave. . .
, .

Ig (a), the subject NP Bill will d&he leaving despite the fact !

!
that John is immediately to the left of to leave. Using the

case ‘grammar framework of Fillmore (1968, 1971), Maratsos (1974:701)

" suggests that clkildren use a semantic-role principle in interpreting

.

infinitive conp'le.ent attug:tut;en. In case grammar terms, John
is the Source !nd Bill is the Goal both in oei:tencg (a) and in
sentence ]l above. In these terms, the und;rotood subject of

an infinitive conple-e-nt is the Goal with.respect to most verbo,‘
whether the sentence is active or passive. ) Hit_h groiiu the
understood subject is ;lnyo the Source. Maratooo.claim ouppqrf

l\ .

for the semantic-role principle from an exPerilent vit_tl 4- and

.5-year-olds. Those children who were capable of understanding

passive sentences could also cor;dctly int’erpnt the subject’

of the infiniti’l. '
However, this fact does not prove that a theory of control

based on the ;c.lnntic-rolc principle is superior to a theory.

of control based on the MDP. Within N. Chomsky's (1980:181-2)

theory, the MDP (or the principle of nearness) still holds inl

a passive sentence, where the understood subject of an infinitive

in a structure in wvhich thers is complement control is the trace

. - . L=
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of‘the object NP which has been moved to subject ’positioﬁ. Agsuiling

f
! ' " ‘
B
. s .a . s .

« .
trace theory; the MDP may 'be maintained as A general interpretive
. 1 -

principle vithgut the need for "two. conf¥ol rules, one for active

” N N » .

and one for passive. The semdntic-role principle fail; to' capture

S any lu}d of syntactic 3enorahnnon. Moreover, Maratsos' current
~

work (Wanner and Hautron 1978) pontulates gaps in certam strucﬁ'

' - .

tures 11ke relative, clauleu wh1ch behave very much like the traces

. of N. Chomsky's framewotk. Wanner and Maratsos -(130) describe

>

a sechanism by which th* subject of a inuive “sentence would
L4

‘ : have its function label changed from 'subject' to 'object'.
-|Though the authors do not address the question of control, their
Ved

framevork is not incoqntib? wiqt‘h the kind of control rule which

is based on the MDP and vhich incorporates 'traée theory. .

N

~. , -

4‘rgvakolian (1978) identifies a stage during which 3-year-

olds give subject-controlling rclpdnlel to both, promise and tell

{, ‘ ltructuru. This fact luggutn an earlier strategy which way \
L

1 be the convq_u, of the MDP. 8pecif1call‘y, Tavakolian explams N

b
-

3

the perfomnce. of the 3~-year-olds in terms of her conjoined-

0

clause anal;uiu, a strategy which children apply when interpreting

relative clauses and othar complex 'htructuru. According to
the conjoivmd-clwn analysis, ;hildr_on auly:e mlti-flaune
sentences which they have not yet mastered into two. conjoined
simple clauses and interpret Eho missing subject of the second -

clause as identical :o'tho lu}joct otjgho first clause. Thus

.
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Tavakolian sees a developmental progression in the acquisition

of promise and tell from a g7neralizati6n of the conjoined-clause -

analysis through a generalization of the MDP and finally to the : /

4
adult grammar,

(3 P , -
-
sAs pointed. out in Hatch (1978:61), however, there are differ-

ences betweep first and second language acquisition despite the

many similarities that have been showy. Gass and Ard (1980), ° .-

- .

_for example, emphasize that first language data \:;e obscured

by matters of cosnitiv‘e development while second language data B e
are not. Accordi.ngly,.the} show that there is a greater corre-
spondence between language univet;ais ‘and becc;nd lang;age acquisi-
tion data than there i;- beév?n language universals and first® 2
language acquisition data, and they rely nor; on second language
dat:a to support th‘eq.re‘tical linguistic constructs generally.

A l]:;eci/fic area in which the two populacior/ differ: iﬁn
the interpretntion‘ of NP conference (i.e._vh;n a noun and pronoun
may refer to tt;e ssme entity).” They do not nppe;r to pass -éhrough

0, B
similar stages in the acquisition ’oteference p::inciples as
they do in the acquisition o‘f infinitive complement:structures.
Berent (1980) shows that seécond lapguage le'nrnen do mot violate L
certain universal p_rincipl.u. associated with qoreferet;ce, such
as the fact ﬂut.& and Tom may be coreferential in (a).
/- : ‘ , .

(a) Wext to him, Tom sav a dog.

=
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‘ ~ However, with first language learners, C.‘Chomsky (1%?9:102-11)'
observed among some children a stage in which coreference was

]

2 " lates universal principles of the adults grammar. Berent (forth-

i-possibie whenever a pronoun preceded '@ noun, a fact which vio- -

* coming) shows that many prg}jngually deaf adult learners- of English

o a
actually retain early first language strategies in assigning

coreference. So there are indeed ways in which first language

learning differs from second language learning and furthermore

ways in which language learning by deaf individuals resembles

both populations. L mif’ /)

—

~/ ’ 61 would like to thank Joe Bochner for pointing out this
fact to me. See Bochner (1978:182), where it is hypothésized

o . that deaf subjects know more facts about who than they do about

that -and which, |
' =t |
L . ) L : A |
\ N . 7Followmg N. Chomsky's (1980:33) rule of control, when i |
A R ) . b ‘ . . !
. \\ there is no controller for PRO, then PRO is assigned the index
/

arb for arbitrary comtrol. This is what happens ig structures "

3

' \ such as it is unclear what PRO to do. Chomsky assumes +SC (subject ' ;
‘ . i

control) as the only marked lexical property affecting cortrol.

- -

§ For the verb say in structures like E one could possibly atgue
B -
' ‘for a marked lexical property '+CC' (complement control), where

\\ assignment of a controller for PRO would exclude the subject

NP. This argument will not be pursued here.

)

ERIC, - - ¥ ‘ ~
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8Actually, following N. Chomsky (1980), the contryller in
X - \
a passive sentence is the trace left by an object NP which has
. .\
been moved to subject position. Under this analysis the gemeralization

captured by the MDP is maintained without the need to specéfy
v
two control rules, one fo? active sentences and one for passive (
\
L3 » \ ‘ *
- sentences. On the details of trace theory as it relates to passive,

see N. Chomsky (1977b:81-2). \

\ -

9

Kathleen Crandall (personal tommunication) points out that

~

many degf individuals disyegard a wh-word if a proper noun is \\

contiguous with it? 1In the absence of a contiguous proper noun,

thex find another proper noun in the sentence and use it to estab-

- .

lish some grammatical relation. Bochner (1978) found that many

deaf individuals interpret subordinating conjunctions such as . |

that, which, when, and bec;:Eé\gg\coordinating conjunctions. s ?
v ’ R . 1:
o, _ oA |
. loJudgpentq on the sentences of Table 1 were also gathered

from a third group, 23 speakers of Greek studying Englisp at;

Protypo English School A;ioniou in Volos, Greece. The data on

that group have not been reported ip this study since the profi-

ciencé levels of ggf individuals were considerably highe} t?hn

the ;gvels of the other two groups. There were ;herefore virfhfii,’ \
no errors on most of the sentences. Where there were errors,

the Greek speakers did do significantly better on sentence K

(




the greater complexity of

, terpreted were J (69.62) an

The only other sentences utin- .

13.0Z). The fact that J, E,

»

and O were the most ult is consistent with the findings

of t|(1:.s study.
]



< " x‘Q\ - -
*
[ ‘ 39
- ~ !
e - ~
) ! ;
References
- ~ . e
Aller, Wayne K., Sonia K. Aller, and Lina Mallouf-Saad. 1977},

The acquisition of ask and tell structures by Arabic-spealing
éhildren. Studies in first and second language acquisitign,
ed. by Fred R. Ecithan and Ashley J. Hastings, 117-33. Royley,

N \

‘Mags.: Newbury House.

d'Angle jan, Alison and G. Richard ?ucker. 1974. The acquisjtion

-

of complex English structures by adult. learners. Languag&

Learning 25.281-96.

»

-

Berent, Gerald P. 1980. A maximally estrictive rule of. co-
L

reference. Papers from the parasession on pronouns and
[y . L4

.- anaphora, ed. ‘by Jody Kreiman and Almerindo E. Ojeda, 49-63. ’ 4
) Chicaﬂt: Chicago Linguistic Society.
» » \‘~___/

Berent, Gerald P. " Forthcoming. Universals of coreference

& 1
)

N

« -
Bochner, Joseph. 1978. Error, anomaly, and variation in. the

strategies.

Engliuh‘oﬁfdeaf individuals. Langucge and Speech 21. 174-89.

»

-

-




N m (3N Q ‘e ,
N . +* . /I Lo bo
s /i . .
i . /. .
S ) cBock, J. Kathryn and Mary E. Hornsby. 1981. The development
~ - - > 7 . )
of directives: how children ask and tell. fou of Child
N ’ , . 7 ) s
Language 8. 151-63. / - .

< e

.
. .
- ‘
- . : .
v s
- -

Bo.vemn, Melissa. 1979. . The acquisition £ "complex sentences.

- .

. Language atquisition, ed. by P, Fletch

285-305, éulp'ridge: Cambridge University Press.
* . . L ]
+ L)
. N H . >
Chomsky, Carpl. 1‘969.‘The acquisition of syntax in children -
° L

to 10. Resgearch ngograph 57. Cambridge, Mass.:
. s ¢ .
Press. i . -

*

’ ’ .N » < .
Chomsky, Noam. 1977a. Essays on form and intérpretation. X
N . . . . S

<+, New:York: HNorth-Holland. . I

\ -, i . 1977b. On Wwen?nt. Formal -syntax, ed. by -
. . - ’ - . .
Peter W. Culicover, Thomas Wasow, and Adridn Akmajian, 71-132.

New York: Ac.deni‘c Press. . _ . 1

v/ . . L ) )
- ‘. ! ’ % . ) - % .
v - ) :'”‘ ’ . 1980, On .bindins o' Lingui.tic InquiL 11 0.1.460 . ~

|

Do é - 1o

[ ‘(1
- s s Al

+

Dulay, Heidi C. and Marina K. Burt. 1974, You can't l)u;n ' R

without goefingi An analykis of children's second lnngqnge@‘ o
. B [ - $

by Jack C. Ricll:rjl{ﬁﬂﬁ\: ol . e

ce e ‘errors'. Error analysis, e

S Lopdom shongmap.

i

-

y ¢




E 3 ® - } ) *
o~ . , 41
'S \

v

. 1976. Creative construction in second language

v

v

. learning and teaching.l Paperl‘ip second language acquisition,
ed. by H. Dduglas Brown (Language Learning, special issue
. NO, k), 65-79.

" WA

"' - Fillmore, Charlgl J.-‘1§68. The case for case.. Universals

- in linguistic theory, ed. bg Emmon Bach and Robert T. Harms,

1-88. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

o

»
a.

. 1971. Some problems for case grammar. Ohio

State University Working Papers in Lingﬁistics 10.245-65.

-~

. Gass, Susan and {plh Ard. —1980. L2 qata:' Theirrrelev‘Lce

.

. for laﬂgulge universals. TESOL Quarterly 14.443-52.

- ' '

-’ Hatch, Evelyn. 1978. Acquisition of syntax in a second language.

Uuderltandinh second and foreign language learning, ed.

' by Jack C. hicharda, 34-70. Rowley, Mass.: Neﬁbur}\ﬂog:iy,/\

o \

- Kessell, “Prank 8. 1970. The role of syntax in children's

comprehension from ages six to twelve. Monographs of the

,‘ . 8ociety for Research in Child Devslopment, serial no. 139,
o 701.. 35,’ no. 6. - [4 - ‘r
o -
. & :
y 4 ; .
. $ b s I
‘ L4
o 4




., Maratsos, Michael P. 1974. How preschool children understand. N . '_; '

‘missing complement subjects. Child Development 45.700-6.

Otsu, Yukio. 1981. Opacity condition and s}ntactic de;e10pment .
‘ in children. .Proceédinésqof'the eleventh annual meet}ng
of the North E;séerﬁ Linguistic Society, ed. by Victoria - <\'.
Burke ‘and James Pustejovsky, 249-71. Amherst: University

of Massachusetts. —

\

- -

’ Q___;Quiﬁley, Stephen P, and Cynthia M. King. 1980. An invited
article: Syntactic performance of hearing impairedAand ) .

normal hearing individuals. Applied Psycholinguistics 1.329-56.

Rosenbaum, P. S. #967. The grammar of English predicate com-

plement constructions. Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press. ' . .

'&

ATavakolian, Susan L, 1978, The conjoined-élause analysip s

’

_Jof_relativé clauses and other structures. Papers in the

= «

structure &nd develop7ent of child language (University

. of Massachusetts occasional papers in linguistics, A), ed, S

v

by Helep ésodluck_lnd Larry Solan, 37-83. Amherst, Mass. N
A3

' . : .o

Wanner, Eric and Michael Maratsos.. 1978. An ATN approach -

«
[

-to c&lprchoncioa. Linguistic tﬁeqry and phychologicaf reality,

-
. » .




oy

) .
ed. ﬂ} Morris Halle, Joan Bresnan, and George A. Miller,

119-61. Cambridge, Mass.: The MIT Press.

2

Warden, David. 1981. Children's understanding of ask and

tell. Journal of Child Language 8.139-49.

White, Lydig. 1980. Grammatical theory and language acquisi-

(Reproduced by Indiana

tion. McGill University thesis.

University Linguistics Club, Bloomiﬂgton, Indiana).5

r

G.!cr.nt-33‘ *
1/20/82:DD  + - .

-




