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points in the syntactic hierarchy at which different "meanings" are
encoded, and investigating the relationships between predicaticnal
structures and conceptual constructs. A child named Auqusta was
studied intensively from her eighteenth month through her
thirty-first month, and her spontaneous utterances were analyzed for
syntax, sentence-type, and propositional construct-type. Findings
were that the child initially used specific words and/or
constructions in specific positions to express particular "meanings";
each of these form-meaning composites initially had one or two
functions but later generalized to a number of different functions;
and each propositional construct-type had different syntactic
realizations. The conclusion was reached that the development of
predicational structures can be more precisely described by the
analysis used here than by syntactic analysis alone. (Author/RE)




D 08934

O

o
N\
N
¥
%
B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC

U.S OBPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EOUCATION & WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EOUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
DUCED EXACTLY A$ RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR QPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE
SENT OFEICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

Fiazl Raport

Drojecs Mo, 200dY
Crani ho, ORGE-2-2--23028

TV GEVELNPMENT CGF PREDTCATION

L3 GUILD LANCUAGE

Joris A, Allen

Teach2es College
Colunbla iaiversity

Hewr York, Yesw ok

June, 1973

The crcecccn vegported becein wos yoviouwed pursuact
CO a prevt wlth Lue Oiflee of Bducatten, .8,
Bepactnenn ot Healih, baveatios, and Yoliave,
Contraclors anaeyrcaking sach myeojents uedst
Goverunenl sacnsorship ave coeonvaged to eupross
froacty theiv pretasional judpaert o thz condock
of the project.,  foluts of view ov opinions stated
do st Ily »apresont ofticial

Chesd o, necesusur
Of€ica of Vluratina posikbion or policy,

PR T BT e
ULS, BRPARTRENT OF
-

AUALIR, ERUCATIOU, AND WELFTARE

(Office of Wlacalion

tiatiosal Centerv o Udacacioual Resvareh and Devaelopnent



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to descreibe the function~form
relationships in a child's developing language by (1) establishing a
nethodology for examining the child's carly propositions and the
predications which express them, (2) identifying the points in the
syntactic hievarchy at which differvent "meanings'" are cucoded, and
(3) invastiguttng th; relatlonships between predicational structures
and conceptual constructs,

A ¢child nawmed Augusta was studied intensively from her eightaenth
wouath through her thirty-first nonth. ‘The data were collected ln bi-
wenthly tape-recorded play sessious, Augusta's spontaneous utterances
ware analyzed for syntax, sentence-type, aad propositional construct-
type., The investigator used sector analysis, a tagmemic grauwar, as
the theoretical syntactic base aund devised conceptual censtruct and
propositional construct categorvies for analyzing the child's underlyiong
senaut Le intentious,

The three major findinpgs were: (1) The child initially used
specific vords and/or constructlons irspecific positiouns fto express
pvarticular "meanings.'" (2) Each of these form-meaning composites
initially had one or two tunctions but later generalized to a numbher of
differvent functions. (3) FEach propositional construct-type had different
syatactic reallzations.

The investigator concluded that the developmen: of predicational

structures can be nore precisely descrlbed by the anralysis used here

than by syntactic analysis alone.
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CHAPTER I

INYRODUCTION

1.0. Statement of the Problem

The study of child language within the interdisciplinary frame-
work of what has come to be called "developmental psycholingulstics" is
commanding considerable attention today both in the academic community
and in the world at large. Most of the work done to date has been based
upon a school of linguistics called transformational-geuerative gramm&r.
Since the questions posed for any study can only be answered within the
restrictions of the theoretical framework which forms the basis of the
study, it Is of critical importance that researchers in child language
have more than one viable alternative model against which they can
check their data. This is partiéularly true in instances in which the
extant model allows answers which are either counter-intuitive or
otherwise unsatisfactory in some way.

It is only within the past few years that there has been any
serious questioning of the efficacy of transformational-generative
theory for the study of child language. Scholars are becoming more and
more aware that any serious study of language development must attempt
to incorporate findings of other scholars in both developmental
psychology and linguistics. The present study represents one such

attcmpﬁ.



1.1. The listory of Developmental Psycholinguistics

Psychiologists and linguists have long been interested in the
language learning processes in both children and adults. It was not
until 1953, however; whien scholars from the disciplines of psychology
and linguistics met in an interdisciplinary institute at Indiana
University, that the field of psycholinguistics began to take form.

The psycholagists who attended the institute were primarily behaviorists
and learning theorists, and the linguists were structuralists and
anthropologists, at least Ly training. (The proceedings of this.seminar
were published simultaneously, Interestingly enough, as supplements to

the Internatlonal Journal of American Linpguistics and The Journal of

. ————

1y

A large body of rescarch in the 1940's and early 1950's had

accessible to linguists and psycnologilsts alike,

been reported in the area of infant vocalizations, the acquisition of
phonological and morphological systems. 1In addition, there were

severél diary studies, mostly by scholars who kept written records of
the language development of their own childreﬁ.‘ Thase carly studies

have been sumiarfized in extensive bibliographiies by Leopold,2 McCarthy,3

l'l‘his work was subsequently published as a monograph,
Psycholinguistics: A Survey of Thesry and Research Problems, eds,,
Charles E, Ospood and lhuma, A. Sebeok (Bloomington, Ind,: Indiana
University Press, 1965).

zwerner F. Leopold, Bibliopraphy of Child Language (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1952). '

3Dorothe1 McCarthy, "Language Development in Children,” in
Leonard Carmichaecl (ed.), Manuanl of Child Psychotogy (New Yorks:
John Wiley and Sons, 1954), pp. 492- 630,




and Carroll.1

A major thrust in psycholinguistics during the past decade and

- a half has been in the study of the acquisition and development of

language in young children.2 Some important early research in this

area, which has come to be called "developmental psycholinguistics,"
was done at the Unilversity of California at Berkeley by Wick Miller and
Susan Ervin (now Ervin-Tripp) and at Harvard University under the
leadership of Roger Brown and his associates., Both g?oups worked from
a corpus of data collected from childrgn who were learning their native
language, These early studlies of child language, which were carried
out. during the 1950's and early 1960's, were of three basic forms:

(1) descriptions of various aspects of the child's acquisition of word
classes (i.e. "parts of speech"”) and othex morphological forms (such as
inflections); (2) wore pencral considervations of lmitation and compre-
hension as well as the quality of the language used by adults talking
to children aud how the adults' questions and expansions might affect

the language of the children; and (3) some systematic specifications of

lJohn B. Carroll, "Language Developnient in Chlldren,™
Encyclopedia of Lducaticnal Research (3d ed.; New York: Macmillan Co.,
1960), pp. 744- 752,

2For conprehensive -surveys and bibliographies of studies in
developmental psycholinguistics, sae Martin D. S. Braine, "The Acquisi-
tion of Lauguage in Infant and Child," in Carroll E. Reed (ed.), The
Learning of Languape (Newt fork: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1971),
pp. 7-95; John Iiliot (ed.), Itunan Developrent and Cognitive Processes
(New York: Holt, Rinchart and | \inston, Inc,, 1971); Susan LIV1n—Tr{pp,
"Language Development," in M. Hof fman and L. Hoffman (eds.), Review of
Child Developnent Research, Vol. 2 {(Ann Arbor: University of Michigan
Press, 1960; ;3 Ualter MacGinitie, "Language Developuent," Encyclopedia of
Educational Research (4th ed.; Newr York: Hacmillan Co., 1966); and
A. Richiard Dieboaid, Jr., "A Survey of Psycholingulstic Research,
1954-1964," in Oqgood and Scheok (eds.), Psvcholiuguistics: A Survey
of Theory and Rescarch Problems, pp. 205-291.




the kinds of "vules" whiéh the child in some way "knows" and uses in
his early utterances.1

The linguistic descriptions used in these early studies essen-
tially followed the theoretical formulations proposed by such structur-
alists as Chafles C. Frie32 and H, A, Gleason, Jr.3 They were, for the
most part, distributional studies concerned with the designation of the
form classes used by children in their early two- and three-word
utterances and with the co-occurence restrictions of these forms.

During this same period of time (that is, during the mid~1950's
and early 1960's), psychologists, as Brown has pointed out, were far
from speaking with a single voice, but certainly those Amexican
psychclogists who were concerned with language acquisition were within
the mainstream of what 1is generally kaown as '"behavioral psychology."”
Most of the prominent theoties of the times held to some kind of
stinulus-response rmechanisms with the concomitant belief in the

necessity of some kind of reinforcement.

——— e o 8 ————

lurown has published in a single volume some of his major
papers which reflect the changes in his theoretical perspective from
1954 through 1969, and which, jin fact, excmplity many of the wmajor
changes in developrental psycholinguistics during this period. Sce
Roger Brown, Psycholinguistics (New York: The Free Press, 1970).

2See, for cxample, Charles C, Fries, The Structure of Enpglish
(New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1952).

3“. A. Gleason, Jr., An_Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics
(2d ed.; New York: lolt, Rinchart and Winston, 1961).




Between 1957 and 1959, Noam Chomsky, a young linguist at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, published two works which were
to be crucial to the psycholinguistic movement: (1) Syntactic
§££gg£g£g§,l in which he pointed out the inadequacy of behaviorist
psychology and structural linguistics for explaining human language and
outlined his own traasformational-generative grammar as a theoretical
perspective from which to view language and the means for evaluating
competing grammars, independent of semantic considerations; and (2) a

revicw of Skinner's Verbal Behavior, in which he attacked the clajims of

behavioral psychology in general, Skinner's work in particular, and in
which he proposed, in very general terms, that the grammar of a language
is ideally "a mechanism that provides an enumeration of the sentences
of a language in somcthing like the way in which a deductive theory
gives an eunumeration of a set of theorems."2

This critique by a 1inguist of the work of a prominent scholar
in behavioral psychology provided overlap between the two disciplines
vhich could hardly be ignored. Chomsky, in so strongly attacking a
wnajor work in psychology, had begun to pave the way for his later claim
that linguistics is a branch of cognitive psychology.3 Whea the
Committee on Intellective Processes Rescarch of the Social Science

Research Council held {ts conference on First-lLanguage Acquisition in

1

Noam Chomsky, Syntactic Structures (The llague: Mouton and Co.,
1957).

2Noam Chomsky, "A Review of B. F. Skinner's Verbal Behavior,"
in Language, 35:26-58, March, 1959,

3Noam Chomsky, Language and Mind (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and World, Inc., 1967).
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1961, Chomsky was there as a discussant, as were transformationalists
Robert B, Lees ard Morris llalle. This conference further established
the link between transformational-generative grammar and the study of
language acquisitiou.l
In his preface to Psycholinguistics, Roger Brown discusses that
first SSRC conference and subsequent developments in the field as
follows:
When the SSRC held its conference, the structural linguistics of
Bloomfield, Fries, Trager, Pike, Wells, Bloch, and others held
sway., In the late 1950's and early 1960's tue structuralists were
attacked and, in the opinion of moést younger linguists, thoroughly
discredited by the transformationalists, under the leadership of
Noam Chomsky. In the middle 1960's the first version of transfor-
mational linguistics was drastically revised by Chomsky, Posatal,
Katz, and others. Now, in the late 1960's, a much nmore drastic
revision is in progress with Janes McCawley, John R. Ross, and
George Lakoff leading the way. With a fifteen-year pcrspective it
becomes clear that linguistics has its schools consecutively
whercas psychology has its scliools contemporancously and that fact
elane vould account for the import-ckport bLalance in psycholln-
puistics, How different things would be if all psychologists were
Skinnerians!?
One is moved to add: "And how different things would be if there had
never been a Chomsky!"
By 1970, the study of child language had begun to take quite a
new direction., Lois Bloom working within the theoretical framework of
transformational-generative grammar, departed fronm the‘purely syntactic

model suggested by Chomsky3 and utilized both lingulstic and non-

linguistic contexts in aralyzing the language of three children. She

1Prococdings reported in Beliugi and Brown (eds.),
The Acquisition of Language.

2Brown, Psycholinpuistics, pp. viii-ix,

3Noam Chomsky, Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (Cambridge,
Mass.: MIT Press, 1965,




also paved the way for a discussion of cognitive-semantic concepts
evident in the language of children.1 |

I, M. Schlesinger2 and David Ingram3 published papers which
1ndicated dissatisfaction with the extant syntactic models and proposed
algernative means for studying language acquisition whieh utilized
semantic rather than syntactic bases.' Botit writers clearly recognized
the need for greater attention to the intentions of the.child and to the

‘developmental nature of child language.,

1.2, Rationale for a New Psycholinguistic Model

Each of the psyéhologlcal and linguistic theories proposed in
the past represented an\attempt to improve uvpon earlier theories. The
research in child language acquisition has, in turn, reflected these
changes, 1In a chapter for a projected book on developmental nsychoe-
linguistics, Roger Brown discusses the theoretical notions which he
considers crucial to the study of children in an early stage of their

languuge development, a stage which he calls "Stage I."4 His

1Lois Bloom, Language Development: Torm and Function in
Emerging Grammars {(Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1970). This book is
based on a doctoral study completed in 1968.

21. M. Schlesinger, “Production of Utterances and Language
Acquisition,” in Dan I. Slobin (ed.), The Ontopeuesis of Language
(New York: Academic Press, 1971), pp. 63-10L. 1This paper was first
circulated in mimecographed form in 1968,

3David Ingram, '"Transitivity in Child Lauguagu," Language,
47:888-810, December, 1971,

4Roger Brown, "Stage I: Semantic and Grammatical Reiations"
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University, in preparation).



discussion 1s based upon the data from his an longitudinal stgdy of
three children as well as upon Bloom's data and some of the data
collected by Melissa Bowerman1 and Martin D, S. Braine-2 After exam-
ining the data, constructing grammatical models, and combining theo=~
retical constructs in an attempt to produce an overall theory to
account for all the children's uttcrances at Stage I, Broun states that
"{t {s important to sce that only the Chomskyan grammar offers any

formal apparatus suited "to the task."3

In his final summary, however,
he concludes that ''we have not found a fully satisfactory formal repre~
sentation fof Stage I grammatical competence, partly because of
notational problems and partly because we do not know just what the
competence is in certain respects.“4
It would scet: that many of the "not&tional preblems' mentioned
by Brown might be solved by utilizing a different grammatical systen,
As was suggested above, the kinds of questions one asks will to a great
extent determine the kinds of answers one will find; similarly, the
kind of grarmatical analysis one uses will largely determine the kinds
of language features that one will note., To this end, it seems that 1t

may be possible to discover additional "facts' about child language by

examining the same kind of data cited by Brown within a different

1Melissa Bowerman, "Learning to Talk: A Cross-Linguistic Study
of Larly Syntactic Davelopment, with Special Reference to Finaish"
(unpublished Doctoral‘dissertation, flarvard University, 1970).

2Martin D. S. Braine, "The Ontogeny of English Phrase Structure:
The First Phase," Language, 39:1-14, January, 1963.
3Brown. "Stage I: Semantic and Grammatical Relations,” p. 255.

I'Ibido, P 256-




gramnat {cal framework. In addition to & different syntactic analysis,
there is a concomitant need for an underlying philosoohy of what 1s
learned (and learnable) by the child about language, which will
coincide with, rather than either ignore or contradict, what is known.
about his gencral cognitive and perceptual development.
In stating the purpose of her study of Kathrym, Eric, Gia,

Bloom posed the following questions:

What are the carliest syntactic structures acquired? What

is the sequence in which particular structures are acquired?

What 1s the function of these structures in the course of

their acquisition?l

&
The answers to these questions, which were asked within the theoretical
framework of transformational-generative grammar, provided invaluable
insights into the nature of children's early language and even into the
appiicabiiity as well as the limitations of the taeory of transforua=
tional grammar for studying child language.
It would scem that additional insights should come from asking

essentially these same questions within a different framework--a
framework which explicitly allows for examining a hierarchy of language

functions and their manifesting linguistic forms in relation to the

underlying concéﬁiuél‘notions which the child expresses through language.

1.3, Purpose of the Present Study

The general purpose of the present study was to define the
function-form relationships in children's developing language, from

single-word utterances to '"full sentences," and to establish a

1Lois 8loom, Languagce Development: Form and Function in
Emerging Grammargs (Doctoral dissertatinn, Columbia University, 1968),
o . P 22a.,
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methodology for examining the relationships between childfen’s éredi~
cational structures and their underlying conceptual notions. In order
to achleve this purpose, a child named Augusta was studied intcnsively
from her eighteenth month through her thirty-first month. The basic
linguistic methodology used was sectér analysis (as described in
section 2f3 of the study), but the comﬁlcte analysis drew upon othef
theoretical bases in additien to sectof,qnalysis. The following ques-
tions were proposed to be answeved: (1) Is it possible to expiain the
developrment of predicational structures by making a hierarchical sector
analysis of a body of data from single%word utterances through nore
complex structures? (2) Do children express different kinds of "meanings"
at identifiable points in the linguistic *ilerarchy? (3) What is the
relationship between the development of linguistic structures and the

cognitive structures suggested by Plagetian research?



CHAPTER TI

PROCEDURES

2.0. Description of the Study

The present study was part of an ongolng longitudinal study of
one child's language development between 18:12 (i.e., the age of
18 months, 12 days) t0‘51:12; The general purpose of the study was to

define the function-form relationships in children's developing

language-~-single words to ""full sentences"~and to establish a method~

ology for examining relationships between children's predicational

structures and their underlying conceptual notions. The principal

aspect of 1aﬁguage development under consideration was PRF.DICATION.1
The investiga;or proposed to seek answers to tﬁe following

questions:

(1) 1Is it possible to explain the development of predicational

structures‘by making a hierarchical sector analysis of a body of

data from single-word utterances through more complex structures?

(2) Do children express different kinds of 'meanings' at identifiable

points in the linguistic hierarchy (f.e., in different sectors and

glots)?

1For the purposes of this study, predication was operationally
defined as "saying something about X in such a way as to give 'new
information' about X, wherc X represents either a liguistically stated
Subject or something in the 'real world'." This definition was
purposely made gencral enough to account for single-word utterances as
well as more complex sentences.

11
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(3) What 1s the relationship between the development of predicational
structures in child language and that of the cognitive structures

sugpgested by Plagetian research?

2.1. The Subject

Augusta, the subject selected for the present study, was a
white child from an upper-middle class homehin a New York City suburb.
Augusta was the second Qf three children in the family, and the only
girl. She was a friendly, intelligent, outgoing child who talked and
played freely with the investigator during the "play sessions" in her
home. The investigator‘began visiting the family when Augusta was
seventeen-months thirteen days old. At that time, her older brother,
Déan, was aged ten. A second brother, Abraham, was born when Augusta
was eighteen months old, Both Pean and Abrahanm £igured preminently in
Augusta's coanversations, as did her nurse (Rosa), another member of the
houschold staff (Sally), her mother ("Mommy") and her father (''Daddy"),
Augusta lived very much within the confines of the family, with little
contact with children of her own age except for a neighbor child named
Shari,

The investigator made two visits to Augusta's home before the
actual taping began. These two sessions were spent in gettiag acquainted,
in observing Augusta in her natural surroundings, and in determining how
much language Augusta had already acquired. Occasionally her mother
acted as interpreter; by seventeen months, liowever, Augusta's speech
was alwost always 1ntelligible,‘even to the investigator. She was
quite cooperative in repcating what she said if it was not understood

the first time, She would imitate the speech of others if she was
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asked to, and regularly imitated such speech spontaneously., \

It was evident from the outset that Augusta's mother spent a
great amount of time helping Augusta learn the names of things, fre-
quently asking "What's this?" and "Can you say . . . 7," and praising
the child vhen she made the correct response, Sometimes Augusta would
purposely give an incorrect response and then laugh gaily when her

mother told her she was wrong, This became a favorite game, which

Augusta somctimes played with the investigator in later sessions.

2.2, Collection and Transcription of the Data

The data for the present study were compiled from tape~recorded
play sessions with Augusta. All of the taping was done in Augusta's
room, where she was surrounded by her own playthings.' In addition, the
investigatorlregularly brought to the sessions toys, bosks, crayons,
paper, and occasionally even candy, to provide varlety to an otherwise
stable context,

All of the recording sessions were play sessions in which the .
investigator assumed the role of a grown-up playmate., The investigator
had no predetermined objecctives for any of the sessions other than to

.observe and to record as accurately as possible everything that Augusta
sald, and everything that she did while she was talking, One deviation
from normal interaction was the investigator's regular practice of
repeating any of the child's utterances which might prove to be unclear
when the tapes were later transcribed. These repetitions took the fornm

of exact repetitions of the child's utterances or of restatements of



her utterances in question fofm. Also, when certain of her utterances
seemed amblguous in the sense that they night be open to different
interpretations, the investigator often interjected contextual cues in
order to disambiguate them. (For example, when Augusta picked up a
broken truck and said "all gone,’ the investigator said "holding truck
with no wheels," 1If Augusta ever found anything odd about the investi-
gator's repetitions and comments, she never mentioned it.) The
‘investigator usually played with Auguéta alone., Occasionally, however,
Augusta's mothexr and her brother Abrahanm visited the room for a short
period of time,

Sometime within 24 hours after each taping éessibn-~most
comnmonly lmmediately after the-session--the investigator replayed the
tape and made extensive notes about the non-linguistic contexts within
which the child's utterances were made. The data as compiled include
these contextual notes for instances in which the utterahces them~
selves did not make the context clear. There wefe very few utterances
which could not be transcribed at all.

Following the procedures suggested by.Bloom,1 all adult utter-
ances and contextual information were written in a colunmn on the left
of the page, and the child's utterances were written in a column on the

right.z

1Bloom, Lanpuane Development,

2See section 2.4 for further explanation nf reporting
procedures,



2.2.1. The Equipuont Used fox Resording and Transcribing the Data

The equipment used for taping the data included a Souy TC 110A
Cassette tape racorder with an added ECM-95S cardidoid electret
condenser microphone. The tapes were Maxell low-noise cas::tte tapus.
For t;anscribing, Senheisser earphones (HD 414) were used. All of the

cquipment proved to be more than adequate.

2 02 42 ] IEE,.CO,:EUS

The corpus of the present studg consisted of the utterénces
made by Augusta during 22 sessions, held at roughly tﬁo-ueek iﬁtefvals
from 18:12 to 31:12. It had originally beeh proposed to extend the
study through Augusta's third birthday; however, it was not possible to
collect data during the S-month interval between 31 months and 36
months, for reasons beyoand the investigator's controi. GSeginnlag at
36:6 1t became possible: to resume the taping sessions; the investigator
hopes to be able to continue collecting data at monthly {ntervals until
sucﬁ tine as Augusta's speech proficiency closely approximates that of
adults in terms of both syntax and propositional construct types.1 The
tape recorded at 31:12 {s the last one to be used as data for the

present study,

1Previous investigators of child language development have
suggested that children acquire most of the structure of their nativae
language by the age of three. However, at 36:6 Augusta's language
still lacked many of the features of adult English: her auxiliary
system was still quite undeveloped, and her use of the passive, of
certain negative forms, and of sentence adverblals was quite limited.
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Mo attenpt was nade £o keep rhe taping seasions of equal length.
Most sessions continued as long as 1t was possible to maintain Augnsta's
interest; in other words, the investigator attempted to obtain as wmany
utterances as possible during each recovding session. On certuinAl
occasions, however, other constraints-~such as those fuposed by wembers
of Augusta's family--restricted the length of the session. Tha
sessions lasted an average of 68 minutes.

While all of Augusta's utterances during recording sessions were
transcribed, only her spontaneous utterances were used as the corpus for
the present study. The child’s imitations of the investigator's utter-
ances or of her mother's utte;ances. as well as all her responses to the
adults' questions, were systematically excluded., The decision to

. exclude such utterances was based on the fact that the structure of the
respodscs to questions is often shaped by the yquestions whilch prezede‘

them, and the responses themselves will often contain constructions not

to be found in the child's own spontaneous utterances until later stages

i

of language development. Also excluded were utterances which were unin-
telligible in part or in whole, except for those few instances in which
utterances were 'translated" for the investigator by Augusta's mouaer,
The most common of these was Augusta's use of [didset] for the question

What's that? All sentences were transcribed in traditional orthography

with two exceptions: (1) the schwa sound was represented by the symbol
[9] in structures where the determiner a seemed Inappropriate, and
(2) a few of Augusta's 'words' were represented by spellings which

differentiated between contrasting forms; for example want a, vant to,

and wvanna represent three different pronunciations for two different meanings.




One trauscyiption from each month of the study was submitted to
analysis, The intervening transcriptions were checked for any devia-
tions from the findings in the monthly transcriptions; these were noted
and discussed in conjunction with the data for that month. In the
22nd nonth, there was a considerable difference between the utterances
recordad at 22:11 and the utterances recorded at 22:25; both sets of

utterances, thevafore, were transccibed, analyzed, and discussed in full,

2.3, Analysis of the Data

It was necessary to make three separate kinds of analyéis of the
data {n order to answer the questions originally posed for the study:
syntactic analysis, utterance~type analysis, and construct analysis.

The syntactic analysis of the child's utterances, using sector analysis
as the linguistic framework, vevealed surface orders which differed for
each of the three major sentence types in English---statements, questions,
and commands, A close examination of these sentence types, however,
revealed a further sub-categorization which seemed related to what the
child was talking about wvhen she produced the utterances, The non-
linguistic context within which the utterances occurred provided

valuable clues to the possible "meanings" of the utterances, even in
cases in which the same lexical forms wcré used for different functional

purposes.,

2,3.1., Syntactic Analysgis

Sector enalysis was used to analyze the syntactic relationships
between the various units in Augusta's utterances. 'For heuristic

purboses. the sectors were arranged {n a linear dicplay (called the

17
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"sector spectrun" by Allen) rather thaa in the more usual--and more
precise-~-hicrarchical arrangement of positions, constructions, and
tagmemes.l The secctors wvere arranged on the data tabulation form im

the following sequence;

TOpiC. VOC., L’ F’ Q, i’ S, x, M' v’ IO7C. E, 0, B' 0,

B' IO' C. D’ E. Z’ VOCo

The function of each of the sectors i3 explained in Table 1
below., (It should be kept in mind that the sectors are positions,
which may be either filled or vacant in any given sentence orx

utterance.)

——ra—

1"0r an example of a complete hilerarchical analysis of a
complicated sentence, sce Allen, Fuplish Grammars and English Grammar,
pp. 226-227. & hierarchical sector analysis of one of Augusta's wost
complex utterances is shown in Appendix D,

2Sce Appendix B for four samples of a lincar analysis of the
Augus ta data.




Table 1

The Functious of the Sectors in an English Sentence

Sector Function

Yopie Used only in a "topilc~comment" sentence in which
all the rest of the utterance makes a predica-
tion about the topic, which has been "fronted"
for emphasis or to focus the hearer's attention.

Voce, For name of addressee, ecither before or after
the main body of the sentence.

L For a "linker' which connects the sentence with
the preceding sentence(s). Also used for yes
and no as responses to preceding utterances.

F, E, For a ''sentence adverbial' which makes a predi-
cation about the rest of the utterance.

Q For a WH-question word in a Wi-Question,

i For the ¥X-¥Word in a nuestien,

S For the subject of the sentence or utterance,

X “For the X-Word in a statement.

M For a middle adverb and/or negator.

v For the verb together with any auxiliaries
other than the X-Words. .

Id?c For an indirect object or complement occurring
before the object.

5 For a particle occurring before the object.

0 For the object of a transitive verb.

B For a particle occurring after the object.

I0 For an indirect object occurring after the object.

c For a complement which makes a predication about

the preceding subject or object.

19
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Table 1 (continued)

N — e
— e e

Sector ) Function

D ' For a predicate adverbial which makes a
predication about constructions containing
the sectors V through C,

A ' For a tag question-or topic occurring after
the main body of the sentence.

The core of the sentence is the Trunk construction, which
consists of the sequence of higher-layer tagmemes filling the S, X, M,
and Y sectors. The Y is the sector for the construction made up of the
lower-layer‘tagmemes'filling the sectors V through D, This construction,
called a Predicator, consists of two sub-sectors, one.of which {ig
obligatory (+H) aad one of vhich is optional (£D). ‘The H, in turn, is
filled by any one of three verbal constructions: a Predicator (41l +D),1

a Predicatid (+V 10 4B +I0 4+C), or a Consociative~Predicatid (+V +Dv)’2

lln a Predicator which £111s the H position in the lower-layer
Predicator, both the H and the D are obligatory. ' This formulation
allows for the kind of recursiveness which is often found in the
Predicator.,

2The Dy in the Consociative~Predicatid is more closely tied to
the verb than is the D in the Predicator,



In the final analysis, the H is always cventually filled bf either a
Predicatid or-a Consoriative~Predicatid,

' The 5 and the Y tagmemes together express the proposition (as
explained in section 2.3.3.1 The predicator in ¥, like the verb in
Fillmove's proposition constituent, is non-finite. The X and the |
M tagmemes together scem to make up Fillmore's modality constituent,

The X-Words (called "Carriers” in Allen's Verb System) carxy time,
emphasis, modality, and negation in the form of Bl£° The M sector has
two sﬁb—sectors, one for negation and one for a class of function words
called "middle adverbs."

Each of Augusta's fully intelligible spontaneous utterances was
entered on the data sheet. The constructions were, admittedly, aséigned
to sectors on the basis of the investigator's subjective judgment.,
Braine has suggested that, because the child is obvlously working
within the system of the adult térget language, the analyst must
perforece use his oén knowledge of the adult system in making the

analysis.z This is particularly true when it comes to assigning

1uector analysis, 1like most linguistic and even traditional
analysos, has regularly considered the core of the sentence as con-
sisting of a subject and a predicate (in sector analysis, the Trunk).
The formulation presented here is a modification of orthodox sector
analysis, which was suggested by the data collected for this study and
which was adopted since it scems to account more accurately for (1) the
fact that English-speaking children regularly do not make use of the
X scctor for the first several months of their language development,
and (2) the fact that in many languages other than English the basic
Trunk pattern has the form S + Y" rather than "S + X + M + Y," The
filling of the X (and/or M) position often adds information to the
basic assertion of a propositioun.

2 .
Braine, '"The Acquisition of Language in Infant and Child,'" 'p. 20,

21



structural descriptions to homonymous constructions. Braine's cxample

want more stand up the eruck is structurally ambiguous 1f taken out of

“context. It could be glossed as (1) 'I want more {men) to stand up in
the truck' or (2) 'I want the truck to be stood up more (i.c., again).'
In (1), more is taken to be a substitute for the noun phrase more men,

waich function as the subject of the following predication stand up the

i ,
truck. In (2), more is taken to be a modifier of the predicator stand

up the truck., There is a third possibility, which Braine fails to

mention, The child might have been standing up in the truck himself
and wished to indicate that he wanted to do so one more time, The

utterance could again have been want more stand up the truck if the

child had not yet begun to use prepositions as in the glossed version
'I want to stand up in the truck again.'

In any case, the non-linguistic context of the utterance and
the analyst's knowledge of the structural‘possibilitlcs of the adult
language would make disambiguation possible.

It has alrecady been pointed out that most sectors are positions
for constructions, not positions for single words. Once all of
Augusta's utterances had been analyzed according to the linear "sector
spectrum,” it was possible to lay out all of the data in a temporal
sequence and thus to trace the development of any construction or
tagmeme, or of the use.of any sector, during the course of the

14 nmonths covered by the study.

2.3.2. Sentence Type Analysis

After a decision had been reached as to which sectors had been

filled for each of Augusta's utterances, the utterance was assigned to ’

22
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one or another sentence type (assertion, question, or comﬁand) on the
basis of the form of the utterance as well as its apparent communica-
tive function. In the adult's sentences, for instance, the
communicative functions of asserting, questioning, ;nd commanding are
reflected in the syntactic combinations used to make up the sentence.
Asscrtlons regularly have the form S 4 X + Y; questions have the form

Q + i + S+ Y or i + S + Y; and cormands have the form 4S + Y (in which
thé Subject of the command always refers to the hearer)., In addition,
the adult regularly uses intonational patterns which signal the commu-
nicative function of the sentence.

In analyzing Augusta's early utterances—that i{s, those
produced before she had learned to use function words and while her
intonation was still quite unreliable it was necessary to rely heavily
on non-linguistic contexts. Eventually she came to use the syntactic
combinations favored by adults for expressing communicative intent.,

The various scntence types are discussed.in section 2,3.3.

below in conjunction with the propositfonal coanstructs which they code.

2.3.,3, The Construct Analysis

After the syntactic analysis had been completed, it was obvious
that the differences between the various utterances was more than a
matter of differences between assertions, questions, and commands.
Withian each of these categories, there seezed to be a more abstract
kind of principle in operation, Braina had observed in his data a

distinction between what he called "predicative sentences” and
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"ostensive sentences.'! According to Braine's classification, a
predicative sentence is a sentence in which a verb phrase says some-
thing about (i.e., makes a predication about) a subject, while an
ostenslve sentence consists of a demonstrative such as there, here,
that, and this, followed by a noun phrase which tends to “identify or
nane objects, pictures, etc.”2 According to Braine, the obligatory
part of a predicative sentence is the predication; the subject about
which the predicate says something is optionally expressed by a child~-
that is, it may be expressed or it may be omitted in any given
utterance. In an ostensive utterance the obligatory item is the noun
phrase, the denonstrative word being oétional. |

It seems to the present investigator that the different
sentence types described by Braine reflect different kinds of conceptu-
alizations which a child tries to communicate. That Is, the difference

between a sentence like This is a car and a sentence like This car is

going fast seems not to be a matter of syntax alone, but seems rather
to represent two different “propositions' which the child is trying to
express.,

The philosopher Searle, like the linguist Fillmore, suggests
that propositions underlie the actual sentences of a language. He
states that the two parts of a propocition (1) refer, and (2) predicate,

rcspectively.3 Since he 1s concerned only with propositions as encoded

1Braine, "The Acquisition of Language in Infant and Child,"
PP. 32-34,

21b1d. )

3

Searle, Philosophy of Speach Acts, p. 24,
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by adults~-and since his treatise is a philesophical study written for
adults-~he does not speclfy how a speaker determines the content for
referring and the content for predicating.l Piagetian psycliology,
however, offers some possible answers to these questions,

According to Piaget, the child's earliest linguistic productionsu
;eflect the perceptual and sensory-motor data which he has assimilated
during the months prior to speech.2 The present invegtigator .
re-examined the Augusta data for the purpose of determining just what
kinds of conceptual notions this child had encoded (or attempted to
encode) in her utterances. There were relatively few such notions
coded by Augusta compared with what one would expect from adults in
ordinary conversation. These conceptual notions are called "econstructs"
in the present study.> Constructs are defined as "hypothetical entities
or processes whose existence can be Inferred only from their causés,
consequences, ot manifestations."3 In the present study, these 'causes,
consequences, and manifestations' were deduced from or were present in
Augusta's linguistic and non-linguistic behavior.

Table 2 below shows the basic constructs that appeared in the

Augusta data during the 14 months of this study.

1Fillmore's attempt to explain the content in terms of the
cases of the nouns is uot really very instructive for languages (such
as English) which are not inflected for case. The notion of case
relations is a linguistic notion which, though it may reflect concep-
tual notions, does not explain how a child could inductively determine
the relation between a given concept and its case realization.

2Jean Piaget and Barbel Inhelder, The Early Growth of Logic in
the Child (New York: Harper and Row, 1964),

33ulius Gould and William L. Kolb (eds.), A Dictionary of the
Social Sciences (New York: The Free Press, 1964}, p. 134,
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It should be noted that the constructs shown in Table 2 are
conceptual comstricts, not linguistic categories. (The examples given
in each of the categories are to be taken as labels for sub-concepts,
not as '"words.") It would seem that these constructs might provide the
content for some rather prinitive propositions, at least for the child,
If the child were to choose one construct for referring (for example,
one from category I) and other for predicating (for example, one from
categories IIX through V), the result would be a kind of propositional
construct which could then be coded within the constraints of the
child's 1aﬁguage. For the purposes of the present study, propositional
constructs are defined as "constructs consisting of two terms (A and B)
which serve as content for sentences, where A 'refers{ and B

'predicates. "

Vhen viewed from this perspective, Braine's predicative
and ostensive sentences can be scen to be linguistic manifestations of
propositional constructs. In the present study, the predicative and
the ostensive categories have been assumed to have two manifesting
forms each: the idiotropic is a special kind of predicative proposi-
tional construct in which the A and the verb in the B are fixed; the
existential is an ostensive propositional construct which is used in
displaced ostension. These four separate categories were set up
because of the different functional relationships which seem to hold
between the referring construct (A) and the predicating construct (B).

Table 3 shows the four kinds of propositional constructs and the

relatio. s between A and B in each of the four.

-



Table 3

Propositional Coustructs

Relationship Batween

: Example
Type - A and B Assertions

Predicative "B says something about A," Baby is sitting
where A refers and B predicates on the chair,
about A,

Idiotropic "B says something about A," Y want a cookie.(ob)
where A 4s always self and B is I want to ride
expression of "want X,'" with X horsie.(sac)
representing an object (ob), I want you to ride
self-activity (sac), other=- horsie.(oac)
activity (oac), or self-other- I want us to ride
activity (soac). horsies.(soac)?

Ostensive "A is an instance of B," where That's a baby.

A refers to a present object There's a baby.
deictically and B identifies .
the real-world referent of ‘A,

Existential "There is/It is AB," where There's a book on
there indicates unidentified A, the table.,
it indicates identified A, and It's your book on
B gives location of A (but not the table.

deictically). It 1is also used
for time and weather
announcenents,

It's time to go to
bed.
It’s raining.

%The more common form is the command Let's ride horsies rather
than the assertion form given here.

The four kinds of propositional constructs shown in Table 3’!

in conjunction with the three sentence types (assertions, questions,
and commands) yiclded a matrix of nine possible affirmative and nine
possible negative propositional constructs which can be expressed in

English.l Asserting, questioning, and commanding are linguistic acts

-

lvor reasons discussed below, commands are only possible as
exnressions of idiotropic constructs, resulting in nine rather than
twelve propositional construct types,



by which the speaker expresses his commund.cative intenr.ions.1 Assert-
ing involves declaring a proposition, either affirmatively or nega-
tively. Questioning involves asking for two different kinds §f
information: Yes/No questions ask whether a proposition is true or not
true: WH-questions request additional information relevant to an
incomplete proposition, such as information about manner, place, time,
reason, and the 1ike., Commanding involves directing a hearcr to act.2
Some propositional constructs are shown in Table 4 . Each of
the constructs has been categorized according to its affirmatlve or
negative conmunicative function, (The examples were contrived by the
investigator for illustrative purposes. They should not be construed
as being representative of a child's propositional constructs in all
cases. In fact, some of these communicative forms do not appear in e

Augusta data, even though they are all possible in adult English.)

llt should be noted that the communicative functions suggested
here represent a departure from Searle's specech acts. Seavle considers
asserting, question, and commanding to be "illocutionary acts." In
addition, he includes "promising," "warning,' "“thanking," "advising,"
"greeting," and the like, It would seem that asserting, questioning,
and comnanding are cither on a different level of "illocutionary acts"
than the others or that they are a different kind of "act" altogether
inasmuch as all of Searle's '"illocutionary acts" rely on the assertion,
the question, and the command for their linguistic recalization,

2While commands have been listed here with the others, it seems
that commands themselves are not linguistic rcalizations of whole
-propositions. Rather, {it seems that the command is a part of the predi=-
cating part of a proposition, syntactically functioning as the object

of an underlying idiotropic "I want X' propositional construct. No one

nakes a command without wanting the hearer to comply. This is one

possible explanation of why commands are not possible linguistic
expressions of ostensive and existential constructs.,

30



Table 4

The Cormunicative Forms of Some Propesitional Constructs

Type Example
Predicative
Assertion The boy is sitting on the chair.

Neg. Assertion

Question

Neg. Question

Ostensive
Assertion
Neg. Assertion

Question

Neg. Question

Idiotrogic'

Assertion

Question

Cei.anand

The boy is not sitting on the chair.

Is the boy sitting on the chair? (Yes/No)
Where is the boy sitting? (Wh)

Who is sitting on the chair? (Wh)

What is the boy doing? (Wh)

Isn't the boy sitting on the chair? (Yes/No)
Why isn't the boy sitting on the chair? (Wh)

That's a boy. There's a boy. That's Joe.

That's not a boy. That's not Joe.

Is that a boy? Is that Joe? (Yes/No)
What's that? Who's that? (Wh)

Isn't that a boy? 1Isn't that Joa?

I want a cuvokie, (ob)

I want to ride my horsie. (sac)

I want you to fix my truck. (oac)

I want us to go downstairs, (soac).

Can I have a cookie? (ob)
Can I ride my horsie? (sac)
HWill you fix my truck? (oac)
Can we go downstairs?

Give me a cookie., (ob)

Let me ride my horsie. (sac)
Fix my truck. (oac)

Let's go downstalrs. (soac)

31
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Table 4 (continued)

o
. o—
—_— - - ——

Type Example

Idiotropic (continued)

Neg. Assertion I don't want to go downstairs.
Neg. Question Can't 1 go dow;etairs?

Neg. Conmand Don't go downstairs,
Existential

Assertion There's a baby in the box.

It's your baby in the box.
It's raining outside.

Neg. Assertion Thare isn't any baby in the box.
' It isn't your baby in the box.
It's not vaining outside.
Question Is there a baby in the box?
Is {t your baby in the box?
Is it raining outside?

Neg., Question Isn't there a baby fn the box?
Isn't 1t your baby in the box?
Isn't {t raining?

Once the categories shown in Table 4 had been established,
each of Augusta's sector-analyzed utterances was appropriately
classified according to the type of propositional construct it
expressed, Each one of the propositioﬁal censtruct~types (predicative,
ostensive, idiotvopic, éxistential) in conjunction with a sentence-type
(assertion, questions, command) makes up an utterance-type (predicative

assertion, idiotropic assertioﬁ, idiotropic command, and so on),



2.4, Definitions of Key Texms

The following definitions of terms may be useful to the reader s

in Interpreting the flndings reported in Chapter III,

Conceptual constructs: Perceptual and cognitive categories which serve

as content for propositional constructs. Some conceptual constructs
are: pcrson, object, activity, state/attribute, location/dircction, time,
and manner., (See Table 2 for description of Augusta's major conceptual
constructs,)

Propositional constructs: Combinations of conceptual constructs, one
member of which 'refers' and the other of which 'predicates.' The
various types are differertiated according to the nature of the
relationship between the referring part and the predicating part.
The propositional construct-types are PREDICATIVE, IDIOTROPIC,
OSTENSIVE, and EXISTENTIAL. (See Table 3.)

Sentence-types: The metafunctional categories by means of which
propositional constructs are expressed. The sentence-types are
ASSERTIONS, QUESTIONS, and COMMANDS.

Utterance-types: Combinations of propositinnal construct-types whiich are
rcalized, either affirnatively or negatively, as PREDICATIVE
ASSERTIONS and QUESTIONS, IDIOTROPIC ASSERTIONS, QUESTIONS, and
COMMANDS, OSTENSIVE ASSERTIONS and QUESTIONS, and EXISTENTIAL
ASSERTIONS and QUESTIONS., The affirmative and negative recalizattions
of all the possible utterance-types are shown in Table 4,

Construction-types: Identifiable units which are defined in terms of
syntactic relatiounships. The constituent structure of each of
Augusta's construction-types is shown in Appendix . (The different
construction-types are designated in this study by labels with
initial capitals to distinguish them from more general uses of the
same term. For example, Phrase indicates the construction-type;
phrase indicates a more general usage.)

Sectors: Positions for units having referring and predicating functions
within utterances. These positions are designated by capital letters
in sector analysis. The sectors for English are listed in Table 1.

Slots: Lower-layer positions within constructions.

Tagmemes: FORM-FUNCTION COMPOSITES in the linguistic hierarchy.
Syntactic tagmemes are composites of sectors and constructions.

Utterances: Actual expressions of utterance-types in specch. Also
called conmunicative speech acts,




CHAPTER 1II
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

3.0. Conclusions

Three major findings emerged during the course of the present
study: (1) Initially Augusta used specific words and/or constructions
to express particular '"meanings" (i.e., conceptual constructs),

(2) Each of these form-meaning composites initially occurred in one,
or at best two, of the sectors, manifesting specific tagmemes. Even-
tually Augusta used a number of different constructions of the same
construction~type to fi1ll a particular sector, thus expanding the
original specific tagmeme to a more inclusive or more genaral tagmeme.
(3) Each of the propositlonal construct-types had its own particular
manifesting tagmemes, which suggests that there are form-function
relations on the most abstract levels of the linguistic hierarchy.

All of the findings statad above suggest a possible answer to
one of the questions posed for the study: ‘'What is the relationship
between the development of linguistic structures and the cognitive
structures suggested by Piagetian research?" Several tentative
proposals can be made as to the possible nature of first-language
acquisition processes, alwvays keeping firmly in mind the fact that the
present study of Augusta's language development was carried out within
a particular frame of reference and that that frame of reference to

- some extent determines the kinds of conclusions that can be reached.
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During the first year—and-a-half of a child's life hel seems to
build up "meanings" which he acquires through sensory-motor activity.2
These mecanings combine in different ways to form "meaning complexes,"
wh;ch have been called 'conceptual constructs' in the present study,

In addition, the child scems to make several important linguistie

discoveries. (1) He leamns that human speech involves wmeaningful rather

than random noise. (2) He learns that there are sounds and combinations

of sound which can be used to express conceptual constructs--that is,
that '"words" can be attached to some of the meanings which he alveady
possesses in a sensory-motor sense.3 (3) He learns that these 'words"
can be used (a) to identify objects and persons, and in some cases even
activities (i.e., to make "ostensive' assertions), (b) to request

objects and activities (i.,e,, to make “idiotropic assertions and

1The masculine pro-~nominal is used here to distinguish between
generalizations and specific statements about Augusta,

ZCf. Hermina Sinclair de Zwart, "The Transition from Sensory-
Motor Behaviour to Symbolic Activity,"” Interchange, 3:119-126, 1970.

3The theory underlying this notion was suggested by Robert L.
Allen in "The Structure of Meanings,” Proceedings of the Ninth
International Congress of Linguists (The tlague: Mouton and Company,
1964), pp. 422-426. Allen assuncs that once a word is attached to a
"meaning,' the word itself becomes a part of the total meaning. Bloom
scems to agree with this notion when she states that ". . . for all
intents and purposes, the early meaning of the 'word' and the represen-
tation of the object may be isomorphic. Thus, the conclusion that
substantive words have a strong 'word-image' cognitive representation.™
(One Word At A Time, 1in press, p. 79.) However, she distinguishes
substantive words from function words like more, on, and gone, which
she feels are relational and “dependent on other referents in behaviox
and context for making reference." (Ibid,, p. 82.) According to the
nodel used in the present study, these vords also have underlying
conceptual constructs which function words like of and is probably do
not have: that i{s, the distinction between ''substantive words" and
"function words" may not be the significant distinction,
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commands), and (c) to comment ubour the activity, state, attribute,
location, or direction of person(s) and/or object(s) in the 'Yeal world,"
including himself (i.e., to make "predicative assertions"), (4) le
learns that persons and objects can be linguisticaliy referred to and
commented upon within a single utterance, and furthermore that 'object'
constructs and ‘person' constructs are linguistically referred to within
a single overall category (the nominative metafunction), while all other
constructs, in various combinations, are expressed within another cate~-
gory (the predicative metafunction), Once-the child begins to "refer"
and 'predicate" within a single utterance, he can be said to be
expressing propositional. constructs if-—and only if--he 1s performing
one of the communicative speech acts listed in (3) above.1

In predicative uttetaﬁces, the referring part of the proposi-
tional construct is most commonly expressed by the Subject tagmeme, In
ostensive utterances, the demonstratives perform the referring function
by deictically singling out the real-world referent. That is, the
Subject (or demonstrative) usually marks the focus of the utterance
about which the predicating part of the propositional construct "says
something.'" This difference in focus can be seen in the pair of

utterances I put this in here and This goes in here, in which the

former indicates focus upon the speaker and the latter focus upon an

object. It would seem that the distinction between 'active' and

1Questions are also communicative speech acts. Initially, they
are only marked by intonation. It should be noted that "communicative
specech acts' as referred to here differ from Searle's "illocutionary
acts" in that the former are assumed to consist solely of assertions,
questions, and commands within each of the propositional construct
categories, Searle doecgs not differentiate between these kinds of speech
acts and the more specific ones of promising, warning, and the like.
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'passive' sentences is possibly a reflection of this kind of difference
in focus,

However, for several months only the predication is an
obligatory element in the child's propositional constructs; he can
(and doecs) omit the '"referring'' part of his propositional constructs
as long as their referents are manifest in his immediate non-linguistic
context.l

The assumption being made here is Fhat a child's acquisition of
language is esscntially tagmemic in natuve because, from his first
form-meaning composite through his most complex syntactic collocations,
what he learns is a sequence of hierarchically ordeved form-function
composites which are all tagmemes, if one includes under that label
(as does Allen) both linguistic and non-linguistic forms and functims,

Augusta tended to learn one word for a general construct which
she then used to represent a number of sub-constructs. The clearest
example of this phenomenon was in her use of the single-word command
open, by means of which she expressed a great variety of activities that
she wanted the investigator to perform. Eventually she acquired other
verbs by meané of which she could express more restricted, less glébal
meanings; as these other verbs were added to her repertoire, she began
to use open in accordance with adult usage rather than as a general

command.

1This position {s supported by a number of scholars. For
example, Werner and Kaplan state that ''the beginnings of predication of
action are found in situations in which one member of the relation is
not linguistically articulated; rather, it is present only as a percep-
tual object or implied in gestural activity." (Heinz Werner and
Bernard Kaplan, $yisbol Formation (New York: John Wiley and Soas, Inc.,
1967}, p. 165 and ff.) Sce also, Werner F. Leopold, Grammar_ and
General Problems in the First Two Years, Vol. I1II of §pcech Development
of a Bilingual Child: A Linnuists's Record (Evanston, 11l.:
Northvwestern University Studies in the Humanities, 1949), pp. 22-27.




It would scem justifiable to claim that the only need for
~positing "pivots" rather than tagmemesiwould arise in instances in
which some form had no definable function. However, Augusta's forms
all seemed to perform some identifiable function. The collocations
vhich some researchers have defined as pivotal velationships, such as
this, that, here, and there with nouns and verbs with on, off, up, aud
down, can all be accounted for in some other way within the model used
for the present study.

A sccond question to be answered bf the present study was posed
as follows: '"Do children express different kinds of 'meanings' at
identifiable points in the linguistic hierarcﬁy?" The answer to this

question is unequivocally '"Yes."

In fact, "ﬁeanings," like “functions,”
can be identified on many different levels of the linguistic hierarchy.
A much larger aumber of different kinds of functions and meanings were

" discovered as a result of using the model followed in this study than
even the investigator herself had expected to find. Not only did
"words" have meanings, but so did different combinations of construc~
tions and sectors, and of single forms and intra-construction slots, as
well as different utterance-types and different propositicnal construct~_
types--in other words, all of the many different possible kinds of
tagmemes, One obvioﬁs example of Augusta's use of a single lexical
iten to manifest several different tagmemes is to be.found in her use

of can, which had the tagmemic distribution and '‘meanings” shown in

Table 5 ' below,



Table 5

Tagmemic Distributior and Corresponding Meanings of Can

Utterance~-type X S X "Meaning'
Idiotropic ‘ (request for permission)
Question can 1 '"Wi1l you let me?'!
Predi{cative .

Assertion ’ 1 can  'I am able to'

Predicative

Assertion you can 'You have my permission to'
Predicative

Question can you 'Are you able to?!

As can be scen from Table5 ', there are identifiable diffex-
ences in the reanings of can depending upon its_tagmemic distribution
as well as upon its co-occurrence with I or you Subjects. It should be
noted that, while adult speakers would have addikional collocations of

-

I and you with can, the distributions shown here were the only ones
that Augusta used throughout the study--and always with the meanings
given for each distribution. There were a& number of similar instances

of distributional and co-occurrence phenomena throughout the data.

The findings of the present study suggest th;t linguistic
metafunctions are internalized at a fairly early stage in a child's
language development. For example, Augusta was able to produce
utterances which were identifiable as assertions, questions, and
commands during the first month of the study. The strongest evidence
of linguistic metafunctlons, however, was to he found in Augusta's
apparent differentintioﬁ between nominal tagmemes, adverbial tagmemes,

predicational tagmemes, and modificational tagmemes., For example,
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Augusta used only nominal forms in the Y sector of ostensive utterauces,
On one occasion she expressed a 'state/attribute' construction in

nominal rather than the usual adjectival form: 1in the utterance

That's a nicey. On another occasion she nouinalized aﬁ activity

predication: in the utterance That's a hop. It seems as though Augusta

in some way thought of the Y sector in ostensive utterances as a

position for the nominal metafunction,

Likewise, Augusta used adjectives as modifiers which were
different from those that she used in predications--which suggests a
differentiation between modification and predication.1 She also. used
adverbial Clauses only as fillers of the D sector and nominal Clauses
as fillers of the O sector, which suggests a differentiation between
adverbial and nominal metafunctions. Numerous other such instances of
differentiation between metafunctions are to be found in the data.

There is some evidence that language learning involves
"contextual generalization," as Braine has suggested. However, in
suggesting that "grammar acquisition is a process of perceptual learning
of pattern," he fails to specify what kind of meaning is to be found in
the pattern. It seems that the hypothetical "scanner" which scans
input sentences for patterns might pick up metafunctional information
in its early scannings. That is, the gross function-form composites

would seem to be more significant in the ecarly stages than, for example,

1Thcre was no evidence in the Augusta data to support the
transformational-generative analysis of pre-noun adjectives as being
derived from the verb phrase by means of a permutation transformation.
Augusta regularly used adjectives before nouns before she used those
same adjectives clsewhere. Likewise, some adjectives which she used in
predications were never uscd as pre-noun modifiers. Braine has made
this same observation: see 'The Acquisition of Language in Infant and
Child," p. 40. Bloom's subjects Kathryn (I) and Gia (II) also used
different adjectives for modification and predication; Bloon categorized
Kathryn's busy and Gia's nice as verbs because they only occurred in the
verb phrase, not as modifiers of nouns. (Bloom, Language Development,
PP, 53 and 253.)
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the patgernings of "words" of morphcmes.l Once the various metafunctions
have been "stored,” it would be easier to store lower~layer form-function
. composites according to the metafunctions rather than according fo form
class. In other words, it would scem that an efficient scanner would
scan for tagmemes on different levels of the hicrarchical linguistie
structure,

One final question posed for this study was: "Is it possible
to explain the development of predicational structures by making a
hierarchical sector analysis of a body of data from single-word utter~
ances through more complex structures?” ‘“he answver is affirmative~-but
with qualifications. While sector analysis provides an invaluable
heuristic device for analyzing the syntactic collocatipns in children's
utterances as well as in adults', and although there were many aspects
of Augusta's utterances which sector analysis made it possible to
identify and to define more clearly, it must be concluded that syntactic
analysis alone cannot reveal the multi-level functions of human commu-
nicative utterances. It 1is doubtful that any single syntactic analysis
could explain the whole of language structure as it is related to thae
underlying concepts which it rcalizes.1 However, this study has shown

that sector analysis used in conjunction with an analysis of conceptual

1Stratificational grammar, as outlined by lLamb and recently
elaborated upon by Lockwood, probably comes closer to relating 'sound
and meaning'" relationships than any other grammar, However, while it
brings in meaning more effectively than other grammars, stratifica-
tional grammar does not show constructional rclationships—-and
inter-relationships-~-as clearly as sector analysis does., {(For detalled
descriptions of stratificational grammar, see Sydney M. Lamb, Outline
of Stratificational Grammar (ashington, D.C.: Georgetown University
Press, 1966) and David G. Lockwood, Introduction to Stratificational
lLinguistics [New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1972),)
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constructs and propositional constructs can reveal, on severél»levels,
the kinds of relationships that éther child language investigators have
believed to exist--but that have not been explicitly studied within one
overall model until now. Many of the procedures used in the present
study were based.upon ideas found in the writings of such iinguists,
psychologists, psycholinguists, and philosophers as Allen, Bloom,
Braine, Brown, Fillmove, Piaget, Pike, Schlesinger, Searle, Sinclair

de Zwart, and Slobin.1 Certainly the idea that theve is a relationship
between perceptual/cognitive mechanisms and language did not originate
with the present investigator. However, as far as can be determined
from the literature, no other investigator has yet formulated a
specific model for studying that relationship from a psycholinguistic
perspective. Hopefully, the present study will encourage others to

pursue and to refine the line of inquiry suggested here.

3.1, Implications for Further Research

The present study adds another body of data to the growing
accumulation of !'nowledge about first-language lecarning., Such knowledge
should contribute to the establishing of a baseline for the linguistic
behavior of children who, presumably, are following a "normal" course of
language development., Such a baseline should prove helpful for both the
analysis of, and curriculum development for, children who are, in some

way, deviant from the general population,

lReferences to books and articles by thesce scholars can bdbe
found in the References section for the present study, as well as in
fecotnotes throughout the study. ‘
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There aré a few methodological details which seem worthy of
mention.' The decision to collect data every two weeks rather than lesa
frequently or more frequently was both well-founded and ill~founded,
Collecuing data at greater intervals of time could have resulted in
vissing some of Augusta's fleeting uses of particular constructions as
well as some of the interesting examples of her "practicing' new Eorms.
As it was, however, the body of data collected for the preseat study
fequired an inordinate amount of time to trvanscribe and to analyze;
collecting the data at even shorter intervals would have made analysis
by one investipator almost impossible. On the other hand, it would
have been helpful to have had tapes of equal length rather than soﬁe
which represented more time than others. (The ninety-minute tapes, in
most cases, were better than both the shorter ones and the longer ones.)
In the opigion of this investigator, the opflmum sample size and
sampling interval would be one~and-one-half hours every two weeks,

There 1s no doubt that video-tapes would have alded greatly in
the study of Augusta's language development. There were some questions
which could not be answered during analysis primarily because of an
inability to determine the exact non-linguistic contextlin which an
utterance was spoken. (Most of these questions had to do with Augusta's
non-linguistic activity or her proximity to objects and to the
investigator.) Much of 'this kind of information had to be cued directly

“onto the tape. Until such time as video-tape equipment becomes much
more portable than it 1s at present, however, it will not be possible to
make such recordings in the child's home. Transporting a small child to

a recording studio involves considerable parental cooperation, as well
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as a subject who 1is not in»awe of such strange surroundinge. Perhaps
an adequate ;ompromise would be to hold one audio-taped session in the
child's home and one vidco-taped session in a studio each month.1

It should be noted that playing with toys, particuarly toys
which have many individual parts or pieces, like a doll house, is more
likely to elicit sentences of different propositional construct types
than are many other kinds of activity. Drawing, for example, encouraged
Augusta to produce many idioiropic commands since she was often unable
to draw what she wanted to and requested the investigator to draw the
object for her, When she was looking at a book, she was more likely to
usc ostensive utterances. The doll house was by far the best toy for
motivating predicative, idiotropic, and ostensive propgsitional
construct-types in their various assertion, question, and command forms.
However, in the carly months of the study, Augusta was not able to see
the relationships betweén toy furniture and reél farniture, between
wooden dolls and real people, or between the rooms in a doll house and
real rooms in her own house.2 During the first several months of the
study, she was much more interested in books and in gross motor activity,
such as riding her hobBy horse, than she was in play which involved

pretending and manipulation of small objects. She particularly enjoyed

1The present investigator made one video-tape recording of
Augusta with her mother at 22:7, Because they were collected under
different circumstances than the otlier recordings, these data were not
included i{n the corpus for the present study.

2One interesting anccdote occurred on one occasion which
illustrates this point well. The investigator and Augusta were playing
with the dolls and doll house. The investigator asked, "Where's the
kitchen, Augusta?'’ Augusta looked puzzled for a moment and then
answered, very matter-of-factly: "It's in the kitchen,"



enjoyed playing with tenpins, stacking large blecks to "make a tower,"
and putting thihgs into and taking things out of containers.1
Eyen;ually, however, her dolls and their house and its contents
occupled wmuch of her time and interest during recording sessions, She
gradually leamed to make-believe with her toys--but was ne§er. during
the course of the study, able to pretend that she was another ﬁerson.
Verbal interaction with the investigator seemed to be much more fmpor-
tant during the early months of the study than it was later, However,
even after Augusta was able to play for long periods of time with -
little or no verbal input from the investigator, Augusta seemed to
verbalize more in the presence of the investigator than when she was
alone., VYor example, on the few occasions tﬁat it was necessary for
the investigator to leave the room, Augusta produced ng utterances at
all during the investipator's absence.

The present stuay of Augusta's language is'just fhatn~the study
of the language development of one 1little girl from one point of view;
The investigator does not claim to know how many of the statements made
in the present study are representative of what could be said about
other children, Many of the findings are confirmed by the observations
of other investigators, however, and a perusal of these observations
did not reveal any serious discrepancies in the model- itself. One
‘cannot be certain that there are no such discrepancies, however, until
lgrge amounts of data have been processed by this model. Hopefully,

such rescarch will be forthcoming in the near future,

-~

1See Appendix G for 1list of important toys and books used
during recording session.
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APPENDIX A

Augusta's Verbs, 18:12-31:12

18:12 19:8 . 20:13 21:24
boom (?) boom (?) vblow vbought
open Y close crying Y broke
snap Y cry, crying fix Ybuild
Y fix get Y eating
Y found Y hold Y fit
Y get pick (up) fix
Y happen Y play get, got
Y help Y put Y give
Y look ride Y kick
open’ sce look
Y pick (up) Ysit (down) Y made
Y ride Y walking epen
Y see : ¥ read
Y sit riding
snap sit (down)
Y stop Y sleeplng
%/ stucked stand (up).
Y want Y take (off)
Y talking
Ywake, woke (up)
Ywatch

KEY: .#* = Incorrectly formed by adult standards,

Y = First time used.




APPENDIX A (continued)
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22:11 22325 23:9 24:15
bought bought bought break, breaking
Y bunp come (on) Yburp Yclimb (up)
Y come Y doing Y carry close
find, tound find v cover Y draw
fit get doing Y empty
Ygo, golng go Y drink find, found
hear Y lace Y fall (down) fix
hold make, made fit, fits get, got
look open g0, going go, going
making pull - hear’ have
Y mess put Y hug hold
open read Ykiss Y keep
pick (up) ride Y lay (down) Y like
playing Y stow Yneed, necds Y lose, lost
Y pull sit (down) put Y love
put sleeping Yrolls (around) need
read stand (up) saap open
ride vV took stand (up)y Y pass
Y rocking Y turn take, taking play
sce want, wanna Y throw push
sitting Jturn (over) sut
sleeping wake, woke (up) Y say
Y stay want, wanna sce
Y step show
Y suing sit
want sleep
Yulnd (up) stop
wol:e (up) take, taking
Y think

turn (over)
wake, woke (up)
want, wanna

Y washing
Ywrap



25:10

burp

Y button

Y call

- fall
find, found
get -
go
have
look
make
open
pick, picked (up)
put

Y reach
read
see

Y shake
sit (down)
sleeping
cnap

Y swimming
take

want, wvanna, wants

wind (up)

-t

APPENDIX A (continued)

26:18

Yhring
bump
close
Y comb
come
erying
doing
draw
eat, eating
fall, fell
fit, fits
found
get, got
go, goes, going
have
hold
Yhop -
keep
kissing
Y know
Ylet
like
look
love
neeaq
open
Y peek
pick (up)
play
pull (up)
put, putting
ride
Y ring
say
Y scare
see
sit, site, sitting
slcep
stand
take
Y taste
Y told
Y turn (around)
Ywait
want, wanna, want to
watch
Ywork

27:24
Ybet
bring
Y brush
calling
clean, cleans
close
come
do, doing
drink
fall, *falled, fell.
Y feeding
Y finished
fix
get, gets, got
give
go, goes, going
have, has
know
Y lock
love
make, taking
Y missed
Y move
need
open
peek
pick (up)
put
read
say
scared
see
sit
sleep
Yspilled
stand, stands
stay
stop
take
Y turn (of £)
Y use
wait
walks
want

. wash, washing

watch
wind
Ywipe
woke (up)
work
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28:17

Ybe
bring
brush (off)
Y burn
~ clean
close
come, came
crying
do, did
Y drive
eating
find, found
get, got
give
go, goes, going
have ,
hear
help
like
look, looks
slogad
noke, making
move
neced
open
pecking
play
push
put
ring
says
scrub
see, saw
Y shine
sit (down)
standing {up)
take
talk
Y ticking
Y trying
turn, turns
want, wanna, want to
wash
vwipe
work
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APPENDIX A (continued)

29:16

bought
*bringed
bumped
clean
close
come
¥ count
Y drying
*falled
find, fouad
fit
get
give
go, goes, goling
hold
know
Y leave
like
look
ne-~d
open
play
Y press
put
see
sit
sleeping
take, takes, *taked
theow
turn
use
want, wanna, want to
wash, washing
wind



30:13

/bend
/bite
bring, brought
broke
/ catch
clean
close, closed
come
crying
doiung
draw
Y drop
dry
eat
fall, falling
feeding
find, found
fit
fix

get, got, getting

go, goes, going
give
have
help
7 hurt
Y laughing
like
look, looking
make, made
need
open
Y paint
peck
play
put, putting
read
ring, *ringed
said
see
sit
sleep, sleeping
Y smiling
stand
Y suck

APPENDIX A,tcontiuued)

30:13 (continued)

take, took
talking

tell

ticking
trying

turn (off)’
wait

want

wash, washing
woke (up)

'31:12

bite, bites
break, breaks
brush
carry
‘close
conme
cxy
draw
drives
2at
find
fix, fixed
get, got
go
have
help, helping
hold
v hope
hurt
let
like
lost
make, made
need
open
play
put
shakes
sit
Y sticks
take
talk
think
use
want, want to
wash, washing
wind (up)
work, works
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APPENDIX B

Sector Analysis of Data

for 18:12, 19:8, 24:15, and 31:12
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Appendix B ~ Glossary

The utterance-types are shown in the left-hand margin as follows:

PA =
NPA =
PQ =
IA =

NIA =

IC =
NIC =
OA =
oA =
EA =

EQ =

predicative assertion (affirmative)
negative ﬁredicative assertion
predicative question |
idiotropic assertion (affirmacive)‘
negative idiotropic assertion
idiotropic question

idiotropic command {(affirmative)
negative idiogropic comnand
ostensive assertion (affirmative)
negatiye ostensive assertion
existential assertion

existential question

Symbols should be interpreted as follows: .

A =
¢ =
Y o

Content of this sector appears in another sector in
the same utterance.,

Obligatory filler missing; different meaning if sector
is obligatorily unfilled; interpretation by context,

Assumed underlying conceptual construct not linguistically

realized; interxpretation by context.

Numbers in parentheses indicate number of times utterance was
produced in that session.
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APPENDIX C

The Verb Key to Augusta's X-Word, Quasi Auxiliary,
and Verb Collocations '

X~HORDS QUASI-AUXILIARIES VERB FORM EXAMPLE

am ('m) v-ing1 I'm cleaning.

1s ('s) ‘ v-ing He's sleeping.

are ('re) : : v-ing They're yelling,

can (n't) v - I can't fix 1it,

could v Where could it go?

should v Where should I put 1t?

do (n't) v I don't like {it,

do-g

does (n't) v That doesn't fit,

will ('11) v I1'1l1 hold it.

is ('9) getting v-n It'e getting washed.,

is ('s) get v-n It's get washed,
got v-n It got fixed,

is ('s) gonna get ven It's gonna get cleaned.

am ('m) gonna v I'm gonna fix the pail,
gonna v He gonna go bye-bye.
gotta v You gotta wash,
gotta get v=n You gotta get washed.
hafta v 1 hafta wash this,
hafta get v-n .I hafta get finished.
hasta get v-n I hasta get finished,
had to v He had to eat,
'posed to v I 'posed to go home,
better v I better fix 1it,

an ('m) supposed to v I'm supposed to get out,

is ('s) going v The boy's going wash.

l'w-ingf represents the ING form; "v" alone represents the
BASE foim of the verb; "v-n" represents the D-T-N Form.,
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APPENDIX D

Sector Analysis of a Command

The sector analysis of Augusta's most complex command is shown
in page 95 of Appendix D. The analysis is explained layer by layer
on page 96, '

The features of Augusta's command Let me brush her hair so we

can_go on_the back porch which deserve special attention are noted below:

Line (1): This command is manifested by a Predicator construction.
If {t had been a Clausid (You let me brush her hair . . .),
an extra layer would have been added to “the ¢ analyqis.

Line (1): The wavy arrow under the D indicates that the predication
about il is an adverbial predication,

Line (3): The subjects of Clausids (in this case, me) are regularly .
in the object form. The rectangle indicates that me is a
pro-nominal,

Line (4): 1In this Predicator, the D sector is unfilled (6). Augusta
could have filled this sector with a Predicator adverblal
such as again,

Line (6): The determiner slot in the Noun Cluster is marked by % 3
the nucleus slot is marked by * ,

Line (8): This construction is a minimal unit because both sentence
adverbial sectors (F and E) are unfilled, Augusta could
have filled ejther of these with her sentence adverbial
forms now, then, and first.

Line (11): The H scctor is filled by the minimal Predicatid, +Vi; the
optional 0, B, 10, and C sectors are unfilled,

Line (12): The Phrase filling the D sector consists of two obligatory
' slots, the prepositiou (on) and the object of the preposition
(the back porch).,

Line (13): In the Noun Cluster, the -—) indicates a modifier other
than a determiner.

lThc numbers in parentheses at the left are used to facilitate
discussion of the analysis; they ave not a part of the analysis ftself,
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APPENDIX D

Symbols Used in Sector Analysis of a Command

Predicator construction

adverbial predication (when placed below the text)
Predicatid construction

Nominal

determiner *

nucleus of a Cluster

Cluster construction

Clause construction

includer (Clause introducer)

primary predicatfion (when placed above the text)
Phrase constructi&n

pre-noun (adjectival or noun-adjunct) modifier
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APPENDIX D (continued) o

The analysis shown on the preceding page is interpreted below.

It should be noted that each tagmeme in an utterance consists of a

position (indicated in the left-hand margin) which is filled by a

constructlion (identified in the right-hand margin). Each construction,

in turn, consists of a sequence of lower-layer tagmemes, some of which

are optional and others of which are obligatory. Constructions in

which only the obligatory tagmemes occur (in a given utterance) are

called "minimal' construction and are marked with a raised "='",

Line (1):

Line (2):

Line (3):

Line (4):

Line (5):

Line (6):

Line (7):

Line (8):

Line (9):

Line (10):

The command is a Y-layer tagmeme which consists of the
Y sector filled by the Predicator H + D,

The U tagmeme 1n the Predicator consists of the Il sector
filled by a V40 Predicatid.

The O tagmeme consists of the O sector filled by the
Clausid S+Y.

The Y tagmere in the Clausid consists of the Y sector
filled by the minimal Predicator (+i-D),

The U tagneme In the Predicator consists of the l sector
filled by a V+0 Predicatid,

The O tagneme consists of the O sector filled by a
tHoun Cluster (determiner + noun nucleus).

The D tagmeme (from line 1) consists of the D sector
filled by a Clause (includer + unit).

The U tagmeme consists of the U sector filled by a
minimal vait (-~FP+T-E),

The T tagmeme consists of the T sector filled by the
Trunk (S+X+Y).

The Y tagmeme in the Trunk consists of the Y sector
filled by the Predicator (l4D).
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Line (11):

Line uzﬁ

Line (13):

97

APPENDIX D (continuaed)

The Il tagmeme consists of the Il sector filled by the
minimal Prodicatid (V).

The D tagmeme of the Predicator (in line 10) consists
of the D sector filled by a Phrase (preposition + object
of preposition).

The objecct of the preposition tagmeme consists of the
po slot filled by a Noun Cluster (determiner + modifier
4+ noun nucleus),
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APPENDIX E

Augusta's Idiotvopic Assertions with Want and Need,

Questions with Can, and Commands with Let's
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APPENDIX E

Augusta's Idiotropic Assertions with
Yant and Need, Questions with Can,
and Commands with Let'sl

19:8 Don't want.

22:11 I viant blocks,
I want doggie ride horsie,
I want up.
Can I have 1it?
Can 17
Let's open it,
22:25 I want Raggedy Ann.
I want read book.
I wanna talk to Terry,
I wanna play two blocks,
I wanna sit down,
I wanna hold {it,
I wanna open it.
Want recad book.
22:9 want play tenpins.
want carry baby.
want carry it.
wanna hold 1t
need a bath,
need baby bath,
need books.
Want talk,
Want talk Mommy.
No want shoes on.

o e et

24:1 I want touch that pirvaffe,
I want a baby,
I wanna see that.
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APPENDIX E (continued)

24115 1 don't want to.

I don't want his eyes out.

I don't want to play babies.,
I want * not this thing.

I don't want it come out.

I don't want a baby in there like that,
I need 1it, '

I need another baby.

I need that.,

I need baby's potty chair.

I don't need that.

Can I have all the babies?’
Can 1 put on it?

Can I look in there?

Can I have it?

Can I lock at {t?

Can 1 get 1it?

Can I open 1t?

Can I look at the cards?
Can I draw on paper?

Can I show it to Rosa?
Can I put thlen in here?
Don't wuant play bables

Want sleep in there.
Want have him.

Don't wanna put away.
Need another baby.

25:10 I neced the baby's blanket.
I need one,
I don't wanna read it.
I wanna go downstairs,
I want ie,
Can 1 have 1t?

26:6 I want look at candy.

Can have nore?
Can I have nore?

~Can I have more penny?

- Can I have it?

‘Can I have plece? -
an I have that? .~

n I have more candy?




BEST COPY AVAILABLE 1ol

APPENDIX E {(continuad)

2616  (continued)

Can I have a bablas?
Can [ havae lotlon?
Wanna squeoze it,

don't want tho boy in thorae,

26118 1
I don't want this in hoxa.
I don't want to.
I wanna go hop,
I wanna comb your hair,
I want that bed fite ripht here,
I need a c¢radlae,
Don't want to,
2731 need clean tho boy,

I

1 need to fit up thara.

1 nceda look 1ike going nite~nite,
1 neced go Larry,

I want to have thoem,

Can I have a washeloth?

Can T have that?

27:24 1 don't want a machina,
I need them,
T neced it for ny baby.
1 need a box.
Let's gat the soap.
Let's ¢lean up,
Let's stop the boya.
Can I clean {t?
Can I take them out?
Can I hava a box?

28:17 1 wanna ¢lean up gome mora,

I wanna go in your pocket,

I want you tako that away to Abraham,
I need a Laby.,

I necd totlot,

Y need sono candy,

I ueed look at Dordin,

o Lcc 8 go to your houso.:,"

;Q-I need aonpa
i
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APPENDIX E (continued)

29:16 I want clothes in there.

I wanna get down.,

1 wanna look at the pictures.
I necda go on the horsie,

I don't wanna.

I don't wanna count the beds.
I wanna get off,

I want that box.

I wanna go on the horsie.

I wanna hold {t.

Can I have the washing machine?
Can I play checkers?

Wanna look at that one.
Wanna wash her.

Wanna go on the horsie.

Need a cloth,

Hant no nore,

Don't wanna.

30:13 I need rore peunies.,
I want a bhandald on it,
I den't wvanna wateh TV,
Let's sce a different color,
Let's look at colors.
Let's make a tower.
Let's play with these.
Let's go bye-bye in the car.
Let's go.
Let's take them home to our house.,
Let's take our car.
Let's tale another two of thenm girls.
Let's go in there.
Let's go in there.
Let's go here,
Let's play ganes.
Let's eat dinner now.
let's eat that.
Let's eat the cake.
Let's eat with a fork, -
Let's get washeds
go out of hers,
go bye-bye,




30:27

31:12

1
I
I
I
1
I
I
I
I

I

g
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APPENDIX E (continued)

don't want to,

don't want to make in the plate,
want 'nother gum drop.

want 'nother one.

want this one kind.

want a red one. ,

need give one to Rosa.

want that,

vanna look at them.

wanna use this one.

Can I have some nore?
Can I give one to Rosa?
Can I have another one?
Can I have one?

Let's make a house.
Let's get out of here.
Let's get candy the boy.

I think I want this one with the boy on it.a
I think I need a sprayer.d

I need some hair.

I need a plate,

I need & barrette,

Can I have a barrette?

“Can I have some more water?

Can I .have some powder?

Can I have it?

Can 1 go outside?

Can I go out the front porch?

Can I drive you?

Can I drive you to take your toys?
Can I play with Shari?

Can I nalie something on this side?

Let's write on something.
Let's make another one.

Let's make another Mormy.
Let's take them to your house,
Let's put them away too.

Lct's go in here.

 Let's wash her hair over hero.
let's £O.

~_‘Let s play this,
 Let's make some house.
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APPENDIX F

Augusta's Idiotropic Questions and Cormnands

with You Subjects
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APPENDIY F

Augusta's Idiotrople Questions and
Comnands with You Subjects

'1‘22:11fvnqn'c‘you atep on 1t, Mommy.'
25:10,~You‘sit down, |

26118 You sit right here.
" You hold on,

27124 You drink your cup,
F ~You get in here. -
~ You come, ,
~You clean with soap.
You keep this? .

28117 You c¢lean her.
~ You wash her,
“You wash a Daddy.
~ You scrub a bathroom.
- You clean this,
-You scrub offktho,dish,
~ You brush off the girls,
You brush off a baby.
You brush it off,
You put some water on it
You sit down,
You find {t,
You find the 1ack~in~the—box."‘
You play with me,
You push a buttons,
You: push a timer,
~ You put around timers.
f~YOU‘p1ay.__‘;t';
~ You push this ne,
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APPENDIX F (continued)

208116 You put the cover on it,
You hold it for me.
You put up there,
You clean, , o
You hold him a minute. !
" You come and sit, o :
- You wind it for me,
. You clean the house.
You clean it, ‘
~ You put me on the horsie.
You uash the baby off?

30113 You put the water in here.
- You make a tower,
You bring some orange juice.
~You eat more.
You put back on the cover.
- You open that?
Yoy help me?
You help me with this?
You give me one? ‘
You stand this little girl up?
. You give me some orange juice?
You fix it?
You help me to fix it?
You take off this?
You fix it again?
~ You fit them in hare?
- You make one?

31:12 You draw the mommy,
‘You take that one.
You make a momny to carry her.
© You make another ones
You ‘hold the mirror, and you hold the baby
~ 80 I can brush her hnir, OK? '
~ You brush her now, :
~ You come over here, : e e
Yo ‘have. this one with the crayons.~ﬂ gt
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APPENDIX G

Toys and Books Frequently Mentioned in Text
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APPENDIX G

Toys and Books Frequently Mentioned in Text

TOYS:

Fisher-Price Doll House
with plastic furniture
and wooden 'family’
plastic washing machine
plastic bathroom fixtures
ball and tenpins

blocks

assorted coffee cans
" and other containers

, hobby horse
‘largc teddy bear (50 inches tall)
stuffed lamb, pig, and cat

‘assorted dolls, doll clothes,
blankets, and doll furniture

wind-up toys, including radio,
and nonkey '

snap—bcada

 erayons and paper

Carden of Verses (Random
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APPENDIX H

Constituent Structure of

Augusta's Construction-Types
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APPENDIX H

Constituent Structure of
Augusta's Construction-Types

Cluster
Noun Cluster = fdeterminer +numeral iadj¥of~cvaluation +adj-of~-size o
tadj-of-age tadj-of-color inoun-adjunct +noun nucleus

ipostjnucleQS'Phrase

- Adjective Cluster = +too +adjective nucleus

fPossessive

' Possessive = +noun +sign-of-the-possessive ('s)

Phrasa

pro-nominal

‘Phrase = +preposition + ndminalv, }
pro-locative

Clause

Clause = + adverbial includer} +Trunk
: ‘nominal includer :

| . Cl"ausidk = g
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Appendix H (Continued)

ConsoctntiVe;Predlcatid

Consociative-Predicatid © +V:'+Dv:

Consociate

Consociate = J: 4D,

3

Pred{gator

Predicator = +i! +D
Trunk
- Trunk = +Szk+xéktM'+Yz;

kUnit

it

Unit = 4¥s +T1 481

Sentence

1

Sentence = 4Topics +Voc!: +U: +2¢ +Voc: +sentence-intonation




