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1. The acquisition of predicates

All current syntactic theories and in particular those that acknowledge grammatical relations as primary, assume that syntactic connectivity is closely related to the presence in the lexicon of predicates, namely, of words expressing incomplete meanings that require completion by other words.  Predicates are thought to possess a logical argument structure, specifying the thematic roles associated with their incomplete or indefinite elements, roles to be occupied by the words serving as their arguments.  Syntagmatic relations -- the very foundation of syntax -- are between two words one of which is a predicate, the other one of its expressed arguments.  The meaning of predicates relies on their relation to their argument; in the syntactic sense these words obligatorily require a complement.


The question is how do children come to acquire linguistic signs with such paradoxical meaning -- words possessing a hole in them, words which cannot express a complete meaning on their own, words that make sense only together with some other word?  And, in particular, how do children start to learn predicates?


The acquisition of these words seems at first glance almost an impossibility.  In order to get the predicate word right, children should be able all at once to understand the word couple and decipher the relative role of both participants in the combination.  This seems like a pretty tall order for a child just starting to learn her basic vocabulary.  Indeed, it seems like a paradox -- children need to be able to command syntax as a condition for learning words whose predicate nature is a condition for syntax.


One possibility is that children learn predicate words at the single-word stage, but with a complete, not an incomplete meaning.  Then, at some later stage, they learn to modify these words' semantic and syntactic characteristics, and turn them into incomplete, combining predicates.  Even though this seems like a simple solution, it raises many problems.  First, we still need to explain  how words come to acquire an incomplete character before children have syntax; the same problem remains, it just got postponed.  Second, the single-word, "complete" versions of the predicate words are different semantically and syntactically from the predicate versions; these are really homonyms, word with the same form but with a different meaning.  Turning these into real predicates involves correction and unlearning, not just learning -- we thought we have solved the problem but actually we have just postponed it while turning it into a more complex process involving a change in an established member of their linguistic system.


Another option is that children do not learn predicates at the single-word stage but only after they have entered patterned speech, know about syntax and how to combine words systematically.  Well, that won't work: knowing how to combine words in a rule-bound manner is precisely a question of expressing predicate-argument relations.  The task seems impossible.


In this talk, I would like to offer two solutions to this logical problem and to bring some empirical data to substantiate them.


The first solution to the logical problem is that predicates and arguments are initially acquired in such a way that by necessity leads to predicates acquiring an incomplete character. For example, there is some other principle apart from predicate-argument relations by which children generate combinations of predicate and argument words, without P (the predicate) requiring A (the argument) as its logical/semantic/syntactic completor.  P and A are acquired as complete (not incomplete) linguistic signs at the single-word stage;  There is some other principle, not the syntagmatic one, by which ordered combinations of P & A are generated, in fact, ordered combinations of P with many different A's; As a result of these combinations, P acquires or internalizes an expectation for an A complement, turns into P(x).


There is such a principle ready made:

According to the theory, children acquire language in order to express communicative intents; their expressions are generated by rules mapping communicative intents to one-word utterances.  Research (by Greenfield and Smith, Nelson, Bates, Bruner and so on) has shown that at first they acquire words which are constants or unmarked keywords for a particular type of communicative intent or interpersonal move.  Examples of constant type mapping rules are presented in Table 1:

Table 1.  Examples of constant-type mapping rules
Greet on meeting
=> say: hi
Mark object transfer   
=> here, this, thank-you
Exclaim in distress
=> oops, oh
Perform move in peek-a-boo 
=> boo
Answer in the affirmative
=> yes, OK, ahem
Refuse a proposal
=> no
Direct attention to a focus
=> here, this, look
Propose repetition of action 
=> more, again 
Propose a new activity+/- 

  focussed on object or person
=> this
Discuss joint focus of attention=> here, this, there

These expressions may be considered keywords for distinct types of communicative intents because they each represent a distinct "language game", individually and independently defined.   


At some later stage in the single-word period, children acquire a strategy of expressing their communicative intents by specifying some detail of their intent that covaries with circumstances.  These mapping rules are variable-type by contrast with their initial strategy of expressing a communicative intent by a general, constant, unmarked expression.  For example, see Table 2:

Table 2.  Examples of variable-type mapping rules
Propose new activity +/- focussed on object or person --> 



verbalize object  (e.g. Lego, water, pacifier, ball);


OR
verbalize activity  (e.g. walk, dance, build);


OR
verbalize person to play with (e.g. daddy, Johnnie).

Request object, action is known, e.g., to give, put, bring -->



verbalize object (e.g. wheel, book, pencil).

Request for action, object is known --> verbalize action (e.g., give, open).

Answer what-question --> satisfy wh-element (e.g. flower, nose).

State intent to act --> verbalize object of action (e.g. block);


OR
verbalize location of action (e.g. in-the-box).

Statement describing recent event --> verbalize event (e.g. fell, broke).

Statement describing past event --> verbalize person involved (e.g. grandma).


OR
verbalize location involved (e.g. train)

Statement describing joint focus of attention  -->


  
verbalize entity at focus (e.g. shoe, daddy);


OR
verbalize action at focus (e.g. eat);


OR
verbalize attribute of entity at focus (e.g. red, big);


OR
verbalize state of entity at focus (e.g. asleep);


OR
verbalize number of entities at focus (e.g. two);


OR
verbalize location of entity at focus (e.g. in-bed).


Interestingly, the acquisition of variable-type mapping rules undergoes an "explosion"; around 18-22 months there is a sudden increase in the number of such mapping rules, encompassing many different types of communicative intents.  


Another change that occurs about the same time in children' mapping behavior,  maybe a bit earlier, is a sudden increase in multiple mapping rules for the same communicative intent.  Until about 16 months children tend to use a single realization rule for expressing a given intent, but after that they realize intents increasingly in two or more different ways.  For instance, they may now have two different constant expressions for greeting; hi and morning; or else have a constant hi and a variable which is the name of the person greeted.


These developments precede the onset of patterned speech by about 2-4 months.  So, the single-word period ends by children having:

a. multiple mapping options for the same type of communicative intents; and

b. constant and variable mapping rules for the same communicative intents.


The idea is that the initial set of two-word expressions will be created by combining and ordering two different single-word mappings of communicative intent in the same utterance.  Some of the time these will be two constants, but what interests us are the combinations where one of the mappings is a constant and the other, the expression of a variable element of the intent.  Then, we get combinations like again + X, for requesting the repetition of an action.  Again is a constant for that intent, x is what to be repeated in this particular instance.  The ordering is given by the input; however, what is ordered here are two mappings and not the two words.  Figure 1 shows the process:

Figure 1. Hypothetical development of two-word combinations on the basis of single-word mapping rules of communicative intents
Stage 1. Requesting repetition of action: --> again
Stage 2. Requesting repetition of action: --> X = whatever is to be repeated, e.g., action, 

object involved etc.

Stage 3. Requesting repetition of action
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          again    +
X = whatever is to be repeated


For instance, "again tickle",  "again jump" etc.

Stage 4. Requesting repetition of action --> again(x) + X

X = the value of the variable x = whatever is to be repeated; X follows again(x) 


This model of development predicts that many of the first two-word combinations will consists of combinations of variables and constants of communicative intents, pre-existing in the single-word stage.  Some variants of this process may be when a constant exists in single word stage but the variable only appears in combination; or the converse.  What matters is that the two words do function as constant and variable mapping of types of communicative intents.


By and large, this prediction is confirmed by developmental data.  The pivot type combinations reported by previous researchers (e.g., Braine) were of this type, when the constants were the pivots, like hi, by, more, etc.  Similar results were obtained in my own studies on the acquisition of Hebrew.


To summarize, the first solution offered to the problem of how predicates are acquired is that they are acquired in the single-word stage as saturated or complete linguistic signs, because of being constants of types of communicative intents.  Such expressions are amply modelled in the input, and continue being used as single-word utterances by children and adults as well.


The process by which the "communicative constants" turn incomplete is also depicted in Figure 1:  The constant of the communicative intent develops an expectation that a specific detail will follow it; that's the incomplete element, the semantic/syntactic valency of the predicate.  It is even possible to say that the incomplete character of the constant starts to develop the moment a variable mapping rule is acquired for the same communicative intent in the single word stage; the very existence of an option to specify the detail of the intent creates an absence in the case of using a general constant expression not giving this information.

This process, even if correct, however, does not completely solve the problem of the acquisition of predicates.  Not all predicates can be considered constants of communicative intents; on the contrary, most are not constants, but rather, are variables themselves.  For example let's take the words open, close, fix, hit, eat, hold, clean etc.  We cannot claim that there is a specific type of communicative intent for each of these actions.  They each may occur in a communicative situation possessing an identical overall meaning, for example, when speaker is requesting addressee to perform an action.  Requesting that addressee open the door isn't qualitatively different from requesting that addressee close it; a request for an action is qualitatively different from a refusal, but two requests for two different actions differ only in detail, not in the type of social move performed.


Interestingly, as an empirical finding, most of the words functioning as constant markers of communicative intent are not verbs but rather belong to a medley of minor word-classes in adult language.  This implies that the theory outlined above does not help explain the acquisition of the most central of all predicates, namely, verbs.  In particular, it does not explain how children acquire transitive verbs, containing not one but at least two argument slots.  As children tend not to express the subject of verbs anyway, mainly because they use verbs as requests, the question really boils down to how they come to learn to use verbs with a second argument slot?  There is a need for another mechanism explaining how children break into the use of such terms.


We are back at the beginning:  it is impossible to acquire transitive verbs in their true unsaturated form in the single-word period, because they don't represent complete concepts.  If they are learned as complete forms, they represent different words than the predicate version, and the question is, what is the meaning of these single-word versions, and how are they eventually unlearned?  The communicative-constant solution does not help in these cases.


In order to understand these kind of developmental phenomena, we need a very strong data base, documenting both single-word and multiword speech, from the very beginning, if possible, documenting all uses, and with contextual information that would make it possible to identify constant-type and variable-type predicates.   


The only data base I know of that provides all this and more is Mike Tomasello's combined diary/observational study on the development of predicates that he published in his book "First Verbs" (1992).  I've turned to this set of observations and tried to find out how his subject Travis dealt with acquiring the "predicateness" of predicates.

2. The acquisition of transitive verbs

First, very reassuringly, I found the predicted pattern regarding constants of communicative intents.  The first set of predicate words in one-word speech were such constants, and the first two-word combinations involved this very same set.  Table 3 presents the data:

Table 3. The 25 earliest combining predicates in Travis's speech (age in months and days unless original has approximate month)

Word Combinations
Single-word use

Age
Example
Age
---------------------------------------------------------------------

15m 20d
whereda bottle
 --  

16m 25d
block get-it 
16m 24d

16m 26d
bye baby
16m 25d

17m 01d
hi fan
17m 26d

17m 07d
Mama hold
17m 00d

17m 07d
again...book
17m 01d

17m 07d
ball...gone
17m 06d

17m 09d
more corn
16m 14d

17m 10d
steps...no 
16m 17d

17m 14d
Maria go
17m 04d

17m 15d
pee-pee potty
17 months

17m 16d
ball...back
17m 10d

17m 16d
baby stuck
15m 18d

17m 16d
no boy
15m 26d

17m 17d
Mommy hammer
17-18 months

17m 17d
thanks...guide
16m 12d

17m 17d
move, Maria
15m 26d

17m 17d
boy down
16m 26d

17m 19d
cookie bite
17-18 months

17m 19d
my get-out
17m 06d

17m 25d
roll-it baby
17-18 months

17m 25d
baby crying
16-17 months

17m 26d
find-it funny
17m 26d

17m 27d
fall-down man
17m 15d

17m 27d
yaya (draw) book
16-17 months


As expected, the "constant" type predicates were mostly not verbs;  Travis exhausted the potential of this set for generating combinations before turning to the variable-type, "true" predicates (i.e., verbs).


What about transitive verbs?  Here there was a surprise.  Travis started to use them with -it attached.  Now this isn't unheard of, there are many other children documented with such a pattern, among them several of Martin Braine's subjects.  There has been even an argument in the literature: Roger Brown, who had several children including his subject Adam who produced such combinations, claimed that they represent segmentation errors, and represented monomorphemic words, whereas Lois Bloom, in whose study all the children but especially the two boys had them, claimed that they represent productive patterns with -it as a separate morpheme; she considered them a pronominal option, a style preference.  Both were impressed with sentences where the child attached both -it and a nominal argument to the transitive verb, such as "open it window", Bloom claiming this is a transitional phenomenon between pronominal and nominal arguments, whereas Brown claiming this shows the combination is frozen.  Tomasello's Travis also had such combinations, and he treated all early V+it as single-word unsegmented combinations.


But are these really segmentation errors?  In particular, are combinations of the type transitive verb+it+Common Noun (CN) evidence of a segmentation error involving the appending of -it to transitive verbs?


The first doubts arise when it appears that at the time of acquisition, some verbs (for instance close, open, hold, hit) alternated for several days between forms with and without -it; if this were a segmentation error, pure and simple, shouldn't it be manifested by a complete absence of the correctly segmented form?  


In particular, some forms with -it were acquired at a stage when Travis already produced patterned speech; in these verbs (e.g., read) the alternation was between V-it and V+this, as in "read-it"  and "read this".  This seems more like an alternation between two pronouns than between an unsegmented and segmented word.


The impression that these are probably not segmentation errors gets stronger when it appears that V-it+Common Noun combinations also occur with verbs after these had been used without -it attached, for instance in V+CN combinations.  Moreover, in some cases the verbs had never before been combined with -it, they always occurred in their correctly segmented form, and Travis started combining them immediately with CNs without any -it.  Table 4a presents the data.

Table 4. Examples of late -it, after -it-less forms had appeared


4a. Combinations of verbs with or without -it

Combinations 
Combinations 


With -it
Without -it
Age
Example
  Age
Example

----------------------------------------------------------------------

18m25d
Open-it doors
17m27d
Open door

19m17d
Hold-it scissors
18m06d
Hold Weezer

19m23d
Close-it this door
18m29d
Close this

19m24d
Linda have-it more cream
19m21d
Daddy have this wallet

19m24d
Brush-it steps
18m25d
Brush...man

19m24d
Washing-it steps
 --- 

19m25d
Hit-it door 
18m25d
Hit ball

19m26d
Dropped-it bowl
19m07d
Drop the checkbook

19m27d
Clean-it 
19m00d
Clean this

19m28d
Made-it pizza
18m29d
Maria made this duck

20m00d
Daddy take-it the matches
19m29d
Mommy take ball

20m01d
Get-it shelf
19m29d
Mommy get sauce


4b. Combinations with "spurious" -a
19m28d
Daddy take a da bottle
----

20m01d
Make a this house
19m04d
Make doll

4c. Spurious or multiple pronouns-determiners
19m21d
Step-in this Tyson paper

19m22d
Here the more crayons

19m23d
Step-in this Weezer dog

19m26d
Maria made this two cats

19m29d
Here this Daddy's hat

20m01d
Hold this Maria's necklace

20m01d
Some more Weezer cherries

20m03d
More Pete water

20m05d
This one other funny man

20m08d
Wash the Mommy's ear


These late-occurring V-it+CN combinations cannot be segmentation errors, obviously.  They seem more like the sudden reactivation of a syntactic pattern that Travis has by that time mostly abandoned.  So what is the meaning of this pattern? 


Checking the dates when these "late -it+CN" combinations occurred, it became evident that they concentrated in a period of about two weeks, at the end of the 20th month.  On the alternative hypothesis that -it was a clitic pronoun, as in adult language, I checked what else happened around that time with pronouns, and found that this was a time of pronoun doubling, sometimes appropriate and sometime spurious.  The data is presented in the 2nd and 3rd part of Table 4.


The feeling is that around this time Travis decided that it was in all cases legitimate to insert a pronoun before another postverbal nominal argument of a predicate.  Could it be that -it+CN combinations stem from a mistake in the properties of -it as a pronoun?  

1.
Some pronouns such as the accusative it, them, or the compound possessives mine, hers etc, are saturated forms and cannot take CN complements.  

2. Others such as the, a, or the possessive pronouns my or her, must take CN complements.

3. Yet some others such as the demonstrative pronouns this, that, can take complements optionally, but can also appear without a complement.  


The error with it could be that Travis mistakes it for an optionally complement-taking pronoun such as this instead of for a saturated form such as them. 


To check this hypothesis, the behavior of it and other pronoun-determiners functioning as postverbal "direct-object" complements were tabulated and compared.  Tables 5 presents the data:

Table 5. Pronominal "determinants" of nouns serving as direct objects of transitive verbs and prepositions (18m0d - 20m08d)
Pronoun(s)
Number
Example
----------------------------------------------------------

-it
86
Get-it bottle

-it the
 1
Daddy take-it the matches

-it this
 1
Close-it this door

-it another
 1
Get-it another one

-it more
 1
Linda have-it more cream

---------------------------------

this
75
Read this book

this two
 1
Maria made this two cats

this Possessive
 5
Hold this Maria's necklace 

---------------------------------

the
52
Get the pencil

the more
 1
Here the more crayons

the other
 1
Wash the other ear

the Possessive
 1
Wash the Mommy's ear

---------------------------------

a
11
Make a bubble

a da
 1
Daddy take a da bottle

a the
 1
Make a this house

----------------------------------

that
 9
Lock that Lulu

da
 6
Throw da ball

those
 1
..have those spoons

some
 2
Get some music

Possessive
10
See Daddy's car 

more Possessive
 2
Some more Weezer cherries


It is evident that it exhibits co-occurrence restrictions with pronouns (or complementary distribution with pronouns) in complement role, even if not with CNs.  Throughout the period of use, it isn't followed by another pronoun, only at marginal examples.  It seems to be a determiner-pronoun.

This conclusion is strengthened when we compare the contexts where it and the "proper" determiners occur in the Travis corpus.  Until about 19m20d, no determiner occurs before a CN in any role but a direct-object, postverbal complement of a transitive verb.  Neither complements of prepositions nor sentence subjects appear with determiners in this period.  This is precisely the context in which it-CN combinations occur.


The conclusion is that it is not a segmentation error but a productive pattern.  It appears to be a pronoun; the child's error is not observing co-occurrence restriction with common nouns, as if it were similar to this or that, a pronoun/determiner taking optional CN complements.


If it isn't a segmentation error but a clitic pronoun, what does that tell us about the acquisition of predicates?  Returning to our original question, it appears that it is possible to acquire a transitive verb at the single word stage, without changing its semantics but still without having to deal with syntactic combinations involving two different words.  The solution is to acquire the verb with an attached constant clitic pronoun, namely, to get it in a saturated form which is still closer to a single word than to a two-word combination.  This strategy is like to have your cake and eat it too... get a transitive verb as a single word which is nevertheless not incomplete.

Why then complete an already saturated verb with a common noun?  The answer is that the information provided by the clitic it is not only minimal, it's virtually nothing.  Such a pronoun -- as it is used by Travis and other beginning speakers -- simply reduplicates the default value of the direct objects of their verbs, which is the contextually most obvious entity effected by the action the verb refers to.  It is the external reflex of the verb applying to a default.  With it attached, the verb is equivalent to a constant of a communicative intent; it applies to whatever is that moment contextually given.  Just as bye is a greeting to whoever is leaving at that moment, so is open-it a request to open the contextually obvious object.  In both cases, adding a common noun after the predicate word provides further specification on what the speaker means.  In other words, the generation of predicate-nominal combinations with transitive verbs-plus-it repeats the pattern we have previously found for constants of communicative intents --  on a different level, a transitive verb-plus-clitic is a constant descriptor of an action-event, while the nominal arguments provide information on the specifics of the same action.  Just like a communicative constant, a verb-plus-it expression is complete by itself, but it is possible to add to it some further specification.

3. Developments involving it

The developmental course of Travis' use of it with transitive verbs provides further evidence of the importance of this pattern to her predicate system.


Travis first started to use it with the verb get, at 16m24d; the next day, at 16m25d, she began using get-it with a preverbal common noun argument.  Tomasello traces this pattern to her parents' saying "The phone! Go get it" or "The phone! You get it" (1992, p.249).  Travis herself had an early utterance, said on hearing the phone ring: "phone get-it".  This looks like a clear case of segmentation error.  However, a closer look at what else is happening in her language at the same time, puts this at doubt.  


By the time Travis first started to use get-it, she already had a two-word combination with a common noun, namely, "whereda X", used for requesting non-present objects like her bottle.  Now that we are sensitive to the possibility of her using clitic pronouns, the unsegmented "whereda" seems suspiciously like yet another clitic pronoun/determiner, maybe a clitic version of the?  This form first occurred at 15m20d; at 15m29d, she started producing wherego without any complements, used in an object-hiding game.  Both forms were productive when get-it was first produced at 16m24d.


However, the same day was the last day in which Travis produced "Whereda X".  Beginning with the next day, 16m25d, she suddenly switched to "where X", dropping the -da suffix.  Not only that, but the very same day she suddenly produces one exemplar of the adult "where's x", only to drop it and continue with "where x".


A coincidence?  Well, there are more.  N+get-it is a highly productive pattern, until at 17m29d-18m01d Travis suddenly changes the placement of the common noun, to a post-verbal, post-it position.  Almost all of her consequent noun combinations with this verb are from that time on are in the postverbal position.  Surprisingly, just three days before (17m26d), the "where's x" pattern resurfaces, and she produces two sentences of this kind (where's baby, where's towel).  The following day (17m27d) she acquires her second transitive verb with -it attached, immediately combining with a postverbal noun complement.  The verb was find-it, according to Tomasello's notes a close synonym of both where and get-it.  Very possibly, it was the combined pressure of "where" (with or without a clitic -da or 's) and find-it, using an identical clitic pronoun, both with postverbal complements, that decided for Travis that get-it, too, should get a postverbal, not a preverbal noun complement.


I think it can be demonstrated that at this point, Travis developed a quite general concept of a postverbal second argument, and distinguished it from a general preverbal first-argument slot, something we would call subject.  By 17m27d, she has all but exhausted her stock of communicative "constants" to which she has been attaching nominal complements -- preverbal or postverbal -- ever since 16m26d.  She already had quite a repertoire of combining predicates, some of them were what we would classify as intransitive verbs, some -- transitive verbs.  She attached nominal complements to them on a vaguely input-driven fashion, post or preverbally;  but, I want to claim, until now she considered them to have one single complement, undifferentiated to its semantic role relative to the predicate.  It is when she moved the nominal complement of get-it postverbally when she started to differentiate between a preverbal, "agent" argument and a postverbal, "everything else" argument.

That her moving the nominal complement of get-it to a postverbal position was part of a general reorganization of her predicate system, the creation of two different argument slots, can be seen from the other changes that occurred exactly at that time in her verb system. Table 6 summarizes these changes:

Table 6.  Changes in the predicate system around 18m00d
1. get-it -- moving direct-object from preverbal to postverbal position. (18m01d)

2. hammer -- meaning "engaged in the game of hammering" previously appearing with a preverbal subject, was "transitivized", appearing with a direct-object at postverbal position. (18m02d)

3. up-here -- instead of an expressed subject, preverbal, an expressed location, postverbal. (18m02d)

4. hold -- instead of an expressed subject, preverbal, an expressed object, postverbal. (18m06d)

5. get-out -- instead of an expressed subject, preverbal, an expressed object, postverbal, changing meaning from intransitive to causal. (18m06d)

6. bite -- the object-argument was moved from preverbal position to postverbal one. (18m07d)

7. Acquiring transitive verb + postverbal second-argument combinations without first expressing a subject or having a preverbal complement (e.g., find, open, got, touch, close, lock, hit, read, drop, clean, etc; starting at 17m27d).

8. Acquiring intransitive prepositional/particle "verbs" with preverbal subjects (e.g., fall-down, on, off (location), off (=turn off), out, here, on (=turn on), there, in, etc; starting at 17m28d).


It is apparent that around 18 months Travis' predicate system underwent a quite general reorganization, whose major feature is the distinction between two different types of logical arguments, one occupying a preverbal first-argument or agent slot and the other, a postverbal second-and-other argument slot.  


It seems that for Travis, clitic pronouns played a functional role in the creation of this postverbal slot; just like the determiners this, the, and so on which she used later for the same purpose, -it and -da appear to represent the variable slot itself, the component of the verb that accepts the nominal complement.  The presence of -da and -it object clitics, assisting the acquisition of these forms in the first place, is no coincidence; in some sense it is the clitics that create for Travis' transitive predicates the postverbal argument slot.  The clitic is like an overtly expressed variable slot; it marks the predicate's general or partially incomplete character and the type of argument it should combine with.  The example of where apparently demonstrates for Travis that such clitics can be dropped; once the postverbal second-argument slot gets established, Travis begins to acquire transitive verbs with noun arguments without attaching it to the verb.  It is possible to say that what changes during acquisition for Travis is the status of the -it clitic: from externalized default value to argument component getting a common noun specifier.

 
In summary, the data suggests that the problem of the "predicateness" of predicates may be solved by children on a quite general level, and that clitic pronouns may play important roles in these solutions.

-------------------------------------

Post Script: A few years after giving this talk, I found the cliticized transitiveness marker -him in Tok Pisin, the Pidgin English dialect of Papua New Guinea.  This marker is attached to all transitive verbs, and it is routinely followed by a direct object expression in the form of a Common Noun. It appears that Travis and other children acquiring English may have adopted -it as well as other cliticized pronouns as a Pidgin-English type of transitiveness marker for some phase of their development. 




